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Executive	
  Summary	
  	
  
	
  
Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  is	
  a	
  Type-­‐5	
  charter	
  school	
  operating	
  in	
  New	
  Orleans.	
  	
  Lagniappe	
  is	
  
currently	
  being	
  considered	
  for	
  renewal	
  of	
  its	
  charter	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  continue	
  operations	
  for	
  Fall	
  
2015.	
  	
  At	
  the	
  January	
  2015	
  Board	
  of	
  Elementary	
  and	
  Secondary	
  Education	
  (BESE)	
  meeting,	
  BESE	
  
requested	
  that	
  prior	
  to	
  BESE	
  issuing	
  a	
  renewal	
  decision	
  for	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies,	
  the	
  
Department	
  of	
  Education	
  compile	
  a	
  report	
  providing	
  more	
  context	
  for	
  the	
  November	
  2014	
  
Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  IDEA	
  monitoring	
  report.	
  
	
  
The	
  school	
  opened	
  in	
  2010	
  and	
  since	
  its	
  opening,	
  five	
  years	
  ago,	
  has	
  been	
  housed	
  in	
  a	
  modular	
  
campus	
  in	
  the	
  Iberville	
  neighborhood.	
  The	
  grade	
  configuration	
  of	
  the	
  school	
  has	
  changed	
  each	
  
year,	
  but	
  Lagniappe	
  has	
  served	
  no	
  more	
  than	
  200	
  students	
  in	
  any	
  given	
  school	
  year.	
  	
  For	
  the	
  
2014-­‐15	
  school	
  year,	
  Lagniappe	
  is	
  serving	
  180	
  students	
  as	
  of	
  October	
  1,	
  2014.	
  	
  
	
  
Through	
  the	
  compilation	
  of	
  this	
  report,	
  the	
  Department	
  has	
  developed	
  significant	
  concern	
  about	
  
the	
  competence	
  of	
  the	
  school	
  leadership	
  to	
  manage	
  the	
  basic	
  operations	
  of	
  the	
  school.	
  	
  A	
  
preponderance	
  of	
  evidence	
  provided	
  by	
  families	
  and	
  teachers	
  and	
  collected	
  by	
  the	
  Department	
  
of	
  Education	
  suggests	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  is	
  not	
  able	
  to	
  adequately	
  manage	
  the	
  
needs	
  of	
  the	
  students	
  within	
  the	
  building.	
  	
  This	
  incompetence	
  has	
  manifested	
  in	
  the	
  set	
  of	
  
findings	
  outlined	
  below.	
  
	
  
The	
  findings	
  fall	
  into	
  four	
  main	
  categories.	
  Detailed	
  documentation	
  is	
  provided	
  in	
  the	
  pages	
  that	
  
follow.	
  
	
  
I.	
  	
  Failure	
  to	
  Provide	
  an	
  Appropriate	
  Education	
  for	
  Students	
  with	
  Special	
  Needs	
  

1. The	
  school	
  lacked	
  proper	
  protocols	
  for	
  identifying	
  students	
  with	
  special	
  needs	
  for	
  
multiple	
  years.	
  	
  The	
  administration	
  ignored	
  requests	
  for	
  student	
  evaluations	
  made	
  by	
  
parents	
  and	
  failed	
  to	
  provide	
  any	
  notification	
  of	
  the	
  decision	
  to	
  not	
  conduct	
  the	
  
evaluation.	
  	
  The	
  administration	
  also	
  did	
  not	
  convene	
  the	
  School	
  Building	
  Level	
  
Committee	
  to	
  make	
  decisions	
  about	
  which	
  students	
  would	
  or	
  would	
  not	
  receive	
  
evaluations	
  per	
  Bulletin	
  741.	
  

2. The	
  school	
  leadership	
  directed	
  teachers	
  not	
  to	
  provide	
  students	
  with	
  the	
  special	
  
education	
  services	
  mandated	
  in	
  their	
  IEPs.	
  

3. Families	
  of	
  students	
  with	
  identified	
  and	
  suspected	
  special	
  needs	
  were	
  discouraged	
  from	
  
attending	
  school	
  and/or	
  returning	
  to	
  the	
  school	
  in	
  subsequent	
  years	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  
leadership.	
  	
  

	
  
II.	
  Fraudulent	
  and	
  Inaccurate	
  Documentation	
  Related	
  to	
  Special	
  Education	
  Services	
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1. Lagniappe	
  staff	
  members	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  produce	
  or	
  sign	
  documentation	
  confirming	
  they	
  
provided	
  services	
  when	
  they	
  had	
  not.	
  	
  Service	
  logs	
  were	
  submitted	
  by	
  Lagniappe	
  with	
  
names	
  of	
  staff	
  alleging	
  that	
  these	
  staff	
  members	
  provided	
  services	
  that	
  were	
  not	
  in	
  fact	
  
provided.	
  	
  

2. Multiple	
  Lagniappe	
  staff	
  members	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  set	
  up	
  physical	
  space	
  within	
  the	
  school	
  
to	
  suggest	
  that	
  a	
  classroom	
  was	
  available	
  for	
  small	
  group	
  instruction	
  prior	
  to	
  an	
  LDE	
  
monitoring	
  visit.	
  

3. The	
  school	
  submitted	
  service	
  logs	
  for	
  students	
  that	
  falsely	
  suggest	
  services	
  were	
  
provided	
  to	
  students	
  on	
  days	
  when	
  the	
  school	
  was	
  on	
  Fall	
  Break	
  or	
  when	
  students	
  were	
  
absent.	
  

	
  
	
  
III.	
  Retention	
  of	
  Students	
  to	
  Prior	
  Grades	
  

1. Lagniappe	
  retained	
  a	
  disproportionate	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  compared	
  to	
  schools	
  in	
  New	
  
Orleans	
  and	
  around	
  the	
  state.	
  	
  

2. Lagniappe	
  retained	
  students	
  without	
  making	
  appropriate	
  adjustments	
  to	
  student	
  IEPs	
  
per	
  Bulletin	
  1706.	
  Bulletin	
  1706	
  requires	
  that	
  an	
  IEP	
  team	
  revises	
  the	
  IEP	
  to	
  reflect	
  ‘any	
  
lack	
  of	
  expected	
  progress	
  toward	
  the	
  annual	
  goals.’	
  

3. Lagniappe	
  retained	
  students	
  without	
  notifying	
  families.	
  
	
  
IV.	
  Testing	
  Violations	
  

1. A	
  significant	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  were	
  assigned	
  504	
  read-­‐aloud	
  accommodations	
  who	
  
did	
  not	
  receive	
  those	
  accommodations	
  during	
  the	
  school	
  year.	
  	
  	
  

2. A	
  teacher	
  was	
  asked	
  to	
  fabricate	
  testing	
  data	
  for	
  three	
  kindergarten	
  students	
  to	
  report	
  
to	
  the	
  state.	
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Process	
  for	
  Compiling	
  the	
  Report	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  compiling	
  this	
  report	
  the	
  Department	
  considered	
  the	
  following	
  pieces	
  of	
  evidence:	
  
	
  
Prior	
  Reports/Site	
  Visit	
  Notes	
  

• 2015	
  Site	
  Visit	
  Notes	
  –	
  Department	
  staff	
  conducted	
  a	
  site	
  visit	
  to	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  
to	
  review	
  additional	
  information.	
  

• 2014	
  IDEA	
  Monitoring	
  Report	
  –	
  Department	
  of	
  Education	
  staff	
  conducted	
  an	
  IDEA	
  
monitoring	
  site	
  visit	
  to	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies.	
  

• 2014	
  Renewal	
  Report	
  –	
  Department	
  of	
  Education	
  staff	
  conducted	
  a	
  charter	
  renewal	
  visit	
  
as	
  directed	
  in	
  the	
  Charter	
  School	
  Performance	
  Compact.	
  

• 2011	
  Monitoring	
  Report	
  -­‐	
  Department	
  of	
  Education	
  staff	
  conducted	
  a	
  routine	
  
monitoring	
  visit.	
  	
  

	
  
Data	
  Collected	
  	
  
	
  
See	
  Appendix	
  A	
  for	
  all	
  data	
  analyzed	
  and	
  used	
  in	
  this	
  report,	
  including:	
  

• General	
  demographic	
  data	
  –	
  including	
  the	
  grade	
  levels	
  served	
  by	
  Lagniappe,	
  the	
  number	
  
of	
  students	
  enrolled	
  at	
  Lagniappe	
  each	
  year	
  of	
  operation,	
  daily	
  attendance,	
  number	
  of	
  
students	
  with	
  exceptionalities	
  and	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  with	
  Section	
  504	
  
accommodation	
  plans.	
  

• Student	
  stability	
  –	
  rate	
  at	
  which	
  students	
  returned	
  year-­‐over-­‐year	
  from	
  the	
  LDE’s	
  LEADS	
  
(Louisiana	
  Educational	
  Accountability	
  Data	
  System)	
  database	
  

• Student	
  retention	
  –	
  rate	
  at	
  which	
  students	
  are	
  retained	
  in	
  their	
  current	
  grade	
  (vs.	
  
promoted	
  to	
  the	
  next	
  grade)	
  from	
  the	
  LDE’s	
  LEADS	
  database	
  

• Student	
  transfer	
  summary	
  –	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  who	
  transferred/did	
  not	
  return,	
  
including	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  those	
  students	
  who	
  had	
  IEPs/504	
  status	
  from	
  the	
  LDE’s	
  
LEADS	
  database	
  

• Testing	
  irregularities	
  –	
  Any	
  irregularities	
  identified	
  by	
  the	
  Department	
  at	
  the	
  school	
  in	
  its	
  
routine	
  reviews	
  of	
  standardized	
  testing	
  data	
  

	
  
Parent/Staff	
  Accounts	
  

• 12	
  interviews	
  with	
  current	
  or	
  former	
  staff;	
  7	
  affidavits,	
  1	
  signed	
  statement	
  
• 12	
  interviews	
  with	
  current	
  or	
  former	
  parents/guardians	
  of	
  students;	
  6	
  affidavits,	
  1	
  

signed	
  statement	
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Findings	
  
	
  
I.	
  	
  Failure	
  to	
  Provide	
  an	
  Appropriate	
  Education	
  for	
  Students	
  with	
  Special	
  Needs.	
  
Federal	
  IDEA	
  law	
  and	
  BESE	
  policy	
  (Bulletin	
  1508)	
  require	
  that	
  Local	
  Education	
  Agencies	
  (LEAs)	
  
have	
  processes	
  for	
  identifying	
  students	
  with	
  disabilities.	
  	
  IDEA	
  regulations	
  state	
  that	
  evaluations	
  
may	
  be	
  requested	
  by	
  parents	
  and	
  must	
  be	
  completed	
  within	
  60	
  days	
  of	
  a	
  parent’s	
  consent.	
  	
  
Federal	
  IDEA	
  law	
  also	
  requires	
  that	
  students	
  receive	
  a	
  Free	
  and	
  Appropriate	
  Public	
  Education	
  
(FAPE).	
  	
  An	
  appropriate	
  education	
  is	
  defined	
  as	
  one	
  that	
  meets	
  the	
  individual	
  needs	
  of	
  students	
  
with	
  disabilities	
  as	
  defined	
  by	
  their	
  Individualized	
  Education	
  Plan	
  (IEP).	
  	
  In	
  addition,	
  the	
  School	
  
Building	
  Level	
  Committee	
  (SBLC)	
  should	
  make	
  all	
  decisions	
  about	
  whether	
  a	
  student	
  will	
  receive	
  
an	
  evaluation.	
  	
