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Background

The impetus for this data analysis was the cultural
competence institute evaluation. The cultural
competence institute work was presented to the
board in November 2008. As part of the evaluation of
the cultural competence institute, disaggregated
disciplinary data was presented on the schools
involved in the institute as a “pre” measure to assess
whether the institute (and proceeding
implementation of a plan in participating schools) will
have an impact on racial disparities in school
discipline. As a result, a request was made to see
this data for every school in the district.
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Section |. Data Review and Questions for Reflection:
This section includes a review of each chart and provides
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2007-2008 Disruptive Behavior Incidents

Disaggregated Discipline Data Review Guide

Discipline Data Caveats

The charts that you will review present the
disaggregated disciplinary data entered into Infinite
Campus in 2007-2008.The data is presented differently
than the way we have typically looked at in the past:

1. The data ONLY includes incidents for disruptive
behavior/Failure to obey and does not include
the other incident types (e.g., fighting,
harassment, weapons, etc.). Of all disciplinary
infractions at each level, disruptive behavior is the
most frequent type of referral. This referral type is
subject to a good deal of discretion on the part of
teachers and administrators as it is used to code a
wide variation of behavioral incidents.

2. The data presented includes only first incidents
(to control for the common practice of increasing the
severity of sanctions for repeat offenses) as well as
the total number of incidents.

3. The entire school population is considered in one of
the charts to determine the percent of students
within the total school population who are
sanctioned for disruptive behavior- overall and by
group (White and Minority).

4. The distribution of sanctions for disruptive
behavior is illustrated to identify (a) the type(s) of
sanctions that are used most frequently in the
school for disruptive behavior/failure to obey, and
(b) if the use of sanction type differs or is similar for
White and Minority students.

Looking Through a Different Lens
-
It is important to keep in mind that JCPS is not unique with respect to racial disparities in school discipline. That
is, most school districts in the nation exhibit the same longstanding issue of discipline disproportionality, and,
consequently, some districts have been enacting ways to address the issue.

When confronted with this issue, it is common to think of and explain the problem in terms of a single factor (e.g.,
“the students of one culture do not respect school rules” or “the students who act out have no guidance or
discipline at home.”). It is important, however, to recognize that there exists a complex web of factors (e.g.,
influence of home environments, community, culture, poverty, issues of power/control, psychological and
behavioral issues, etc.) rooted in historical, social, and political forces that perpetuate racial disparities in school
discipline. This problem tends to be framed in isolation from other aspects of schooling but is in fact, inextricably
linked to the institutionalized school norms and practices within our schools.

Our own culture, beliefs and experiences impact the lens through which we view everything (Hill-Collins, 1990).
When reviewing the data, it will be important to actively challenge the ways in which we typically think about this
issue, the perceptions we hold of different groups, and what we believe to be the causes and solutions. As much
as possible, when you review and discuss this data, consider new ways of looking at the information, thinking
critically about the different ways this can be addressed systemically in our district and within our schools.
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'Section |. Data Review and Questions for Reflection: % of total school population with incident

School Name: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

Total # students and total # of incidents Distribution of sanctions for 1t incident
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1. Generally speaking, are our disciplinary policies and practices proactive or reactive?

2. Is student behavior and subsequent discipline enforced consistently within our schools?

3. What universal and targeted interventions for disruptive behavior are being used within our
schools? How is the impact of the interventions evaluated?

4. Does bias (with respect to gender, race and poverty or some combination) play a role in the
referral rate for disruptive behavior?

5. Our intuitions reflect the wider society. As such, what societal messages (explicit and implicit)
may influence the referral rate of one group versus another?

6. What percent of District and School Professional Development is focused on Classroom
management and cultural related issues?
a. What is the quality of the PD?
b. Does any PD address classroom management in terms of relationships and escalation?

7. Are the classroom management PD needs of teachers assessed in an ongoing systematic way?

8. Are we explicitly communicating with the primary institutions that prepare our teachers (e.g.,
University of Louisville College of Education) about the need for increased/enhanced classroom
management instruction and experience in various school contexts?

9. How does the school structure, school culture and school norms influence disproportionality
specifically, and the use of sanctions and perception of disruptive behavior generally?
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Section |. Data Review and Questions for Reflection: Total # students, total/average # incidents

School Name: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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1. Do we view these patterns as a student issue, a teacher issue, or both?

2. Is one group of students experiencing more incidents and repeat incidents than another
group? Why or why not?

3. Does disruptive behavior mean the same thing for both groups? Does this vary by
classroom? If so, why?

4. What intervention efforts are occurring for students who are exhibiting continuous disruptive

behavior? What strategies can be used to help students channel the energy inherent in
disruptive behavior into more in a more positive productive direction?

5. Do some teachers write more referrals than others? If so why? For the teachers who write
the most referrals, what types of interventions, support, and PD is provided to them?