  Bulletin	
  741	
  mandates	
  that	
  the	
  SBLC	
  be	
  comprised	
  of	
  a	
  principal/designee,	
  a	
  
classroom	
  teacher	
  and	
  the	
  referring	
  teacher.	
  
	
  
Statements	
  from	
  teachers	
  and	
  families	
  and	
  documentation	
  from	
  LDE	
  reports	
  suggest	
  that:	
  

1. The	
  school	
  lacked	
  proper	
  protocols	
  for	
  identifying	
  students	
  with	
  special	
  needs	
  for	
  
multiple	
  years.	
  	
  The	
  administration	
  ignored	
  requests	
  for	
  student	
  evaluations	
  made	
  by	
  
parents	
  and	
  failed	
  to	
  provide	
  any	
  notification	
  of	
  the	
  decision	
  to	
  not	
  conduct	
  the	
  
evaluation	
  nor	
  the	
  process	
  for	
  appeal.	
  	
  The	
  administration	
  also	
  did	
  not	
  convene	
  the	
  
School	
  Building	
  Level	
  Committee	
  to	
  make	
  decisions	
  about	
  which	
  students	
  would	
  or	
  
would	
  not	
  receive	
  evaluations	
  per	
  Bulletin	
  741.	
  

2. The	
  school	
  leadership	
  directed	
  teachers	
  not	
  to	
  provide	
  students	
  with	
  the	
  special	
  
education	
  services	
  mandated	
  in	
  their	
  IEPs.	
  

3. Families	
  of	
  students	
  with	
  identified	
  and	
  suspected	
  special	
  needs	
  were	
  discouraged	
  from	
  
attending	
  school	
  and/or	
  returning	
  to	
  the	
  school	
  in	
  subsequent	
  years	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  
leadership.	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  school	
  lacked	
  proper	
  protocols	
  for	
  identifying	
  students	
  with	
  special	
  needs	
  for	
  multiple	
  years.	
  	
  
The	
  administration	
  ignored	
  requests	
  for	
  student	
  evaluations	
  made	
  by	
  parents	
  and	
  failed	
  to	
  
provide	
  any	
  notification	
  of	
  the	
  decision	
  to	
  not	
  conduct	
  the	
  evaluation.	
  	
  The	
  administration	
  also	
  
did	
  not	
  convene	
  the	
  School	
  Building	
  Level	
  Committee	
  to	
  make	
  decisions	
  about	
  which	
  students	
  
would	
  or	
  would	
  not	
  receive	
  evaluations	
  per	
  Bulletin	
  741.	
  
	
  

• Prior	
  Reports	
  	
  
o A	
  2011	
  visit	
  by	
  LDE	
  staff	
  resulted	
  in	
  a	
  recommendation	
  that	
  “Lagniappe	
  

Academies	
  should	
  formalize	
  their	
  Child	
  Find	
  process,	
  including	
  how	
  to	
  make	
  
parents,	
  guardians,	
  and	
  the	
  community	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  Child	
  Find	
  process	
  as	
  well	
  
as	
  procedures	
  for	
  identifying	
  students	
  within	
  the	
  school	
  who	
  are	
  suspected	
  of	
  
having	
  a	
  disability.”	
  [Appendix	
  D:	
  IV]	
  

o In	
  a	
  subsequent	
  October	
  2014	
  IDEA	
  monitoring	
  visit,	
  the	
  Department	
  found	
  that	
  
Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  Child	
  Find	
  process	
  in	
  place	
  to	
  identify	
  and	
  
evaluate	
  students	
  suspected	
  of	
  having	
  disabilities.	
  [Appendix	
  D:	
  II]	
  

• Parent	
  statements	
  	
  
o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  three	
  students	
  that	
  attend	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  was	
  

contacted	
  multiple	
  times	
  this	
  year	
  during	
  the	
  day	
  and	
  asked	
  to	
  pick	
  up	
  Student	
  
A,	
  a	
  kindergarten	
  student.	
  The	
  school	
  did	
  not	
  consistently	
  provide	
  
documentation	
  for	
  the	
  suspensions	
  as	
  is	
  outlined	
  in	
  its	
  discipline	
  policy.	
  
[Appendix	
  E:	
  V]	
  Repeatedly,	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  requested	
  an	
  evaluation	
  for	
  
Student	
  A,	
  who	
  had	
  previously	
  been	
  diagnosed	
  with	
  ADHD	
  and	
  bipolar	
  disorder	
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by	
  an	
  outside	
  professional.	
  The	
  parent	
  also	
  offered	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  Student	
  A’s	
  
outside	
  social	
  worker	
  provide	
  him	
  with	
  services	
  at	
  the	
  school;	
  however,	
  this	
  
offer	
  was	
  refused	
  by	
  the	
  school.	
  	
  	
  As	
  of	
  February	
  19th	
  2015,	
  Student	
  A	
  does	
  not	
  
have	
  an	
  IEP	
  in	
  the	
  Special	
  Education	
  Reporting	
  database.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  V]	
  

o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  B	
  reports	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  was	
  frequently	
  sent	
  
home	
  early	
  from	
  school	
  without	
  proper	
  documentation	
  of	
  the	
  suspension	
  per	
  
the	
  school’s	
  discipline	
  policy	
  and	
  without	
  prior	
  notice	
  of	
  due	
  process	
  
procedures.	
  [Appendix	
  E:	
  V]	
  During	
  the	
  2012-­‐2013	
  school	
  year,	
  Student	
  B	
  was	
  
removed	
  from	
  school	
  for	
  ten	
  school	
  days.	
  The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  B	
  was	
  
told	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  could	
  not	
  return	
  to	
  school	
  
until	
  the	
  student	
  obtained	
  a	
  blood	
  test	
  indicating	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  was	
  
consistently	
  taking	
  medicine	
  for	
  the	
  student’s	
  behavior.	
  The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  
Student	
  B	
  asked	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  be	
  evaluated	
  for	
  an	
  IEP	
  but	
  no	
  evaluation	
  was	
  
completed	
  and	
  no	
  prior	
  written	
  notice	
  was	
  provided.	
  At	
  year’s	
  end,	
  Student	
  B	
  
was	
  retained	
  after	
  having	
  not	
  passed	
  iLEAP	
  that	
  year,	
  but	
  also	
  having	
  missed	
  a	
  
significant	
  number	
  of	
  instructional	
  days	
  that	
  year.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  II]	
  
	
  

• Staff	
  statements	
  
o Staff	
  Member	
  1,	
  former	
  Special	
  Education	
  Coordinator	
  during	
  the	
  2014-­‐15	
  

school	
  year	
  at	
  Lagniappe	
  reports:	
  
§ Staff	
  Member	
  1	
  was	
  told	
  by	
  Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  only	
  

funding	
  for	
  five	
  evaluations	
  during	
  the	
  2014-­‐2015	
  school	
  year	
  and	
  that	
  
the	
  teacher	
  must	
  limit	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  evaluations	
  to	
  that	
  amount.	
  
[Appendix	
  C:	
  I]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  2,	
  former	
  Lagniappe	
  teacher,	
  reports:	
  	
  
o Student	
  C	
  displayed	
  clear	
  speech	
  development	
  issues.	
  When	
  Student	
  C’s	
  

parent/guardian	
  took	
  the	
  student	
  to	
  get	
  evaluated	
  by	
  a	
  physician,	
  the	
  
physician	
  provided	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  with	
  documentation	
  suggesting	
  
the	
  student	
  be	
  evaluated	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  and	
  provided	
  with	
  speech	
  
services.	
  That	
  request	
  was	
  ignored	
  by	
  the	
  administration	
  and	
  prior	
  
written	
  notice	
  was	
  not	
  provided	
  to	
  the	
  parent.	
  	
  The	
  SBLC	
  was	
  not	
  
convened	
  per	
  Bulletin	
  741.	
  	
  This	
  student	
  is	
  currently	
  repeating	
  the	
  first	
  
grade	
  at	
  Lagniappe.	
  

o Student	
  D	
  was	
  a	
  kindergarten	
  repeater	
  with	
  noticeable	
  development	
  
delays.	
  The	
  student	
  displayed	
  severe	
  speech	
  challenges,	
  and	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  
of	
  the	
  second	
  year	
  in	
  kindergarten	
  the	
  student	
  could	
  only	
  write	
  3	
  
letters.	
  	
  Student	
  D	
  also	
  showed	
  violent	
  behaviors	
  towards	
  other	
  
students.	
  	
  The	
  student’s	
  teacher	
  from	
  the	
  prior	
  year	
  repeatedly	
  
requested	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  leadership	
  conduct	
  an	
  evaluation.	
  The	
  
requests	
  were	
  not	
  met	
  and	
  prior	
  written	
  notice	
  was	
  not	
  provided.	
  Staff	
  
Member	
  2	
  repeatedly	
  requested	
  support	
  and	
  was	
  ignored	
  despite	
  data	
  
showing	
  limited	
  academic	
  growth.	
  An	
  IEP	
  was	
  developed	
  for	
  the	
  student	
  
in	
  January	
  2014.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  IV]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  3,	
  former	
  Lagniappe	
  teacher	
  reports;	
  	
  
o Student	
  E	
  was	
  a	
  student	
  with	
  clear	
  developmental	
  delay.	
  Prior	
  teachers	
  

voiced	
  concerns	
  as	
  early	
  as	
  Kindergarten.	
  By	
  second	
  grade,	
  Student	
  E	
  
was	
  still	
  not	
  receiving	
  any	
  services	
  nor	
  had	
  an	
  evaluation	
  been	
  
completed.	
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o No	
  formal	
  policies	
  for	
  referring,	
  tracking	
  or	
  evaluating	
  students	
  with	
  
special	
  needs	
  were	
  observed.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  III]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  4,	
  former	
  Lagniappe	
  teacher,	
  reports:	
  
§ Staff	
  Member	
  4	
  was	
  directed	
  by	
  Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  not	
  to	
  refer	
  

students	
  for	
  evaluations.	
  	
  
§ According	
  to	
  this	
  staff	
  member,	
  Lagniappe	
  failed	
  to	
  provide	
  evaluations	
  

for	
  students	
  despite	
  repeated	
  requests	
  for	
  evaluation	
  from	
  teachers	
  and	
  
parents.	
  	
  The	
  administration	
  also	
  failed	
  to	
  convene	
  the	
  SBLC	
  to	
  make	
  a	
  
formal	
  decision	
  about	
  evaluating	
  students.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  V]	
  
	
  

o A	
  teacher	
  who	
  has	
  requested	
  to	
  remain	
  anonymous	
  reports	
  that	
  asking	
  for	
  two	
  
students,	
  Student	
  E	
  and	
  Student	
  F,	
  to	
  be	
  evaluated.	
  	
  This	
  teacher	
  claims	
  that	
  
Student	
  F’s	
  parent/guardian	
  also	
  asked	
  for	
  the	
  student	
  to	
  be	
  evaluated.	
  	
  The	
  
administration	
  did	
  not	
  evaluate	
  the	
  students.	
  	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  5,	
  former	
  Lagniappe	
  teacher	
  reports	
  that	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  
did	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  Response	
  to	
  Intervention	
  or	
  Child	
  Find	
  process	
  in	
  place	
  to	
  identify	
  
students	
  suspected	
  of	
  having	
  disabilities.	
  	