6. Do student exhibit disruptive behavior with every teacher or do they behave differently for
some teachers? If so, why do you think that may be?

7. Are there cases where an interpersonal conflict between the student and the teacher
contributes to repeat referrals? If so, what is done to address this?

8. Can some zero tolerance policies impact the recidivism rate of students? Does it impact one
group more than another?

9. How can some teacher behaviors positively or negatively influence student reactions?
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Section |. Data Review and Questions for Reflection: Distribution of Sanctions for 1* Incident
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School Name: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

Total # students and total # of incidents Distribution of sanctions for 1t incident
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. Do the sanctions given for these incidents (particularly detention, ISAP and suspension) help
reduce the unwanted behaviors and prevent their reoccurrence?

. Is “upping” the severity of the sanction (e.g., 1% offense detention, 2" offense ISAP, etc.) an
effective in deterring repeat offenses?

. When are different sanctions used for the same offense and why?

. Are all sanctions used for disruptive behavior in alignment with the code of conduct?

. What short term impact does exclusion from the classroom (ISAP) or school (suspension) have
on students? What short term impact does it have and on the classroom/school they are

excluded from?

. What is taking place in ISAP, detention or during a suspension that discourages students from
exhibiting disruptive behavior and encourages appropriate behavior?

. What other school responses might be productive in reducing the unwanted behavior (e.g.,
conflict resolution)?

. Do students ever participate in the decision making process regarding consequences for their
behavior?

. Since there is such a wide range of discretion in terms of coding behavior as disruptive, are
specific guidelines communicated with respect to what sanction is appropriate for the nature of
the behavior?

10. Can bias play a role in the type of sanctions given to particular students?

11. When parents fail to respond to issues around disruptive behavior of their child, what role
should the school play?
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Section Il. What does the Research tell us?

The salience of race:

® Nearly three decades of research confirms the persistence of African-American students being
disproportionately subjected to school disciplinary practices (Skiba, Peterson & Williams, 1997;
Studley, 2002).

o Two commonly offered explanations have been challenged through empirical research.
(1) Socioeconomic differences among African-American and White students, rather than
race itself account for disproportionality in discipline. The data consistently reveals that
racial disparities remain even after controlling for socioeconomic status (Skiba et al, 2000;
Wu, Pink & Moles, 1992). (2) African-American youth engage in more severe behaviors to
warrant more severe discipline. The data illustrate that African American students
received more referrals for subjective and nonviolent offenses (Harvard University, ACRP,
2000; McCarthy & Hoge, 1987; Studley, 2002).

® The disparate application of school discipline has been found to exacerbate the achievement gap
between African-American and White students (Townsand, 2000; Garibaldi, 1992)

#® Zero-tolerance policies were adopted in response to several school shootings in the mid 90’s.
Skiba & Peterson (1999) found that the implementation of zero tolerance policies exacerbated
disproportionality in discipline. NCES data (1996-1997) suggest that the disproportion is due to
increased punishment of minor violations (e.g., tardiness, disrespect) fixed in zero tolerance.

® Some African-American students develop a resistance towards White dominated educational
institutions and thus may exhibit behavior directly opposite to behavior that is considered
acceptable in schools (Ogbu, 1982).

& A 2007 ethnographic study found that teachers’ perceptions of loss of classroom control
contributed to who is labeled and removed for disciplinary reasons (largely poor students of color)
and that exclusionary discipline consequences are the primary medium used once students are
sent from the classroom (Fenning & Rose, 2007)

The Use and Impact of Suspension

® A large body of research indicates that suspension is an ineffective disciplinary practice in
discouraging and decreasing inappropriate behavior (Andrews, Taylor, Martin & Slate, 1998;
McFadden et al, 1992).

® African-American students are at greater risk for being suspended as a result of minor school
board violations such as defiance of authority (Frances & Cole, 2002; Rosen, 1997)

® Suspension has been found to be a strong predictor of student alienation from the educational
process, academic failure, grade retention, drop out and delinquency (McCarthy & Hodge, 1987;
Oppenheimer & Ziegler, 1998)

® Blackhart, Baumeister and Twenge (2006) found that socially rejected individuals exhibit more
self-defeating and antisocial behaviors, increased aggression, and decreased self regulation and
self control. Consequently, suspension in elementary school was found to be one of the strongest
predictors of suspension in middle school (Raffaele-Mendez 2003).

Accountability, Research & Planning Page 4
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Young students, the domino effect, and disproportionality:

® Young children are particularly vulnerable to the beginning process of a ‘domino effect’ regarding
misbehavior and discipline. Elementary students with school records documenting ongoing
misconduct were 12 times as likely to be suspended in middle school (Safer, 1986).

® A national study conducted at the Yale University Child Study Center found that pre-kindergarten
expulsion rate is 3.2 times higher than the rate for K-12 students and that African-American and
Latino boys are disproportionately sanctioned (Gilliam, 2005).

0 Arecent analysis of the JCPS K-3 (2007-2008) discipline data revealed disciplinary
incidents increase with each grade level. In Kindergarten there were 746 incidents and in
3rd grade there were 1306 incidents. Across every grade level, Minority students
represent more disciplinary incidents than White students — with an overall ratio of almost
3: 1. This disparity is most marked in Kindergarten where the ratio is almost 5:1 (i.e.,
Minority = 82.4; White = 17.6%).

® Eder (1981) found that elementary students who had more difficulty learning were placed in
groups whose social context is much less conducive for learning (characterized by frequent
disruption, inattentiveness and teacher management). She suggests that academic and
behavioral tracking of students in early grades increase the likelihood of racial and class bias in
ability grouping assignments and thus can operate as a mechanism that perpetuates a cyclical
problem of labeling, grouping, misbehavior and discipline.

® A study of a high poverty urban elementary school describes two behavioral events distinct to
African American communicative style — “stylized sulking” and “doin’ steps” resulted in the
teachers perception of the events as statements of open resistance to the norms of the school
and interpreted them as having a bad attitude or defiant (Glimore, 1985).

® A paradigm shift is needed in how school discipline is viewed, moving from a punitive,
exclusionary, and temporary stance to one that is inclusive, process-oriented, and focused on the
long term (Morrison et al. 2001).
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Section Il. Approaches to Consider

Many districts across the country have undertaken efforts that focus towards equitable application of
school-wide discipline policies and procedures for all students. The following are approaches and
strategies being implemented in other districts that are supported by the research literature.

Review discipline data to drive decisions about school wide discipline evidence-based
interventions consistent with models of Positive Behavior Support (PBS), particularly with
disenfranchised groups (not just numbers but comments as well) Fenning & Rose (2007).

Create a collaborative diverse discipline team supported by the school administrator and
composed of multiple stakeholders to examine discipline data, practices and decisions made for
all students (including students when possible).

Provide district and school wide professional development to help promote cultural competence.
Teachers need more support in managing their classroom effectively so that the removal of a
student from the classroom or the school is truly a last resort. Interventions should occur with
teachers who frequently utilize disciplinary practices. In some cases, it may be that teachers are
not cognizant of developmentally or academically appropriate expectations of students, or they
may not be aware of their own biases. In many instances teachers are assigned to work with
populations of students with whom they were not trained to work (Vanderhaar & Chang, 2008
working manuscript).

Create more proactive school discipline policies for all students, consistent with models of PBS.

[A note on PBS: PBS was designed in recognition of the shortcomings of zero-tolerance policies and the use of
reactionary interventions that have been found to have negative effects (Walker & Horner, 1996). The primary
components of the PBS approach include proactive teaching of expected behaviors, and the development of
positive teacher-student interaction.]

Implementing and sustaining preventative strategies and programs in early childhood and
elementary is critical. These programs include conflict resolution training (Douglas et al. 2002),
peer-mediation and mentoring programs. [**the JCPS 2007-2008 data entered into Infinite
Campus reveal that of all “other” disciplinary sanctions possible, conflict resolution was used the
least frequently**]

One promising practice being used is the use of computer application where students self-monitor
their own behavior (Jull 2006). Students are given the time, tools, and opportunity to record their
positive and negative interactions and reflect on the contextual factors that may facilitate and
hinder their reactions. Students should be empowered to engage in conversations about personal
responsibility regarding behaviors in school.

Facilitating Courageous Conversations: ‘There exists a need to frankly address widely held social
constructions of ability, race and language in our schools’ (Datanow et al, 2003). Courageous
conversations is an approach increasingly being used in schools to generate shared
understanding about the cause and major problems in the system and to confront and manage
the difficulty that discussions of race entail (Terrell, 2006). [The Seattle School District and
Middletown City School District among others have begun implementing this in their schools and
central office].

Provide observation and dialogue opportunities for schools with high rates of disproportionality
with matched schools with low rates.