  This	
  teacher	
  says	
  that	
  students	
  were	
  
referred	
  for	
  evaluations	
  and	
  teachers	
  were	
  never	
  notified	
  about	
  a	
  decision	
  to	
  
not	
  conduct	
  an	
  evaluation.	
  BESE	
  Bulletin	
  1508,	
  Pupil	
  Appraisal	
  Handbook,	
  
requires	
  that	
  the	
  SBLC	
  include	
  the	
  referring	
  teacher.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  VI]	
  

	
  
The	
  school	
  leadership	
  directed	
  teachers	
  not	
  to	
  provide	
  students	
  with	
  the	
  special	
  education	
  
services	
  mandated	
  in	
  their	
  IEPs.	
  
	
  

• Prior	
  Reports	
  and	
  Site	
  Visits	
  
o The	
  LDE’s	
  2014	
  IDEA	
  Monitoring	
  Visit	
  resulted	
  in	
  a	
  finding	
  of	
  non-­‐compliance	
  

related	
  to	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  IEPs.	
  At	
  the	
  time	
  of	
  the	
  visit,	
  Lagniappe	
  had	
  8	
  
students	
  with	
  special	
  needs.	
  	
  Specifically:	
  

§ Five	
  of	
  eight	
  students	
  were	
  not	
  receiving	
  special	
  education	
  services	
  in	
  
the	
  area	
  of	
  English/Language	
  Arts	
  as	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  IEP	
  Team	
  
committee.	
  (Student	
  G,	
  Student	
  H,	
  Student	
  I,	
  Student	
  E,	
  Student	
  J)	
  	
  

§ Four	
  of	
  eight	
  students	
  were	
  not	
  receiving	
  special	
  education	
  services	
  in	
  
the	
  area	
  of	
  mathematics	
  as	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  IEP	
  Team	
  committee.	
  
(Student	
  G,	
  Student	
  I,	
  Student	
  E,	
  Student	
  J)	
  	
  

§ Eight	
  of	
  eight	
  students	
  were	
  not	
  receiving	
  Speech	
  Therapy	
  services	
  as	
  
determined	
  by	
  the	
  IEP	
  Team.	
  (Student	
  G,	
  Student	
  K,	
  Student	
  H,	
  Student	
  
I,	
  Student	
  M,	
  Student	
  E,	
  Student	
  J,	
  Student	
  L)	
  	
  

§ One	
  of	
  eight	
  students	
  did	
  not	
  receive	
  Adapted	
  Physical	
  Education	
  
services	
  as	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  IEP	
  team.	
  (Student	
  G)	
  	
  

§ Eight	
  of	
  eight	
  students	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  Special	
  Education	
  Progress	
  Reports	
  
completed	
  every	
  9	
  weeks	
  and	
  sent	
  to	
  the	
  parents.	
  	
  The	
  requirement	
  for	
  
these	
  progress	
  reports	
  was	
  outlined	
  within	
  the	
  IEP.	
  	
  (Student	
  G,	
  Student	
  
K,	
  Student	
  H,	
  Student	
  I,	
  Student	
  M,	
  Student	
  E,	
  Student	
  J,	
  Student	
  L).	
  
[Appendix	
  D:	
  II]	
  

• Parent	
  statements	
  
o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  N,	
  a	
  kindergarten	
  student	
  in	
  2013-­‐2014,	
  reports	
  

that	
  the	
  student	
  had	
  an	
  IEP	
  that	
  required	
  individual	
  and	
  small	
  group	
  instruction,	
  
modification	
  of	
  assignments,	
  breaks	
  during	
  work	
  periods,	
  speech	
  services	
  and	
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increased	
  time	
  to	
  complete	
  assignments	
  and	
  tests.	
  Student	
  N	
  was	
  not	
  provided	
  
any	
  of	
  these	
  accommodations	
  while	
  at	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  despite	
  being	
  
listed	
  in	
  the	
  IEP	
  and	
  the	
  parent/guardian’s	
  requests	
  for	
  these	
  services	
  to	
  be	
  
provided.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  III]	
  	
  

• Staff	
  statements	
  
o Staff	
  Member	
  6,	
  former	
  Lagniappe	
  teacher,	
  was	
  instructed	
  by	
  Lagniappe’s	
  

leadership	
  not	
  to	
  modify	
  student	
  lessons	
  or	
  provide	
  accommodations	
  to	
  any	
  
students.	
  This	
  staff	
  member	
  describes	
  one	
  specific	
  student,	
  Student	
  O,	
  who	
  was	
  
not	
  receiving	
  accommodation	
  or	
  services.	
  This	
  staff	
  member	
  was	
  told	
  by	
  
Lagniappe	
  leadership	
  that,	
  “Student	
  O	
  did	
  not	
  need	
  additional	
  accommodations	
  
because	
  our	
  classes	
  were	
  small	
  with	
  approximately	
  twenty	
  (20)	
  students.”	
  
[Appendix	
  C:	
  VII]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  2,	
  former	
  Lagniappe	
  teacher,	
  reports:	
  
§ Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  consistently	
  failed	
  to	
  provide	
  Staff	
  Member	
  2	
  

with	
  access	
  to	
  student	
  accommodation	
  pages	
  from	
  their	
  IEP	
  despite	
  
repeated	
  requests.	
  	
  

§ This	
  teacher	
  was	
  directed	
  by	
  Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  not	
  to	
  provide	
  
accommodations	
  as	
  required	
  by	
  students’	
  IEPs.	
  	
  

§ Student	
  K,	
  a	
  student	
  with	
  a	
  pre-­‐Kindergarten	
  IEP,	
  struggled	
  academically	
  
throughout	
  the	
  year.	
  Each	
  time	
  this	
  teacher	
  raised	
  concerns	
  about	
  
Student	
  K	
  not	
  receiving	
  the	
  appropriate	
  services,	
  the	
  teacher	
  was	
  
ignored.	
  Ultimately,	
  Staff	
  Member	
  2	
  was	
  forced	
  to	
  sign	
  a	
  document	
  
claiming	
  Lagniappe	
  had	
  provided	
  students	
  with	
  services	
  even	
  though	
  
the	
  teacher	
  indicated	
  the	
  services	
  had	
  not	
  been	
  provided.	
  	
  

§ The	
  teacher	
  was	
  not	
  provided	
  with	
  a	
  copy	
  of	
  Student	
  N’s	
  
accommodations	
  page	
  from	
  the	
  student’s	
  IEP	
  for	
  several	
  months	
  into	
  
the	
  school	
  year.	
  When	
  the	
  teacher	
  received	
  a	
  copy	
  of	
  the	
  IEP,	
  it	
  was	
  
clear	
  that	
  Student	
  N	
  was	
  not	
  provided	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  services	
  required.	
  
Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  ignored	
  the	
  staff	
  member’s	
  request	
  to	
  comply	
  
with	
  the	
  accommodations	
  required	
  by	
  the	
  IEP.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  IV]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  3	
  reports	
  being	
  assigned	
  to	
  teach	
  the	
  higher	
  achieving	
  of	
  two	
  
leveled	
  2nd	
  grade	
  classes.	
  	
  This	
  teacher	
  reports	
  that	
  three	
  students	
  were	
  
removed	
  from	
  the	
  teacher’s	
  class	
  part	
  way	
  through	
  the	
  year	
  despite	
  the	
  
teacher’s	
  protests.	
  These	
  students	
  were	
  removed	
  due	
  to	
  their	
  behavior	
  
challenges	
  and	
  despite	
  their	
  high	
  academic	
  performance.	
  	
  The	
  teacher	
  asked	
  for	
  
behavioral	
  interventions	
  and	
  support	
  in	
  lieu	
  of	
  removal	
  of	
  the	
  students	
  from	
  the	
  
class.	
  	
  The	
  request	
  was	
  denied	
  and	
  the	
  students	
  were	
  moved.	
  In	
  2013-­‐2014,	
  
Staff	
  Member	
  3	
  indicates	
  that	
  Student	
  P	
  was	
  placed	
  in	
  this	
  teacher’s	
  classroom	
  
with	
  an	
  IEP	
  that	
  was	
  outdated	
  and	
  did	
  not	
  address	
  many	
  of	
  Student	
  P’s	
  
suspected	
  needs.	
  Appendix	
  III]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  4	
  was	
  directed	
  by	
  Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  not	
  to	
  provide	
  
accommodations,	
  including	
  IEP	
  service	
  minutes,	
  for	
  Lagniappe	
  students	
  with	
  
special	
  needs.	
  During	
  this	
  teacher’s	
  tenure	
  at	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies,	
  no	
  
accommodations	
  or	
  inclusion	
  services	
  were	
  provided	
  for	
  any	
  students	
  in	
  the	
  
teacher’s	
  classroom.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  V]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  5	
  describes	
  multiple	
  students	
  with	
  IEPs	
  who	
  were	
  not	
  receiving	
  
services	
  or	
  accommodations:	
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§ Student	
  P	
  was	
  not	
  receiving	
  mandated	
  speech	
  services	
  until	
  the	
  mother	
  
repeatedly	
  complained	
  to	
  school	
  leadership.	
  

§ Student	
  Q,	
  an	
  8th	
  grade	
  special	
  needs	
  student	
  was	
  assigned	
  to	
  spend	
  all	
  
day	
  in	
  a	
  2nd	
  grade	
  classroom	
  for	
  about	
  half	
  of	
  the	
  year.	
  The	
  teacher	
  was	
  
not	
  provided	
  any	
  guidance	
  on	
  how	
  to	
  address	
  the	
  specific	
  needs	
  of	
  this	
  
student	
  or	
  notified	
  of	
  what	
  the	
  student’s	
  educational	
  goals	
  were.	
  
[Appendix	
  C:	
  VI]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  1	
  reports:	
  
§ This	
  teacher	
  reports	
  that	
  Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  refused	
  to	
  secure	
  an	
  

adaptive	
  physical	
  education	
  teacher	
  despite	
  one	
  student’s	
  IEP	
  
mandating	
  that	
  adaptive	
  physical	
  education	
  services	
  be	
  provided.	
  This	
  
student	
  did	
  not	
  receive	
  Adaptive	
  Physical	
  Education	
  for	
  the	
  duration	
  of	
  
Staff	
  Member	
  1’s	
  time	
  at	
  the	
  school.	
  

§ The	
  staff	
  member	
  was	
  told	
  to	
  not	
  complete	
  behavior	
  plans	
  (BIPs	
  and	
  
FBAs)	
  for	
  students	
  who	
  needed	
  these	
  types	
  of	
  plans.	
  

§ The	
  staff	
  member	
  was	
  in	
  charge	
  of	
  Response	
  to	
  Intervention	
  (RTI)	
  at	
  the	
  
school	
  but	
  was	
  not	
  permitted	
  to	
  hold	
  meetings	
  to	
  address	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  
students	
  and	
  these	
  meetings	
  were	
  not	
  held	
  by	
  other	
  administrators.	
  

§ Staff	
  Member	
  1	
  was	
  instructed	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  to	
  co-­‐teach	
  
a	
  3rd	
  grade	
  class	
  that	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  more	
  than	
  1	
  special	
  education	
  
student	
  in	
  the	
  class.	
  

§ Staff	
  Member	
  1	
  was	
  not	
  allowed	
  to	
  consistently	
  provide	
  
accommodations	
  to	
  students	
  with	
  required	
  services	
  outlined	
  in	
  their	
  
IEPs.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  I]	
  

o Staff	
  member	
  7,	
  former	
  assistant	
  to	
  the	
  school	
  administration,	
  reports	
  that	
  two	
  
students,	
  Student	
  R	
  and	
  Student	
  Q,	
  were	
  provided	
  no	
  instruction	
  for	
  an	
  
extended	
  period	
  of	
  time	
  in	
  an	
  unsupervised	
  setting.	
  	
  These	
  students	
  were	
  
moved	
  to	
  various	
  locations	
  throughout	
  the	
  school	
  and	
  were	
  infrequently	
  
provided	
  academic	
  assignments.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  II]	
  
	
  

Families	
  of	
  students	
  with	
  identified	
  and	
  suspected	
  special	
  needs	
  were	
  discouraged	
  from	
  
attending	
  school	
  and/or	
  returning	
  to	
  the	
  school	
  in	
  subsequent	
  years	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  leadership.	
  	
  
	
  

• Parent	
  Statements	
  
o Parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  P	
  reports	
  that	
  Lagniappe	
  deliberately	
  avoided	
  

phone	
  calls	
  from	
  the	
  parent/guardian.	
  The	
  parent/guardian	
  would	
  call	
  from	
  the	
  
number	
  on	
  file	
  with	
  the	
  school	
  and	
  receive	
  no	
  answer.	
  When	
  the	
  
parent/guardian	
  would	
  then	
  call	
  from	
  another	
  number,	
  the	
  calls	
  were	
  
answered.	
  This	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  staff	
  reports	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  maintained	
  a	
  list	
  
of	
  parents	
  not	
  to	
  contact	
  or	
  from	
  whom	
  the	
  school	
  would	
  not	
  take	
  calls.	
  
[Appendix	
  B:	
  IX]	
  

o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  B,	
  reports	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  attended	
  Lagniappe	
  
for	
  multiple	
  years.	
  	
  The	
  student	
  had	
  behavioral	
  challenges	
  and	
  was	
  often	
  sent	
  
home	
  for	
  poor	
  behavior	
  without	
  a	
  documented	
  suspension.	
  	
  During	
  March	
  
2014,	
  this	
  parent/guardian	
  re-­‐registered	
  the	
  student	
  to	
  return	
  to	
  Lagniappe	
  for	
  
the	
  2014-­‐15	
  school	
  year.	
  	
  In	
  July	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  returned	
  to	
  the	
  school	
  and	
  
was	
  told	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  could	
  not	
  be	
  enrolled	
  at	
  
Lagniappe	
  because	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  was	
  not	
  the	
  student’s	
  legal	
  guardian.	
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The	
  student’s	
  folder	
  contained	
  documentation	
  granting	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  
authority	
  to	
  handle	
  the	
  student’s	
  school	
  needs.	
  	
  The	
  student	
  has	
  since	
  
transferred	
  to	
  another	
  school.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  II]	
  

	
  
• Teacher	
  Statements	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  7	
  reports	
  that	
  a	
  “Do	
  Not	
  Call”	
  list	
  was	
  developed	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  
administration.	
  	
  According	
  to	
  this	
  staff	
  member,	
  this	
  was	
  a	
  list	
  of	
  families	
  that	
  
the	
  school	
  administration	
  did	
  not	
  want	
  to	
  return	
  to	
  the	
  school.	
  	
  Staff	
  Member	
  7	
  
cites	
  specific	
  students	
  who	
  were	
  on	
  this	
  list.	
  	
  This	
  staff	
  member	
  also	
  reports	
  that	
  
the	
  school	
  administration	
  stated	
  that	
  if	
  these	
  parents	
  were	
  not	
  informed	
  of	
  
Summer	
  Academy	
  and	
  registration	
  procedures,	
  they	
  would	
  accrue	
  enough	
  
absences	
  to	
  warrant	
  disenrollment	
  from	
  the	
  school.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  II]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  3	
  reports	
  that	
  students	
  who	
  likely	
  had	
  undiagnosed	
  special	
  needs	
  
did	
  not	
  receive	
  needed	
  services	
  or	
  differentiated	
  instruction	
  and	
  subsequently	
  
performed	
  poorly.	
  Lagniappe	
  often	
  retained	
  these	
  students.	
  Parents	
  who	
  asked	
  
for	
  services	
  often	
  left	
  the	
  school.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  III]	
  

	
  
II.	
  Fraudulent	
  and/or	
  Inaccurate	
  Documentation	
  related	
  to	
  Special	
  Education	
  Services	
  
	
  
Statements	
  from	
  teachers	
  and	
  families,	
  documentation	
  from	
  Lagniappe’s	
  2014	
  Corrective	
  Action	
  
Plan,	
  and	
  data	
  from	
  school/LDOE	
  databases	
  demonstrate	
  that:	
  
	
  

1. Lagniappe	
  staff	
  members	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  produce	
  or	
  sign	
  documentation	
  confirming	
  they	
  
provided	
  services	
  when	
  they	
  had	
  not.	
  	
  Service	
  logs	
  were	
  submitted	
  by	
  Lagniappe	
  with	
  
names	
  of	
  staff	
  alleging	
  that	
  these	
  staff	
  members	
  provided	
  services	
  that	
  were	
  not	
  in	
  fact	
  
provided.	
  	
  

2. Multiple	
  Lagniappe	
  staff	
  members	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  set	
  up	
  physical	
  space	
  within	
  the	
  school	
  
to	
  suggest	
  that	
  a	
  classroom	
  was	
  available	
  for	
  small	
  group	
  instruction	
  prior	
  to	
  an	
  LDE	
  
monitoring	
  visit.	
  

3. The	
  school	
  has	
  service	
  logs	
  for	
  students	
  that	
  falsely	
  suggest	
  services	
  were	
  provided	
  to	
  
students	
  on	
  days	
  when	
  the	
  school	
  was	
  on	
  Fall	
  Break	
  or	
  when	
  students	
  were	
  absent.	
  

	
  
Lagniappe	
  staff	
  members	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  produce	
  or	
  sign	
  documentation	
  confirming	
  they	
  
provided	
  services	
  when	
  they	
  had	
  not	
  and	
  service	
  logs	
  were	
  submitted	
  by	
  Lagniappe	
  with	
  staff	
  
names	
  that	
  attest	
  to	
  providing	
  services.	
  	
  
	
  

• Teacher	
  statements	
  
	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  3	
  had	
  Student	
  P	
  placed	
  into	
  the	
  teacher’s	
  third	
  grade	
  class.	
  	
  The	
  
school	
  administration	
  asked	
  the	
  teacher	
  to	
  sign	
  an	
  IEP	
  that	
  was	
  two	
  years	
  old.	
  	
  
The	
  teacher	
  asked	
  that	
  the	
  IEP	
  be	
  updated	
  as	
  the	
  student	
  had	
  additional	
  needs	
  
not	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  outdated	
  IEP.	
  	
  The	
  teacher’s	
  concerns	
  were	
  not	
  addressed	
  
and	
  the	
  teacher	
  did	
  not	
  sign	
  the	
  IEP.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  III]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  8	
  was	
  asked	
  to	
  forge	
  service	
  logs	
  for	
  a	
  particular	
  student	
  for	
  the	
  
previous	
  year,	
  during	
  a	
  time	
  this	
  teacher	
  was	
  not	
  employed	
  at	
  Lagniappe.	
  	
  The	
  
teacher	
  refused	
  and	
  turned	
  in	
  a	
  letter	
  of	
  resignation.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  VIII]	
  

o In	
  addition,	
  Staff	
  Member	
  8	
  reviewed	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  special	
  education	
  documents	
  
included	
  in	
  Appendix	
  E:	
  IV	
  that	
  indicate	
  Staff	
  Member	
  8	
  was	
  the	
  teacher	
  of	
  



	
  

	
   	
   	
   10	
  

record	
  for	
  multiple	
  years.	
  	
  Staff	
  Member	
  8	
  only	
  worked	
  at	
  Lagniappe	
  for	
  a	
  short	
  
period	
  of	
  time	
  and	
  here	
  are	
  periods	
  of	
  time	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  teacher’s	
  employment	
  
and	
  subsequent	
  to	
  the	
  teacher’s	
  employment	
  where	
  the	
  teacher	
  is	
  falsely	
  listed	
  
as	
  the	
  teacher	
  of	
  record.	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  5	
  was	
  instructed	
  by	
  Lagniappe’s	
  leadership	
  to	
  sign	
  a	
  form	
  
acknowledging	
  that	
  the	
  teacher	
  had	
  provided	
  IDEA	
  services	
  after	
  only	
  4	
  weeks	
  
of	
  providing	
  small	
  group	
  pull-­‐out	
  accommodations.	
  	
  The	
  teacher	
  was	
  instructed	
  
to	
  sign	
  the	
  form	
  in	
  December,	
  though	
  was	
  told	
  to	
  stop	
  providing	
  services	
  4	
  
weeks	
  after	
  the	
  start	
  of	
  the	
  school	
  year.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  VI]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  2	
  was	
  asked	
  during	
  the	
  2012-­‐13	
  school	
  year	
  to	
  sign	
  a	
  document	
  
stating	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  provided	
  special	
  education	
  services	
  to	
  Student	
  K	
  when	
  
the	
  required	
  services	
  had	
  not	
  been	
  provided	
  for	
  the	
  student.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  IV]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  1	
  did	
  not	
  provide	
  services	
  for	
  Student	
  H,	
  Student	
  K	
  and	
  Student	
  L,	
  
as	
  indicated	
  on	
  the	
  service	
  logs	
  submitted	
  to	
  the	
  Recovery	
  School	
  District	
  as	
  
part	
  of	
  Lagniappe’s	
  Corrective	
  Action	
  Plan.	
  This	
  staff	
  member	
  was	
  instructed	
  by	
  
the	
  school	
  administration	
  to	
  not	
  provide	
  services	
  for	
  these	
  students.	
  [Appendix	
  
C:	
  I]	
  

	
  
	
  
Multiple	
  Lagniappe	
  staff	
  members	
  were	
  asked	
  to	
  set	
  up	
  physical	
  space	
  within	
  the	
  school	
  to	
  
suggest	
  that	
  a	
  classroom	
  was	
  available	
  for	
  small	
  group	
  instruction	
  prior	
  to	
  an	
  LDE	
  monitoring	
  
visit.	
  
	
  

• Staff	
  Member	
  2	
  and	
  Staff	
  Member	
  3	
  indicate	
  they	
  were	
  told	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  
administration	
  to	
  convert	
  a	
  storage	
  space	
  to	
  look	
  like	
  it	
  was	
  being	
  used	
  as	
  a	
  special	
  
education	
  pull	
  out	
  classroom	
  ahead	
  of	
  an	
  LDE	
  monitoring	
  visit.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  III]	
  

	
  
	
  
The	
  school	
  has	
  IEP	
  documentation	
  and	
  service	
  logs	
  for	
  students	
  that	
  falsely	
  suggest	
  services	
  
were	
  provided	
  to	
  students	
  when	
  this	
  was	
  not	
  possible	
  
	
  

• Lagniappe	
  IDEA	
  monitoring	
  Corrective	
  Action	
  Plan:	
  Service	
  minutes	
  recorded	
  on	
  
documents	
  submitted	
  for	
  students	
  on	
  dates	
  when	
  they	
  were	
  absent	
  or	
  school	
  was	
  not	
  in	
  
session.	
  [Appendix	
  E:	
  I,	
  II,	
  III]	
  

o Student	
  E	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  entries	
  for	
  10/1/14	
  and	
  10/3/14	
  on	
  days	
  in	
  
which	
  attendance	
  records	
  show	
  the	
  student	
  as	
  absent.	
  	
  

o Student	
  L	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  entries	
  for	
  10/7/14	
  and	
  10/20/14	
  on	
  days	
  in	
  
which	
  the	
  attendance	
  record	
  shows	
  the	
  student	
  as	
  absent.	
  

o Student	
  I	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  (Kickboard	
  log)	
  entries	
  for	
  11/19/14	
  on	
  a	
  day	
  
in	
  which	
  the	
  attendance	
  record	
  shows	
  the	
  student	
  as	
  absent.	
  	