When ISAP and detention are used, the research base on productive, effective techniques for
students during this time should be considered.
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Elementary School Average: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Atkinson: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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Auburndale: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
“Total # students and total # of incidences  Distribution of sanctions for 1 incident
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# Students

Bates: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Blake: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Blue Lick: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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# Students

Brandeis: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Breckinridge-Franklin: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Cochran: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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# Students

Coleridge-Taylor: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Total # students and total # of incidences
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# Students

Engelha rd: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Greathouse/Shryock: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
Total # students and total #of ncidences
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Gutermuth: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Total # students and total # of incidences  Distribution of sanctions for 1% incident

(] 6
©
2 7 L ]
n B Minority Isap — 100%
= . 57.1%

- White i
M4 D
Q etent'
9 IOn
s I 10
S ] |
c e
-~ r 42.9%
# -
40.0% - 10.0 -

1.9 1.7
2.8% 2.1% 2.4%
0.0% | — l m 0.0 | -—‘
White Minority Total White Minority
7 Sanctioned 6 Sanctioned 13 Sanctioned

out of 254 out of 286 Out of 540



# Students

Hartstern: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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Johnsontown Road: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
Total # students and total # of incidences
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Kennedy: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Kerrick: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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McFerran: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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Middletown: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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Norton: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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Price: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Rutherford: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1 incident
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out of 172 out of 387 Out of 559



Shacklette: 2007-0s Disruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1 incident

# Students

# incide

9 B Minority
White

nces
| I

52

[y
i~y

40.0%

0.0%

9.7%
2.9% 5.9%

White Minority Total

9 Sanctioned 23 Sanctioned 32 Sanctioned
out of 311 out of 236 Out of 547

S
USDEn S ion

[

10.0 -
16 2.3
0.0 I -
White Minority



Trunnell: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior

# Students

B Minority
White

—_—
40

6
|
6

# incidences

40.0%

0.0%

10.4%

1.6% - 5.2%
| 550

White Minority Total

6 Sanctioned 26 Sanctioned 32 Sanctioned
out of 366 out of 251 Out of 617

Sy,
*Pensio h 7.7%

Isap — 76.9%
33.3%

Othe, r 15.4% c6.79%
. (1]

10.0 -
1.0 1.5
0.0 I ]
White Minority



# Students

Watterson: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
Total # students and total # of incidences

B Minority
White

7
3
I -
-
5

# incidences

40.0%

0.0%

1.0% 2.4% 1.7%

T — T R |

White Minority Total

3 Sanctioned 7 Sanctioned 10 Sanctioned
out of 297 out of 288 Out of 585

S
uspens,bn _ 14.3%
66.7%

Isqp N 42.9%

5 ]
Stentjo, M 14.3%

Othe, 28.6%
33.3%

10.0 -
4.0
1.7
0.0 I L
White Minority



# Students

Wellington: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
Total# students and total # of incidences

_—

B Minority
White

# incidences

9
- E
|

14

40.0%

0.0%

5.4% 11.9% 9.6%

o

White Minority Total

9 Sanctioned 35 Sanctioned 44 Sanctioned
out of 167 out of 293 Out of 460

Sy,
*Pensio } 2.9%

Isqp N 20%

Othe, 77.1%
100%

10.0 -
16 1.9
0.0 I o
White Minority



# Students

Young: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

B Minority
White

_—
1

38

16
|

25

# incidences

40.0%

0.0%

o,
16.0% 14.2% 14.5%

N N

White Minority Total

16 Sanctioned 68 Sanctioned 84 Sanctioned
out of 100 out of 480 Out of 580

S
USDEn S ion

Isap P 35.3%
68.8%

D
etentiOn F 17.6%
6.3%

Othe, 47.1%
25%

10.0 -
1.6 2.0
0.0 I ]
White Minority



Middle School Average: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

S,

,,g uspens,bn 5.8%
o 3329 4.6%
3 o ]
= 2094 B Minority ISap 26%
* White 41.9%
m ] =
3 DetentiOn F 19.1%
c I 25.7%

I _
o
g 5431 Other 29%
- 27.8%
k- S
100.0% - 100 .

36.8% 3.7
19.3% 27.3% 2.6
B o
0.0% : , 00 |
White Minority Total White Minority

2094 Sanctioned 3329 Sanctioned 5423 Sanctioned
out of 10,843 out of 9,050 Out of 19,893



Barret: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

[7,]

€

Qv 67 ) )
= B Minority
= 95 .

n White
I+

"

]

s I

S 164

S

g 168

‘ #i

100.0% -

22.9% 30.5%  25.6%

White Minority Total

95 Sanctioned 67 Sanctioned 162 Sanctioned
out of 414 out of 220 Out of 634

S
USDEn S ion

F 16.4%

15.8%

— 47.8%
40%

35.8%
44.2%

10.0 -
18 2.5
0.0 I -
White Minority



# Students

# incid

ences
I I

Carrithers: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior

B Minority
White

[y
(oo}

118

N
N

100.0%

0.0%

18 Sanctioned

12.6%

5.2% 8.7%
B0 coesn
White Minority Total

57 Sanctioned
Out of 657

39 Sanctioned

out of 347 out of 310

S
Uspen S ion

_ 71.8%
88.9%
F 12.8%
5.6%

15.4%
5.6%

10.0 -
3.0
1.2
0.0 I -
White Minority



Co NWaAY. 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

142 o
B Minority

135 White

# Students

485

477

ncidences
‘l I

‘ #i

100.0% -

43.7%

23.3% . 30.6%

White Minority Total

135 Sanctioned 142 Sanctioned 277 Sanctioned
out of 580 out of 325 Out of 905

S
USDEn S ion

k 6.3%
6.7%
— 62%
52.6%
F 13.4%
20%

18.3%
20.7%

10.0 -
3.5 3.4
0.0 I -
White Minority



Crosby: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

[7,]

=

o 149 ) )
= B Minority
= 133 .

n White
I+

"

]

=

o 379

N
w
.|

# incid

100.0% -

39.8%

15.0% . 22.4%
00% | &

White Minority Total

133 Sanctioned 149 Sanctioned 282 Sanctioned
out of 886 out of 374 Out of 1260

s -
Uspen S ion

ISAP 0.7%
0.8%
5 )
etentio 57.7%
n 74.4%
Othe 41.6%
r 24.8%
10.0 -
2.5
1.7
oo N
White Minority



Farnsley: 2007-08 pisruptive Behavior

199 o
B Minority

134 White

# Students

ences
| I

662

w
Y
N

# incid

100.0% -

43.7%
31.0%

21.6%
B =
0.0% I | l

White Minority Total

134 Sanctioned 199 Sanctioned 333 Sanctioned
out of 619 out of 455 Out of 1074

S
USDEn S ion

} 3%
2.2%
— 57.8%
56.7%
F 25.1%
29.9%
14.1%
11.2%

10.0

0.0

White Minority



Frost: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

v

€

7] 52 ) )
= B Minority
et 45 .

N White
It

"

Q

c

o 128

O
'.|

# incid

100.0% -

40.9%
22.2% 29.4%

White Minority Total

45 Sanctioned 52 Sanctioned 97 Sanctioned
out of 203 out of 127 Out of 330

S
Uspen S ion

_ 11.5%
8.9%

86.5%
91.1%

10.0 -
2.1 2-5
0.0 I -
White Minority



H Igh land: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

v

2 “Spensio, M 7.7%

] 104 o 6.6%

= B Minority

&a 61 White 67.3%
1 70.5%
o D

. Stention | 1%

e 237

S

) 135 O 24%

c e

£ r 23%

=

100.0% - 10.0 -

26.1% 2.2 23

9.4% 15.7%

White Minority Total White Minority

61 Sanctioned 104 Sanctioned 165 Sanctioned
out of 649 out of 399 Out of 1048



# Students

# incid

JCTMS: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

181

202

ences
“\ I

B Minority
White

584

D
(o}
(%2}

100.0% -

34.9%

0.0%

54.7%

42.1%

..

White

202 Sanctioned
out of 578

Minority Total

181 Sanctioned Total: 383 Sanctioned

out of 331

Out of 909

S
USDEn S ion

Isap F 21%
18.3%
D
etentio,, — 62.4%
71.3%

Othe 16.6%
d 10.4%

10.0 -
25 3.2
0.0 I -
White Minority



Johnson: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior

S
% USDEnsiOn
o 166 o 0.6%
= B Minority _
& 168 White ISap 36.1%
= 30.4%
. i
o etentio,, P 32.5%
S | |
# . 0

100.0% - 10.0 -
0,
29.4% 42.8% 34.8% 28
B
White Minority Total White Minority

168 Sanctioned 166 Sanctioned 334 Sanctioned
out of 572 out of 388 Out of 960



Kammerer: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior

209 o
B Minority

1 White

# Students

ences
| I

857

N
(9
[y

# incid

100.0% -

29.4% 42.8% 37.9%

0.0% l . l % l

White Minority Total

111 Sanctioned 209 Sanctioned 320 Sanctioned
out of 489 out of 355 Out of 844

Sy,
SDEhsiOn 0.6%
. (]
Isap _ 36.1%
30.4%
Slentjo,, 32.5%
33.3%

Othe, 31.3%
35.7%

10.0 -
4.1
2.3
0.0 I -
White Minority



Knlght 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

h‘
[ury
o

# incid

100.0% -

58.3%
37.3%

0.0% T T i ]

White Minority Total

130 Sanctioned 263 Sanctioned
Out of 580

133 Sanctioned
out of 357 out of 223

(7]

=

Q 130 o
= B Minority
4= 133 .

n White
3

"

]

- @

S 614

Sy,
*Pensio 6.2%
5.3%
82.3%
80.5%
D
Slentjo,, | 0.8%
Othe 10.8%
r 14.2%
10.0 -
4.7
3.1
0.0 l L
White Minority



Lassiter: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

151 o
B Minority

129 White

# Students

ences
| I

701

w
N
=y

# incid

100.0% -
61.9%

32.7%

0.0% T T =l ]