  

o Student	
  M	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  (Kickboard	
  log)	
  entries	
  for	
  11/19/14	
  on	
  a	
  day	
  
in	
  which	
  their	
  attendance	
  record	
  shows	
  the	
  student	
  as	
  absent.	
  Log	
  is	
  for	
  speech-­‐
language	
  pathology	
  with	
  Staff	
  Member	
  9-­‐	
  McCormick,	
  Speech	
  invoice	
  provided	
  
indicates	
  student	
  was	
  absent.	
  

o Student	
  E	
  and	
  Student	
  J	
  have	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  entries	
  for	
  10/10/14	
  on	
  a	
  day	
  
in	
  which	
  the	
  school	
  (according	
  to	
  the	
  posted	
  school	
  calendar)	
  was	
  not	
  in	
  session	
  
for	
  Fall	
  Break.	
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III.	
  Retention	
  of	
  Students	
  to	
  Prior	
  Grades	
  
	
  
Statements	
  from	
  parents	
  and	
  teachers	
  and	
  data	
  from	
  LDE	
  databases	
  suggest	
  that:	
  
	
  

1. Lagniappe	
  retained	
  a	
  disproportionate	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  compared	
  to	
  schools	
  RSD	
  
schools	
  in	
  New	
  Orleans	
  all	
  schools	
  statewide.	
  	
  

2. Lagniappe	
  retained	
  students	
  without	
  making	
  appropriate	
  adjustments	
  to	
  student	
  IEPs	
  
per	
  Bulletin	
  1706.	
  Bulletin	
  1706	
  requires	
  that	
  an	
  IEP	
  team	
  revises	
  the	
  IEP	
  to	
  reflect	
  ‘any	
  
lack	
  of	
  expected	
  progress	
  toward	
  the	
  annual	
  goals.’	
  

3. Lagniappe	
  retained	
  students	
  without	
  notifying	
  families.	
  	
  
	
  

Lagniappe	
  retained	
  a	
  disproportionate	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  compared	
  to	
  RSD	
  schools	
  in	
  New	
  
Orleans,	
  and	
  all	
  schools	
  statewide.	
  	
  
	
  

• Students	
  retained	
  at	
  excessive	
  rates	
  compared	
  to	
  other	
  schools	
  in	
  the	
  RSD	
  and	
  
statewide	
  

o In	
  14-­‐15,	
  31.8%	
  of	
  students	
  were	
  retained	
  compared	
  to	
  5%	
  throughout	
  RSD	
  and	
  
4%	
  statewide.	
  

o In	
  13-­‐14,	
  10%	
  of	
  students	
  were	
  retained	
  compared	
  to	
  5%	
  of	
  students	
  
throughout	
  RSD	
  and	
  5%	
  statewide.	
  

o In	
  12-­‐13,	
  13%	
  of	
  students	
  were	
  retained	
  compared	
  to	
  6%	
  throughout	
  RSD	
  and	
  
5%	
  statewide.	
  

• Students	
  with	
  special	
  needs	
  retained	
  at	
  excessive	
  rates	
  	
  
o In	
  14-­‐15,	
  62.5%	
  of	
  SPED	
  students	
  were	
  retained.	
  
o Of	
  the	
  49	
  students	
  retained	
  in	
  14-­‐15,	
  34.7%	
  were	
  SPED	
  students,	
  while	
  SPED	
  

students	
  comprised	
  only	
  4.2%	
  of	
  the	
  overall	
  student	
  population	
  (as	
  of	
  Feb.	
  1,	
  
2014)	
  	
  

• Students	
  who	
  were	
  retained	
  left	
  the	
  school	
  in	
  high	
  numbers	
  
o In	
  14-­‐15,	
  55.1%	
  of	
  the	
  students	
  who	
  were	
  retained	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  grade	
  found	
  a	
  

different	
  school	
  the	
  following	
  year.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Lagniappe	
  retained	
  students	
  without	
  making	
  appropriate	
  adjustments	
  to	
  student	
  IEPs	
  per	
  
Bulletin	
  1706.	
  Bulletin	
  1706	
  requires	
  that	
  an	
  IEP	
  team	
  revises	
  the	
  IEP	
  to	
  reflect	
  ‘any	
  lack	
  of	
  
expected	
  progress	
  toward	
  the	
  annual	
  goals.’	
  
	
  

• Lagniappe	
  CAP	
  Verification	
  Findings	
  [Appendix	
  D:	
  I]	
  
o Proper	
  documentation	
  missing	
  for	
  retention	
  process.	
  

§ Student	
  K	
  was	
  retained	
  in	
  1st	
  grade	
  for	
  2014-­‐15	
  school	
  year	
  and	
  IEP	
  
meeting	
  was	
  not	
  held	
  to	
  reflect	
  any	
  lack	
  of	
  progress	
  toward	
  annual	
  
goals.	
  Parent	
  conference	
  form	
  included	
  in	
  folder	
  and	
  signed	
  by	
  parent,	
  
but	
  IEP	
  not	
  reconvened.	
  

§ Student	
  H	
  was	
  retained	
  in	
  Kindergarten	
  for	
  2014-­‐15	
  school	
  year	
  and	
  IEP	
  
was	
  not	
  revised	
  to	
  reflect	
  lack	
  of	
  expected	
  progress.	
  Last	
  IEP	
  meeting	
  
was	
  3/20/14.	
  

	
  
	
  

kristinebarker
Rectangle
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Lagniappe	
  retained	
  students	
  without	
  notifying	
  families.	
  Families	
  who	
  were	
  dissatisfied	
  with	
  their	
  
placement	
  were	
  not	
  provided	
  a	
  copy	
  of	
  their	
  rights	
  per	
  Bulletin	
  1508.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• Parent	
  statements	
  
o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  N,	
  reports	
  the	
  student	
  had	
  an	
  IEP	
  that	
  made	
  the	
  

student	
  eligible	
  for	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  accommodations.	
  These	
  accommodations	
  and	
  
services	
  were	
  never	
  provided	
  at	
  Lagniappe.	
  Instead,	
  Student	
  N	
  was	
  placed	
  in	
  a	
  
regular	
  class	
  with	
  no	
  accommodations	
  or	
  services.	
  Student	
  N	
  was	
  retained	
  in	
  
Kindergarten	
  for	
  the	
  2014-­‐2015	
  school	
  year	
  for	
  failure	
  to	
  make	
  adequate	
  
academic	
  progress.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  III]	
  

o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  S,	
  reports	
  that	
  Student	
  S	
  was	
  retained	
  after	
  1st	
  
grade,	
  because	
  Lagniappe	
  claimed	
  the	
  student	
  was	
  not	
  meeting	
  expectations	
  for	
  
a	
  1st	
  grader.	
  The	
  student	
  repeated	
  the	
  first	
  grade	
  and	
  then	
  was	
  promoted	
  to	
  the	
  
second	
  grade.	
  	
  When	
  Student	
  S	
  moved	
  to	
  the	
  second	
  grade,	
  the	
  student	
  
received	
  a	
  report	
  card	
  from	
  Lagniappe	
  stating	
  that	
  Student	
  S	
  passed	
  2nd	
  grade	
  
in	
  the	
  2013-­‐2014	
  school	
  year	
  and	
  would	
  be	
  promoted	
  to	
  third	
  grade,	
  Lagniappe	
  
sent	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  a	
  letter	
  in	
  September	
  2014	
  stating	
  that	
  Student	
  S	
  
would	
  be	
  placed	
  back	
  in	
  2nd	
  grade	
  because	
  the	
  student	
  was	
  “not	
  learning.”	
  The	
  
parent/guardian	
  transferred	
  Student	
  S	
  to	
  KIPP	
  NOLA	
  upon	
  receipt	
  of	
  the	
  
retention	
  letter,	
  where	
  Student	
  S	
  was	
  placed	
  in	
  the	
  3rd	
  grade.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  VII]	
  

o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  P,	
  reports	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  was	
  initially	
  
promoted	
  to	
  3rd	
  grade	
  after	
  the	
  2012-­‐2013	
  school	
  year	
  and	
  then	
  returned	
  to	
  2nd	
  
grade	
  at	
  the	
  beginning	
  of	
  the	
  2013-­‐2014	
  without	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  being	
  
consulted.	
  The	
  student’s	
  grades	
  and	
  report	
  cards	
  reflect	
  no	
  prior	
  problems.	
  The	
  
parent/guardian	
  was	
  repeatedly	
  told	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  leadership	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  
did	
  not	
  have	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  with	
  information.	
  After	
  the	
  student	
  
was	
  retained,	
  the	
  parent/guardian	
  worked	
  with	
  the	
  teacher	
  to	
  receive	
  regular	
  
updates	
  on	
  the	
  student’s	
  progress.	
  Eventually,	
  the	
  teacher	
  told	
  the	
  
parent/guardian	
  that	
  the	
  teacher	
  was	
  no	
  longer	
  allowed,	
  per	
  instruction	
  from	
  
the	
  school	
  administration,	
  to	
  provide	
  these	
  updates.	
  In	
  response	
  to	
  requests	
  for	
  
updates	
  and	
  inquires	
  as	
  to	
  why	
  the	
  school	
  neglected	
  to	
  share	
  information,	
  the	
  
school	
  administration	
  stated,	
  “we	
  don’t	
  have	
  to	
  tell	
  you	
  anything.”	
  Ultimately,	
  
the	
  parent/guardian	
  had	
  the	
  student	
  transferred.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  IX]	
  

o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  I,	
  reports	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  had	
  an	
  IEP	
  and	
  
transferred	
  to	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  for	
  the	
  2014-­‐2015	
  school	
  year.	
  At	
  the	
  prior	
  
school,	
  Student	
  I	
  passed	
  kindergarten	
  and	
  was	
  to	
  be	
  promoted	
  to	
  the	
  1st	
  grade.	
  
Once	
  at	
  Lagniappe,	
  Lagniappe	
  placed	
  Student	
  I	
  back	
  in	
  Kindergarten,	
  claiming	
  
that	
  the	
  student	
  “was	
  unable	
  to	
  keep	
  still	
  that	
  [the	
  student]	
  had	
  behavioral	
  
issues.”	
  Ultimately,	
  the	
  student	
  was	
  returned	
  to	
  1st	
  grade	
  after	
  the	
  parent	
  
contacted	
  the	
  Louisiana	
  Department	
  of	
  Education.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  IV]	
  

o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  A	
  was	
  told	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  that	
  the	
  
student	
  was	
  not	
  ready	
  for	
  Kindergarten	
  and	
  that	
  Lagniappe	
  could	
  not	
  serve	
  the	
  
student	
  but	
  did	
  not	
  provide	
  interventions	
  or	
  differentiated	
  instruction	
  to	
  meet	
  
the	
  student’s	
  needs.	
  The	
  parent/guardian	
  repeatedly	
  requested	
  an	
  evaluation	
  
for	
  Student	
  A	
  but	
  did	
  not	
  receive	
  an	
  evaluation	
  or	
  prior	
  written	
  notice.	
  