White Minority Total

129 Sanctioned 151 Sanctioned 280 Sanctioned
out of 394 out of 244 Out of 638

Sy
spens,-On } 2%

1.6%

Isap — 58.3%
63.6%

Othe, 39.7%
34.9%

10.0

4.6

2.5
0.0 ] -

White Minority




MeyZEEk: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

176 o
B Minority

White

# Students
(9, ]
N

ences
| I

728

124

# incid

100.0% -

(V)
11.7% 29-3% 21.8%

White Minority Total

52 Sanctioned 176 Sanctioned 228 Sanctioned
out of 446 out of 600 Out of 1046

Sy,
Spehsio,, } 2.8%

7.7%
Isap P 34.1%
28.8%
) ]
Slentjo,, 31.3%
26.9%

Othe, 31.8%
36.5%

10.0 -
4.1
2.4
0.0 I -
White Minority



IVIye I’'S. 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

__ 36 1 i
B Minority
51

White

# Students

13
|
14

# incidences

100.0% -

3.3% 8.4% 5.9%

0.0% l || l A l

White Minority Total

13 Sanctioned 36 Sanctioned 49 Sanctioned
out of 394 out of 431 Out of 825

Sy,
*Pensio _ 80.6%
61.5%

15.4%

Othe, 19.4%
23.1%

10.0 -
1.1 1.4
0.0 I ]
White Minority



Newburg: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

v

€

Q 112 ) )
= B Minority
= 44 .

n White
3+

"

)]

= I

o 309

H‘
o
w

# incid

100.0% -

9.6% 19.1% 15.0%
0.0% N o

White Minority Total

44 Sanctioned 112 Sanctioned 156 Sanctioned
out of 457 out of 585 Out of 1042

S
USDEn S ion

_ 25%
31.8%
P 34.8%
34.1%
F 14.3%
20.5%

25.9%
13.6%

10.0 -
23 2.8
0.0 I -
White Minority



Noe: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

257 o
B Minority

White

# Students
3

ences
| I

939

190

# incid

100.0% -

43.1%

12.3% . 26. 2%
0.0%

White Minority Total

90 Sanctioned 257 Sanctioned 347 Sanctioned
out of 729 out of 596 Out of 1325

S
Uspen S ion

} 2.7%
1.1%
— 54.9%
47.8%
F 24.9%
40%

17.5%
11.1%

10.0

0.0

White Minority



Olmsted North: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

233 o
B Minority

White

# Students
3

ences
| I

914

N
wu1
Y

# incid

100.0% -

40.2% 47.5% 45.1%

%
0.0% l . l e l

White Minority Total

96 Sanctioned 233 Sanctioned 329 Sanctioned
out of 239 out of 491 Out of 730

Sy,
Spehsio,, } 3.9%

5.2%

Isap — 62.7%
59.4%

D
etent,'On F 1.7%
1%

Othe, 31.8%
34.4%

10.0

0.0

White Minority



Olmsted South: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1 incident

163 o
B Minority

White

# Students
®

ences
| I

595

N
[y
o

# incid

100.0% -

0,
30.4% 48.4% 40.6%

White Minority Total

78 Sanctioned 163 Sanctioned 241 Sanctioned
out of 257 out of 337 Out of 594

S
USDEn S ion

P 8.6%

3.8%

P 34.4%
33.3%

F 9.8%
9%

47.2%
53.8%

10.0 -
3.7
2.7
0.0 I -
White Minority



Stuart: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

7 S

2 uspens,°n _ 26.1%
) 69 . 20.7%
= B Minority _

z’ >8 White Isap 29%

|

25.9%

ences
I I

# incid
[y
[IKY
(o]
9
&>
]

140

44.9%
53.4%

100.0% - 10.0 -
8.8% 157%  11.6% 2.0 2.0
White Minority Total White Minority
58 Sanctioned 69 Sanctioned 127 Sanctioned

out of 657 out of 439 Out of 1096



Thomas Jefferson: 2007-0s Disruptive Behavior
“Total # students and total # of incidences  Distribution of sanctions for 1< incident

S
“SPengio, | 0.4%
234 o
B Minority

White Isap 50%
46.9%
D,
etentio,, _ 37.6%
726 42.9%

12%
10.2%

# Students
o

ences
| I

w
w
"
S

&

S

# incid

100.0% - 10.0 -
24.7% 39-7%  33.6% 3.4 3.1
-
White Minority Total White Minority
98 Sanctioned 234 Sanctioned 332 Sanctioned

out of 397 out of 590 Out of 987



Western Middle: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

216 o
B Minority

White

# Students
00
~

ences
| I

865

N
]
~N

# incid

100.0% -

51.2%

0.0% T T — ]

White Minority Total

87 Sanctioned 216 Sanctioned 303 Sanctioned
out of 170 out of 296 Out of 466

Sy,
sp9ns,'°n h 5.2%

9.3%

— 70.1%
59.3%
5 |
etent,'On F 1.7‘7;
3.4%

Othe, 23%
28%

10.0

0.0

White Minority



Westport: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

v

€

Q 244 ) )
= B Minority
4= 134 .
N White
It

"

Q

= [

e 1518
S

§ 499

T+

100.0% -
0,
41.6% 55.6%
0.0% T T .'.--I it ]
White Minority Total
134 Sanctioned 244 Sanctioned 378 Sanctioned

out of 322 out of 439 Out of 761

Sy,
*Pension, M 3.3%

0.7%
36.9%
44%
Detent,' 1.2%
°n 1229
Othe, 535;/8.6%
0
10.0 -
6.2
3.7
0.0 T
White Minority



ngh School Average: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1~ incident

(7]
=
Q 4385 o
= B Minority
= 2264 .
n White
3
"
]
-
o 16331
S
§ 5434
3+
100.0% -

40.0%

15.2% . 25.8%
5,80

White Minority Total

2264 Sanctioned 4385 Sanctioned 6649 Sanctioned
out of 14,846 out of 10,961 Out of 25,807

S
USDEn S ion

_ 11.7%
14.5%
— 45.8%
36.7
F 20.3%
27.2%

22.2%
21.6%

10.0 -
3.7
2.4
0.0 I -
White Minority



Atherton: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior

v

€

7] 182 ) )
= B Minority
4 128 .

N White
It

"

Q

e

o 860

S

(S

k=

T+

100.0% -

44.9%

19.1% . 28.8%
it
0.0% : : .

White Minority Total

128 Sanctioned 182 Sanctioned 310 Sanctioned
out of 671 out of 405 Out of 1076

S
USDEn S ion

0.5%

— 57.7%
38.3%
F 19.2%

27.3%

22.5%
34.4%

10.0 -
4.7
2.3
0.0 I -
White Minority



Ballard: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

234 ) )
B Minority

White

# Students
]

ences
| I

893

151

# incid

100.0% -

38.5%

8.3% . 18.9%
0.0% . B

White Minority Total

93 Sanctioned 234 Sanctioned 327 Sanctioned
out of 1125 out of 608 Out of 1733

S
USDEn S ion

10.0

0.0

P 8.5%
10.8%

3.8%
3.2%

F 29.9%

30.1%
57.7%
55.9%




Butler: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

(7]

=

= B Minority
+ 7 .
n White
3

"

]

¢ I

o 16

S

£ °

3+

100.0% -

0.6% 3.1% 1.2%
0.0% I | l

White Minority Total

7 Sanctioned 13 Sanctioned 20 Sanctioned
out of 1224 out of 413 Out of 1637

S
Uspen S ion

— 100%
100%

10.0 -
1.1 1.2
0.0 I I
White Minority



Central: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

] Sy
= *Pensi,, | 0.8%
) 513 o
= B Minority
? A White ISap 40.5%
3+ 42.9%
o D
S “tentiop, — 40.9%
S D :coo 47.6%
|
o
e | 36 Otp 17.7%
c e
= r 9.5%
+
100.0% - 100 -
57.4%
28.4% 3.2
1.7
White Minority Total White Minority
21 Sanctioned 513 Sanctioned 534 Sanctioned

out of 74 out of 894 Out of 968



DosSS: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

Otne, N 15%

2
0,

3 399 o 22%
S B Minority .
= 189 _ D
N White Stentio, | 2%
3+ 7%
m N -
(V]
c 1sqp N 77
S 1968 65%
S
(S i
c S,
= u$pens,-°n B 3%

i 6%
100.0% -

69.3% 10.0 -
36.8% 4.9
2.8
0.0% : , 00 |
White Minority Total White Minority

189 Sanctioned 399 Sanctioned 588 Sanctioned
out of 513 out of 576 Out of 1089



DuPont Manual: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1 incident

(7]

=

= B Minority
= 64 .
n White
3

"
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¢ I

o 53

S

Eg 87

3+

100.0% -

4.7% 6.5% 5.2%
0.0% I : Pt ol b | I
White Minority Total

64 Sanctioned

out of 1357

98 Sanctioned
Out of 1878

34 Sanctioned
out of 521

S
USDEn S ion

h 8.8%

F 2.9%
10.9%

— 76.5%
81.3%
11.8%
7.8%

10.0 -
1.4 1.6
0.0 l ]
White Minority



Eastern: 2007-08 pisruptive Behavior

(7]
=
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© B Minority
>
= 322 .
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3
"
]
-
o 1343
S
§ 682
3+
100.0% -
57.2%