[Appendix	
  B:	
  V]	
  

o The	
  parent/guardian	
  of	
  Student	
  J,	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  student	
  completed	
  the	
  2nd	
  
grade	
  at	
  Martin	
  Luther	
  King	
  Charter	
  School	
  and	
  transferred	
  to	
  Lagniappe	
  in	
  the	
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3rd	
  grade	
  for	
  the	
  2013-­‐14	
  school	
  year.	
  Student	
  J	
  was	
  retained	
  in	
  the	
  3rd	
  grade	
  for	
  
the	
  2014-­‐15	
  school	
  year	
  without	
  the	
  parent/guardian’s	
  consent.	
  The	
  
parent/guardian	
  was	
  notified	
  by	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  that	
  Student	
  J	
  was	
  
retained	
  because	
  the	
  student	
  was	
  not	
  ready	
  for	
  the	
  next	
  grade.	
  The	
  student	
  was	
  
in	
  the	
  midst	
  of	
  an	
  evaluation	
  process	
  at	
  the	
  time	
  the	
  retention	
  decision	
  was	
  
made.	
  [Appendix	
  B:	
  I]	
  
	
  

	
  
IV.	
  Testing	
  Violations	
  
	
  
Teachers	
  reported	
  additional	
  areas	
  of	
  concern	
  related	
  state	
  testing	
  protocols:	
  	
  	
  
	
  

1. A	
  significant	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  were	
  assigned	
  504	
  read-­‐aloud	
  accommodations	
  who	
  
did	
  not	
  receive	
  those	
  accommodations	
  during	
  the	
  school	
  year.	
  	
  	
  

2. A	
  teacher	
  was	
  asked	
  to	
  fabricate	
  testing	
  data	
  for	
  three	
  kindergarten	
  students	
  to	
  report	
  
to	
  the	
  state.	
  

	
  
	
  
A	
  significant	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  were	
  assigned	
  504	
  read-­‐aloud	
  accommodations	
  who	
  did	
  not	
  
receive	
  those	
  accommodations	
  during	
  the	
  school	
  year.	
  	
  	
  

• Data	
  
o In	
  2013-­‐14,	
  Lagniappe	
  had	
  4.2%	
  of	
  students	
  with	
  special	
  needs.	
  	
  The	
  RSD	
  

average	
  is	
  12.9%.	
  
o In	
  2013-­‐2014,	
  of	
  the	
  38	
  students	
  who	
  took	
  the	
  iLEAP	
  exam	
  in	
  the	
  spring	
  of	
  2014,	
  

22	
  of	
  the	
  students	
  were	
  given	
  504	
  accommodations.	
  	
  100%	
  of	
  those	
  students	
  
were	
  given	
  the	
  accommodation	
  of	
  read	
  aloud.	
  	
  

• Statements	
  
o Staff	
  Member	
  7	
  reports	
  that	
  7th	
  grade	
  students	
  in	
  the	
  2013-­‐14	
  school	
  year	
  did	
  

not	
  receive	
  read-­‐aloud	
  accommodations	
  during	
  the	
  school	
  year	
  but	
  all	
  of	
  them	
  
received	
  read-­‐aloud	
  accommodations	
  on	
  the	
  iLEAP	
  test.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  II]	
  

o Staff	
  Member	
  3	
  indicates	
  that	
  the	
  staff	
  member	
  was	
  asked	
  to	
  fill	
  out	
  paperwork	
  
for	
  2	
  students	
  Student	
  T	
  and	
  Student	
  U,	
  so	
  that	
  they	
  could	
  receive	
  504	
  test	
  
accommodations,	
  but	
  they	
  were	
  not	
  given	
  accommodations	
  throughout	
  the	
  
school	
  year	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  iLEAP	
  test.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  III]	
  

	
  
	
  
A	
  teacher	
  was	
  asked	
  to	
  fabricate	
  testing	
  data	
  for	
  three	
  kindergarten	
  students	
  to	
  report	
  to	
  the	
  
state.	
  
	
  

• Staff	
  Member	
  2	
  reports	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  asked	
  the	
  teacher	
  to	
  make	
  up	
  
Diagnostic	
  Skill	
  Checklist	
  (DSC)	
  data	
  for	
  three	
  kindergarten	
  students.	
  The	
  teacher	
  
refused	
  to	
  do	
  so.	
  [Appendix	
  C:	
  IV]	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  

	
   	
   	
   14	
  

Conclusion	
  
	
  
After	
  carefully	
  considering	
  the	
  evidence	
  compiled	
  by	
  this	
  report	
  and	
  the	
  response	
  submitted	
  by	
  
Lagniappe	
  Academies,	
  the	
  Department	
  has	
  significant	
  concern	
  about	
  the	
  ability	
  of	
  the	
  school	
  
leadership	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  all	
  students,	
  particularly	
  students	
  with	
  special	
  needs.	
  	
  A	
  
preponderance	
  of	
  evidence	
  provided	
  by	
  families	
  and	
  teachers	
  and	
  collected	
  by	
  the	
  Department	
  
of	
  Education	
  suggests	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  administration	
  is	
  not	
  able	
  to	
  adequately	
  manage	
  the	
  
needs	
  of	
  the	
  students	
  within	
  the	
  building.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
Lagniappe	
  Academies’	
  response	
  attempts	
  to	
  refute	
  details	
  outlined	
  in	
  affidavits	
  provided	
  by	
  
teachers	
  and	
  staff	
  members,	
  primarily	
  explaining	
  evidence	
  from	
  statements	
  as	
  
misunderstandings	
  and	
  incorrect	
  interpretations.	
  	
  However,	
  the	
  school	
  does	
  not	
  provide	
  any	
  
explanation	
  for	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  egregious	
  of	
  the	
  findings	
  including	
  the	
  failure	
  to	
  consistently	
  
provide	
  appropriate	
  education	
  and	
  services	
  for	
  students	
  with	
  special	
  needs	
  and	
  a	
  student	
  
retention	
  rate	
  that	
  is	
  six	
  times	
  that	
  of	
  the	
  state	
  and	
  city	
  average.	
  	
  In	
  addition,	
  no	
  explanation	
  is	
  
provided	
  for	
  the	
  ‘Do	
  Not	
  Call	
  List’	
  that	
  included	
  a	
  list	
  of	
  parents	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  did	
  not	
  want	
  
attending	
  the	
  school	
  or	
  the	
  very	
  high	
  rate	
  of	
  students	
  receiving	
  504	
  testing	
  accommodations.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
While	
  Lagniappe	
  has	
  asked	
  for	
  additional	
  time	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  this	
  report,	
  the	
  Department	
  has	
  
been	
  in	
  dialogue	
  with	
  Lagniappe	
  concerning	
  deficiencies	
  in	
  the	
  school’s	
  special	
  education	
  
programs	
  since	
  November	
  of	
  2014	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  confidence	
  that	
  any	
  additional	
  
information	
  would	
  change	
  the	
  overall	
  conclusion	
  regarding	
  the	
  competence	
  of	
  the	
  school	
  
leadership	
  to	
  manage	
  the	
  challenges	
  of	
  running	
  a	
  school	
  in	
  New	
  Orleans.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  of	
  New	
  Orleans	
  Response	
  	
  
	
  
Please	
  see	
  Appendix	
  F	
  for	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies’	
  response.	
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Appendix	
  A:	
  Data	
  Collected	
  
Demographic	
  Data:	
  
	
  
Grade	
  Configuration	
  by	
  School	
  Year	
  
Beginning	
  School	
  

Year	
  
Grade	
  

Configuration	
  

2010	
   K,	
  5	
  
2011	
   K-­‐1,	
  5-­‐6	
  
2012	
   K-­‐2,	
  6-­‐7	
  
2013	
   K-­‐3,	
  7-­‐8	
  
2014	
   K-­‐4	
  

	
  
Number	
  of	
  Students	
  Enrolled	
  by	
  Grade	
  
Beginning	
  
School	
  Year	
   K	
   1	
   2	
   3	
   4	
   5	
   6	
   7	
   8	
  

2010	
   20	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   41	
   	
   	
   	
  
2011	
   25	
   30	
   	
   	
   	
   15	
   45	
   	
   	
  
2012	
   35	
   20	
   35	
   	
   	
   	
   13	
   28	
   	
  
2013	
   41	
   36	
   29	
   34	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   16	
  
2014	
   47	
   42	
   42	
   27	
   22	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
Number	
  of	
  Students	
  with	
  Individualized	
  Education	
  Plans	
  by	
  Grade	
  
Beginning	
  
School	
  Year	
   K	
   1	
   2	
   3	
   4	
   5	
   6	
   7	
   8	
  

2010	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2011	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2012	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2013	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2014	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
	
  
Number	
  of	
  Students	
  with	
  504	
  Plans	
  by	
  Grade	
  
Beginning	
  
School	
  Year	
   K	
   1	
   2	
   3	
   4	
   5	
   6	
   7	
   8	
  

2010	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2011	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2012	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2013	
   	
   	
   	
   17	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
2014	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



Percent	
  of	
  Special	
  Education	
  Students	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  Total	
  Student	
  Population	
  (As	
  of	
  Feb	
  1,	
  2014)	
  
	
  	
   Percent	
  Sped	
  
Lagniappe	
   4.2%	
  
Recovery	
  School	
  
District	
  	
   12.9%	
  

	
  
	
  
Student	
  Stability:	
  
Percent	
  of	
  Students	
  who	
  Returned	
  to	
  the	
  School	
  the	
  Following	
  Year	
  (October	
  1	
  enrollment	
  from	
  
one	
  year	
  to	
  October	
  1	
  enrollment	
  from	
  the	
  next	
  year)	
  
School	
  Year	
   Stability	
  Rate	
  
2010-­‐11	
   85%	
  
2011-­‐12	
   64%	
  
2012-­‐13	
   56%	
  
2013-­‐14	
   54%	
  
	
  
Student	
  Retention	
  
	
  
Percent	
  of	
  Students	
  Retained	
  in	
  their	
  Current	
  Grade	
  (vs.	
  not	
  Promoted	
  to	
  the	
  Next	
  Grade)*	
  

School	
  Year	
   Retention	
  Rate	
   Counts	
  
	
  2011-­‐12	
   2%	
   	
  out	
  of	
  54	
  retained	
  
	
  2012-­‐13	
   13%	
   12	
  out	
  of	
  90	
  retained	
  
	
  2013-­‐14	
   10%	
   11	
  out	
  of	
  113	
  retained	
  
	
  2014-­‐15	
   31.8%	
   49	
  out	
  of	
  154	
  retained	
  
	
  *This	
  data	
  reflects	
  the	
  most	
  current	
  information	
  in	
  the	
  Department’s	
  LEADS	
  Student	
  

Information	
  System	
  database	
  
	
  
	
  
2014-­‐15	
  Retention	
  Statistics:	
  
	
  

Retained	
  Students:	
  Transfers	
  
Total	
  Retained	
   Total	
  Transferred	
   %	
  Transferred	
  

49	
   27	
   55.1%	
  
	
  

Retained	
  Students:	
  Sped	
  and	
  504	
  
Total	
  Retained	
   Total	
  Sped/504	
   %	
  Sped/504	
  

49	
   17	
   34.7%	
  
	
  

Retained	
  Students	
  
Total	
  Students	
   Total	
  Retained	
   %	
  Retained	
  

154	
   49	
   31.8%	
  
	
  
	
  



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Percent	
  of	
  Students	
  Retained	
  (%	
  of	
  regular	
  education	
  and	
  special	
  education	
  students	
  retained	
  
in	
  the	
  same	
  grade	
  enrolled	
  in	
  the	
  previous	
  year)	
  

2014-­‐15	
  
	
  

2013-­‐14	
  
	
  

2012-­‐13	
  

	
  	
  
Regular	
  
Ed	
   Sped	
  

	
  
	
  	
  

Regular	
  
Ed	
   Sped	
  

	
  
	
  	
  

Regular	
  
Ed	
   Sped	
  

K	
   37.5%	
   100.0%	
  
	
  

K	
   9.4%	
   0.0%	
  
	
  

K	
   21.1%	
   0.0%	
  
1	
   30.3%	
   100.0%	
  

	
  
1	
   0.0%	
   0.0%	
  

	
  
1	
   12.5%	
   0.0%	
  

2	
   24.1%	
   50.0%	
  
	
  

2	
   19.2%	
   0.0%	
  
	
  

5	
   23.1%	
   0.0%	
  
3	
   35.7%	
   50.0%	
  

	
  
6	
   18.2%	
   0.0%	
  

	
  
6	
   3.7%	
   20.0%	
  

7	
   40.0%	
   -­‐	
  
	
  

7	
   5.0%	
   0.0%	
  
	
  

Total	
   13.3%	
   14.3%	
  
8	
   0.0%	
   0.0%	
  

	
  
Total	
   10.3%	
   0.0%	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
  Total	
   30.1%	
   62.5%	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  

	
  

Note*:	
  "Students"	
  only	
  includes	
  records	
  where	
  student	
  was	
  enrolled	
  at	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  
at	
  end	
  of	
  previous	
  year	
  and	
  an	
  enrollment	
  exists	
  anywhere	
  in	
  state	
  in	
  current	
  year	
  (current	
  
year	
  =	
  year	
  not	
  promoted).	
  	