25.6% 36.4%
i
0.0% , , - ,

White Minority Total

322 Sanctioned 375 Sanctioned 697 Sanctioned
out of 1260 out of 656 Out of 1916

Sy,
Pension | 1.1%

0.9%

ISAP 1.9%
0.9%

D,
“tentjo,, — 76%
79.8%

10.0

0.0




Fairdale: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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= 216 .
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o 546

S

§ 704

3+

100.0% -

36.2%

0.0% . o
White Minority Total

216 Sanctioned 135 Sanctioned 351 Sanctioned
out of 597 out of 228 Out of 825

Sy
Spens,bn } 3%

6.5%

Isap _ 66.7%
63.9%

D
etent,'On F 5.2"//:
5.1%

Othe, 25.2%
24.5%

10.0 -
33 4.0
0.0 I -
White Minority



Fern Creek: 2007-08 pisruptive Behavior
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S
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3+
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White Minority Total

76 Sanctioned 179 Sanctioned 255 Sanctioned
out of 771 out of 679 Out of 1450

Sy,
Pengiq, — 91.6%
90.8%

oner M3
. ()

10.0 -
15 1.9
0.0 I o
White Minority



lrOQUOIS: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior

225 o
B Minority

White

# Students
®
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I I
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N
N
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# incid

100.0% -

19.7% 29.2% 26.0%

White Minority Total

78 Sanctioned 225 Sanctioned 303 Sanctioned
out of 396 out of 770 Out of 1166

S
Uspen S ion

_ 11.4%

6.4%

— 57.1%
67.9%

31.4%
25.6%

10.0 -
4.2
2.9
0.0 I -
White Minority



Jeffersontown: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1 incident

(7]
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Q 345 o
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3
"
]
-
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S
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3+
100.0% -
60.0%
30.7%

0.0% T l

White Minority Total

162 Sanctioned 345 Sanctioned 507 Sanctioned
out of 528 out of 575 Out of 1103

S
USDEn S ion

k 5.8%

7.4%

— 69.3%
67.3%

0.6%

24.3%
25.3%

10.0 -
3.9
2.8
0.0 I -
White Minority



Louisville Male: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1 incident

# Students

B Minority

174 White

. EE
|

265
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100.0%

0.0%

32.4%
14.5% 20.1%
4 i 1}

W s

White Minority  Total

174 Sanctioned 176 Sanctioned 350 Sanctioned
out of 1196 out of 543 Out of 1739

S
USDEn S ion

k 5.7%

5.2%

F 14.2%
8.6%

— 73.3%
77.6%

6.8%
8.6%

10.0 -
15 1.9
0.0 I o
White Minority



Pleasure Ridge Park: 2007-08 pisruptive Behavior
Distribution of sanctions for 1#incident
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100.0% -
6.8% 17.6% 9.9%
0.0% I s
White Minority Total
92 Sanctioned 95 Sanctioned 187 Sanctioned

out of 1353 out of 540 Out of 1893

S
USDEn S ion

— 85.3%
90.2%

14.7%
9.8%

10.0 -
1.6 1.7
0.0 I ]
White Minority



Seneca: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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White Minority Total

176 Sanctioned 364 Sanctioned 540 Sanctioned
out of 861 out of 767 Out of 1628
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Shawnee: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Southern: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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21 Sanctioned 24 Sanctioned 45 Sanctioned
out of 790 out of 429 Out of 1219
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Valley: 2007-08 pisruptive Behavior
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Waggener: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
Total # students and total # of incidences  Distribution of sanctions for 1#incident
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114 Sanctioned 308 Sanctioned 422 Sanctioned
out of 475 out of 609 Out of 1084



Western: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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118 Sanctioned 422 Sanctioned 540 Sanctioned
out of 255 out of 654 Out of 909



Special Schools Average: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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77 Sanctioned 157 Sanctioned 234 Sanctioned

out of 1979 out of 2686 Out of 4665



Jefferson County Virtual: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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19 Sanctioned 36 Sanctioned 55 Sanctioned

out of 127 out of 181 Out of 308



Libe rty: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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out of 181 out of 289 Out of 470
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WeStpO rt TAPP: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
“Total # students and total # of incidences  Distribution of sanctions for 1< incident
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5 Sanctioned 15 Sanctioned 20 Sanctioned

out of 70 out of 175 Out of 245



Waller-Williams: 2007-0s Disruptive Behavior
“Total # students and total # of incidences  Distribution of sanctions for 1< incident
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15 Sanctioned 38 Sanctioned 53 Sanctioned
out of 45 out of 77 Out of 122



Combined Schools Average. 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Moore: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
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Brown: 2007-08 bisruptive Behavior
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School Name: 2007-08 Disruptive Behavior
“Total # students and total # of incidences  Distribution of sanctions for 1< incident
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189 Sanctioned 399 Sanctioned  Total: 588 Sanctioned White Minority
out of 513 out of 576 Out of 1089 (54.0%)