  Both	
  enrollments	
  are	
  necessary	
  to	
  determine	
  promotion	
  status.	
  	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Not	
  
Retained	
  
68.2%	
   SpEd/504	
  

11%	
  

Non-­‐SpEd/
504	
  
20%	
  

Retained	
  
31%	
  

Lagniappe	
  Student	
  Retention	
  	
  
(Students	
  retained	
  in	
  same	
  grade	
  from	
  2013-­‐14	
  to	
  

2014-­‐15)	
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Student	
  Transfers:	
  
	
  
Of	
  the	
  Students	
  who	
  Transferred	
  out	
  of	
  Lagniappe,	
  Percent	
  of	
  Students	
  with	
  IEPs	
  and	
  504	
  Plans	
  

Year	
   Number	
  
Transferred	
  

Percent	
  
with	
  IEPs	
   Percent	
  504	
   Percent	
  IEP	
  

or	
  504	
  

2010-­‐2011	
   18	
   5.6%	
   0.0%	
   5.6%	
  
2011-­‐2012	
   58	
   10.3%	
   3.4%	
   13.8%	
  
2012-­‐2013	
   59	
   5.1%	
   0.0%	
   5.1%	
  
2013-­‐2014	
   90	
   5.6%	
   0.0%	
   5.6%	
  
	
  
	
  
Testing:	
  
	
  
Students	
  with	
  504	
  Plans	
  and	
  Accommodations,	
  Spring	
  2014	
  	
  

Test	
  

Number	
  
of	
  504	
  
Students	
  
Tested	
  

Number	
  with	
  
'Read	
  Aloud'	
  
Accommodations	
  

%	
  With	
  'Read	
  
Aloud'	
  
Accommodations	
  

iLEAP	
   22	
   22	
   100%	
  
LEAP	
   	
   	
   	
  
	
  
	
  
504	
  Students,	
  Spring	
  iLEAP	
  2014	
  Testing	
  

Grade	
   Total	
  Enrolled	
  in	
  
Grade	
  Level	
  

Total	
  504	
  
Students	
  

Students	
  With	
  Read	
  
Aloud	
  

3	
   34	
   17	
   17	
  
7	
   	
   	
   	
  

	
  
	
  



Appendix	
  B:	
  Parent	
  Statements	
  

I. Affidavit	
  of	
  
II. Affidavit	
  of
III. Affidavit	
  of
IV. Affidavit	
  of
V. Affidavit	
  of
VI. Supporting	
  documentation:
VII. Affidavit	
  of
VIII. Supporting	
  documentation:
IX. Statement	
  of

Parent J
Parent B
Parent N
Parent I
Parent A
  Parent A
Parent S
  Parent S
Parent P



Parent J

Student J





Parent B

Student B





Parent N

Student N





Parent I

Student I





Parent A

Student A





Parent A



Friday,	
  February	
  20,	
  2015	
  at	
  10:04:33	
  AM	
  Central	
  Standard	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  2

Subject: Re:
Date: Monday,	
  October	
  13,	
  2014	
  at	
  8:57:45	
  AM	
  Central	
  Daylight	
  Time

From: KrisEne	
  Barker
To: Kendall	
  Petri
CC: Ali	
  McCormick,	
  Troave'	
  Profice

Thank	
  you	
  Ms.	
  Petri,	
  
I	
  appreciate	
  your	
  response.	
  I	
  believe	
  the	
  parent	
  would	
  sEll	
  like	
  to	
  meet	
  with	
  you	
  in	
  parEcular	
  when	
  you	
  return.	
  Please	
  
keep	
  me	
  updated	
  and	
  have	
  a	
  good	
  trip.	
  
KrisEne	
  

Kristine Barker
Charter	
  Accountability	
  
Louisiana	
  Department	
  of	
  EducaEon
Mobile:	
  (225)	
  200-­‐3839
Office:	
  (504)	
  373-­‐6200,	
  x20106
Email:	
  krisEne.barker@la.gov
www.louisianabelieves.com

From:	
  Kendall	
  Petri	
  <kpetri@lagniappeacademies.org>
Date:	
  Friday,	
  October	
  10,	
  2014	
  at	
  2:47	
  PM
To:	
  KrisEne	
  Barker	
  <krisEne.barker@la.gov>
Cc:	
  Ali	
  McCormick	
  <amccormick@lagniappeacademies.org>,	
  Troave'	
  Profice	
  <Troave.Profice@la.gov>
Subject:	
  

KrisEne,

Thanks	
  for	
  your	
  email.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  out	
  of	
  town	
  meeEng	
  with	
  our	
  board	
  chair	
  and	
  fundraising	
  for	
  the	
  school’s	
  facility	
  this	
  
week,	
  and	
  typically	
  Ali	
  McCormick,	
  our	
  2nd-­‐in-­‐command,	
  stands	
  in	
  for	
  me	
  when	
  I	
  am	
  unavailable.	
  Before	
  I	
  listened	
  to	
  
your	
  VM	
  on	
  my	
  phone,	
  Ali	
  had	
  filled	
  me	
  in	
  on	
  her	
  conversaEon	
  with	
  you	
  and	
  neither	
  of	
  us	
  had	
  realized	
  that	
  you	
  were	
  
sEll	
  seeking	
  to	
  speak	
  with	
  me	
  directly,	
  so	
  I	
  apologize	
  for	
  any	
  miscommunicaEon.

I	
  am	
  unable	
  to	
  review 	
  file	
  from	
  San	
  Francisco	
  and	
  don’t	
  want	
  to	
  respond	
  without	
  doing	
  so,	
  but	
  am	
  aware	
  
that	
  school	
  administrators	
  and	
  teachers	
  have	
  been	
  working	
  on	
  plans	
  for	
  this	
  student	
  and	
  plans	
  to	
  meet	
  with	
  the	
  
parent.	
  	
  I	
  return	
  to	
  the	
  school	
  on	
  October	
  15	
  and	
  will	
  make	
  it	
  a	
  priority	
  to	
  review	
  the	
  file	
  and	
  meet	
  as	
  necessary	
  with	
  
all	
  concerned	
  to	
  make	
  progress	
  on	
  this	
  maber.	
  	
  

Thanks,

Kendall

Hi	
  Ms.	
  Petri,
I	
  wanted	
  to	
  loop	
  you	
  in	
  on	
  a	
  student	
  issue	
  and	
  make	
  sure	
  you	
  are	
  up	
  to	
  date	
  on	
  a	
  complaint	
  I	
  got	
  from	
  
a	
  parent	
  earlier	
  this	
  week.	
  I	
  tried	
  to	
  get	
  in	
  touch	
  with	
  you	
  Tuesday	
  and	
  Wednesday	
  and	
  lee	
  messages	
  
with	
  the	
  front	
  office	
  and	
  on	
  your	
  cell.	
  Yesterday	
  evening	
  I	
  called	
  Ms.	
  McCormick	
  and	
  she	
  was	
  able	
  to	
  
speak	
  to	
  the	
  parent	
  concerns,	
  but	
  I	
  would	
  sEll	
  like	
  you	
  to	
  be	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  situaEon.	
  I	
  know	
  you	
  have	
  
been	
  involved	
  with	
  this	
  student	
  so	
  you	
  know	
  the	
  background	
  (I	
  abached	
  the	
  conference	
  leber	
  that	
  the

Parent A

https://webmail.la.gov/owa/redir.aspx?C=sz1WUFNcQUywUFc7nS_oSEoniiUChtEInzF6ykE7J7ccJb-np6fNAd7-RVsEbc1ydwDUtzez5Lc.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.louisianabelieves.com
mailto:kpetri@lagniappeacademies.org
mailto:kristine.barker@la.gov
mailto:Troave.Profice@la.gov
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mother	
  sent	
  me).	
  
I	
  received	
  a	
  call	
  from ,	
  the	
  parent	
   	
  a	
  5	
  year	
  old	
  Kindergartener,	
  who	
  had	
  
concerns	
  that 	
  was	
  being	
  sent	
  home	
  most	
  days	
  around	
  8am	
  someEmes	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  a	
  
suspension,	
  but	
  someEmes	
  not.	
  She	
  said	
  she	
  has	
  frequently	
  been	
  told	
  by	
  school	
  staff	
  that	
  the	
  school	
  is	
  
not	
  able	
  to	
  serve	
  her	
  son	
  and	
  she	
  has	
  requested	
  an	
  evaluaEon	
  several	
  Emes	
  but	
  has	
  not	
  heard	
  any	
  
updates	
  on	
  the	
  progress.	
  She	
  wants	
  to	
  make	
  sure	
  that	
   	
  is	
  not	
  sent	
  home	
  frequently	
  and	
  that	
  he	
  
has	
  an	
  evaluaEon	
  started.	
  She	
  understands	
  that	
  he	
  can	
  be	
  challenging,	
  but	
  wants	
  him	
  to	
  sEll	
  get	
  
instrucEon.	
  
When	
  I	
  spoke	
  to	
  Ms.	
  McCormick,	
  she	
  informed	
  me	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  BIP	
  being	
  developed	
  and	
  
intervenEons	
  are	
  in	
  place	
  to	
  try	
  to	
  help	
  serve	
  him	
  but	
  it	
  is	
  challenging	
  because	
  he	
  acts	
  out	
  violently.	
  
I	
  suggested	
  to	
  the	
  parent	
  and	
  Ms.	
  McCormick	
  that	
  they	
  sit	
  down	
  with	
  yourself	
  and	
  the	
  teacher	
  to	
  come	
  
to	
  an	
  understanding	
  of	
  what	
  can	
  be	
  expected	
  of	
  both	
  parEes	
  (the	
  school	
  and	
  the	
  parent)	
  and	
  to	
  finalize	
  
the	
  BIP	
  and	
  start	
  the	
  process	
  towards	
  an	
  evaluaEon.	
  
The	
  mother	
  is	
  willing	
  to	
  give	
  that	
  plan	
  a	
  chance,	
  given	
  that 	
  is	
  not	
  sent	
  home	
  without	
  first	
  going	
  
through	
  the	
  discipline	
  process	
  and	
  being	
  suspended.
Please	
  keep	
  me	
  updated	
  on	
  the	
  situaEon	
  and	
  let	
  me	
  know	
  if	
  I	
  can	
  help	
  in	
  any	
  way	
  to	
  make	
  sure	
  that	
  
both	
  the	
  school	
  and	
  the	
  child	
  are	
  able	
  to	
  successful.	
  Please	
  feel	
  free	
  to	
  call	
  me	
  if	
  you	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  
discuss	
  further.	
  
Thank	
  you,
KrisEne	
  	
  

Kristine Barker
Charter	
  Accountability	
  
Louisiana	
  Department	
  of	
  EducaEon
Mobile:	
  (225)	
  200-­‐3839
Office:	
  (504)	
  373-­‐6200,	
  x20106
Email:	
  krisEne.barker@la.gov
www.louisianabelieves.com
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Appendix	
  C:	
  Staff	
  Statements	
  

I. Affidavit	
  of	
   	
  
II. Affidavit	
  of	
  
III. Affidavit	
  of	
  
IV. Affidavit	
  of	
  
V. Affidavit	
  
VI. Affidavit	
  of	
  
VII. Affidavit	
  of	
  
VIII. Statement	
  of	
  

Staff Member 1
Staff Member 7
Staff Member 3
Staff Member 2
Staff Member 4
Staff Member 5
Staff Member 6
Staff Member 8
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Appendix	
  D:	
  Prior	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  Reports	
  
	
  

I. 2015	
  Site	
  Visit	
  Notes	
  
II. 2014	
  IDEA	
  Monitoring	
  Report	
  
III. 2014	
  Renewal	
  Report	
  
IV. 2011	
  Monitoring	
  Report	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



2015	
  Site	
  Visit	
  Notes:	
  
Review	
  of	
  information	
  submitted	
  by	
  Lagniappe	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  Corrective	
  Action	
  Plan	
  on	
  
site	
  by	
  Charter	
  Accountability	
  Team	
  on	
  January	
  28th,	
  2015.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  entries	
  for	
  10/1/14	
  and	
  10/3/14	
  on	
  days	
  in	
  which	
  her	
  
attendance	
  record	
  shows	
  her	
  as	
  absent.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  entries	
  for	
  10/7/14	
  and	
  10/20/14	
  on	
  days	
  in	
  which	
  
her	
  attendance	
  record	
  shows	
  her	
  as	
  absent.	
  
	
  

.	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  (Kickboard	
  log)	
  entries	
  for	
  11/19/14	
  on	
  a	
  day	
  in	
  
which	
  his	
  attendance	
  record	
  shows	
  him	
  as	
  absent.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  has	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  (Kickboard	
  log)	
  entries	
  for	
  11/19/14	
  on	
  a	
  day	
  in	
  
which	
  her	
  attendance	
  record	
  shows	
  her	
  as	
  absent.	
  Log	
  is	
  for	
  SLP	
  with	
  K.	
  Eschman-­‐	
  
McCormick,	
  Speech	
  invoice	
  provided	
  indicates	
  student	
  was	
  absent.	
  	
  
	
  

	
  and 	
  have	
  service	
  minutes	
  log	
  entries	
  for	
  10/10/14	
  on	
  a	
  day	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  
school	
  (according	
  to	
  the	
  posted	
  school	
  calendar)	
  was	
  not	
  in	
  session	
  for	
  fall	
  break.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  



 
 

 

 
 

NOTICE OF ACTION 
Certified Mail 

Return Receipt Requested 
November 12, 2014 
Kendall Petri, School Leader          
Lagniappe Academies of New Orleans   
1501 St. Louis Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70170 
 
Dear Ms. Petri : 
 
The Louisiana Department of Education pursuant to fulfilling the general supervision 
requirements under 20 U.S.C. Section 1412 conducted an on-site compliance monitoring visit of 
programs for students with disabilities at Lagniappe Academies on October 21, 2014.  Enclosed 
is a report that includes a general summary of the visit and a description of each finding of non-
compliance identified during the on-site visit. 
 
Results of the on-site monitoring visit revealed some specific and systemic areas of non-
compliance. Upon receipt of the report, the LEA will have 20 business days from the date of 
receipt of the report to respond to any findings, and 15 additional business days to develop a 
plan of corrective action to address findings of non-compliance described in the summary. 
 
Included with this correspondence is a sample CAP format that can be used when developing 
your plan.  The plan must address the activities the school will implement to correct all areas of 
identified non-compliance, as rapidly as possible, and in no case longer than one year from the 
date of this letter.  The draft CAP will be reviewed by the appropriate staff in the Office of 
Statewide Monitoring to ensure the activities and timelines are systemic and measurable.   
 
The CAP shall be submitted for approval to the LDE within 35 business days of receipt of the 
monitoring report. However, upon receipt of the report, the LEA shall immediately begin 
correcting the findings of non-compliance documented in the report. The plan will address the 
activities the LEA will implement to correct the areas of non-compliance identified during the 
on-site visit as soon as possible, but in no case more than one year from the date of the 
notification report from the LDE.  
 

The monitoring staff will hold an exit conference call with your agency at your convenience to 
discuss the monitoring results. Please contact me at the address below to arrange an exit 
conference.  
 
Please note that Lagniappe Academies must immediately begin correcting the student-specific 
findings of non-compliance as well as systemic issues of non-compliance. Neither the 20-day 
period for review of the report nor the additional 15-day CAP development  
 



 
 

 

 
 
period should impede your progress in immediately taking steps to achieve compliant status on 
the student-specific and systemic areas identified as non-compliant. 
 
We appreciate your cooperation during the on-site visit, and we hope that the monitoring 
process will assist you in improving educational outcomes for students with disabilities and 
their families. If you have any questions about the enclosed report or how to achieve correction 
through your CAP, please contact me at (504) 920-6882 or via email at Patrick.walsh@la.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Patrick J. Walsh  
Executive Director, Statewide Monitoring  
 
PJW:ar 
 
 
 
Enclosure(s) 

 
c. Dan Henderson, Acting Chair, Lagniappe Academies of New Orleans 
 Ninh Tran, Chief Operations Officer, Lagniappe Academies     

Kunjan Narechania, Chief Operating Officer, LA Department of Education 
 Joan Hunt, Executive Counsel, LA Department of Education 
   

mailto:Patrick.walsh@la.gov


 
 
 

 
 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 

 
Lagniappe Academies of New Orleans 

Ms. Kendall Petri, School Leader 
Mr. Dan Henderson, Chair 

 
 
 

Date of On-Site Monitoring 
October 21, 2014 

 
 

On-Site  Monitoring Team Members 
Angela Randall 
Melodie Sparks 

Iris Jones  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
Introduction 
 
A team of three monitors conducted an on-site visit on October 21, 2014 as part of the Department’s 
General Supervision responsibilities. Lagniappe Academies was selected under the Random category of 
special education monitoring.   
 
Monitoring Strategies, Methods and Activities  
 
 Review of 8 student records, including random and purposeful reviews of students’ IEPs, service 

logs, progress notes, evaluation reports, cumulative education folders, and other relevant 
documents.  

 Interviews with 3 school-site personnel, including administrators and a general education 
teacher.  

 Evidence of services being provided to students through classroom observations and student 
discussions.   

 Evidence of Child Find activities through evidence provided and information shared during 
school-site personnel interviews.  

 Interview by telephone with one parent.  
 

Pursuant to Bulletin 1706―Regulations for Implementation of the Children with Exceptionalities Act:  

Specific Evidence of Systemic Non-Compliance was found in the following areas: 
 
 §101 Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE).  A free appropriate public education shall be 

available to all students residing in the state between the ages of 3 and 21, inclusive, including 
students with disabilities who have been suspended or expelled from school. 

    §111.A.2. Child Find. Each public agency, in accordance with the requirements of these 
regulations, shall document that on-going identification activities are conducted to identify, 
locate, and evaluate each student who is suspected of having a disability, in need of special 
education and related services. 
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Reg.	
  Ref.	
  #	
  

Bulletin	
  1706	
  
Description	
  of	
  Findings	
   Supporting	
  Evidence	
   Comments	
  

	
  
§101	
  
FAPE	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
A	
   free	
   appropriate	
   public	
  
education	
   shall	
   be	
  
available	
   to	
   all	
   students	
  
residing	
   in	
   the	
   state	
  
between	
   the	
   ages	
   of	
   3	
   and	
  
21,	
   inclusive,	
   including	
  
students	
   with	
   disabilities	
  
who	
   have	
   been	
   suspended	
  
or	
  expelled	
  from	
  school.	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Non-­‐compliance	
  was	
  found	
  relative	
  to	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  
Individualized	
  Education	
  Programs	
  for	
  8/8	
  student	
  programs	
  currently	
  
enrolled	
  at	
  Lagniappe	
  Academies:	
  
	
  	
  

§ 5/8	
  students	
  were	
  not	
  receiving	
  special	
  education	
  services	
  in	
  the	
  
area	
  of	
  Engl nguage	
  Arts	
  as	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  IEP	
  Team	
  
committee.	
   em	
  Bailey,	
  Mya	
  Johnson,	
  Terrill	
  Morris,	
  Diamonique	
  
Dunn,	
  Keirr y)	
  
	
  

§ 4/8	
  students	
  were	
  not	
  receiving	
  special	
  education	
  services	
  in	
  the	
  
area	
  of	
  Mathematics	
  as	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  IEP	
  Team	
  committee.	
  
(Hakeem	
  Bailey,	
  Terrill	
  Morris,	
  Diamonique	
  Dunn,	
  Keirra	
  Henry)	
  	
  

	
  
§ 	
  	
  	
  8/8	
   students	
   were	
   not	
   receiv 	
  

IEP	
   Team.	
   ( 	
  
ris,	
   Katlyn	
   	
  
	
  	
  

§ 1/8	
  students	
  did	
  not	
  receive	
  Adapted	
  Physical	
  Education	
  services	
  as	
  
determined	
  by	
  the	
  IEP	
  team.	
  (Hakeem	
  Bailey)	
  	
  
	
  

§ 8/8	
  Students	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  Special	
  Education	
  Progr
to	
  the	
  parents.	
  (
orris,	
  Katlyn	
  S e	
  
	
  

	
  
§ 1/8	
  triennial	
  evaluations	
  were	
  out	
  of	
  timelines.	
  (Hakeem	
  Bailey)	
  

	
  
§ 1/8	
  Individualized	
  Education	
  Programs	
  had	
  not	
  been	
  updated	
  within	
  

the	
  annual	
  timeline.	
  (Kaylyn	
  Smith)	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Lagniappe	
  Academies	
  does	
  not	
  
have	
   a	
   dedicated	
   Special	
  
Education	
   teacher	
   assigned	
   to	
  
the	
   school.	
   Results	
   of	
   file	
  
reviews,	
   interviews	
   with	
  
School	
   leaders,	
   one	
   teacher,	
  
students,	
   and	
   classroom	
  
observations	
   	
   revealed	
   that	
  
students	
   	
   have	
   not	
   been	
  
consistently	
   receiving	
   special	
  
education	
   and/or	
   related	
  
during	
   the	
   2014-­‐2015	
   school	
  
term.	
   No	
   evidence	
   of	
   progress	
  
reports	
   or	
   service	
   logs	
  
consistent	
   with	
   individualized	
  
needs	
   as	
   indicated	
   on	
   the	
   IEP	
  
was	
  available.	
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Reg.	
  Ref.	
  #	
  

Bulletin	
  1706	
  
Description	
  of	
  Findings	
   Supporting	
  Evidence	
   Comments	
  

§111A.2.	
  

Child	
  Find	
  	
  

The	
   public	
   agency	
   did	
   not,	
  
in	
   accordance	
   with	
   the	
  
requirements	
   of	
   these	
  
regulations,	
   shall	
  
document	
   that	
   on-­‐going	
  
identification	
   activities	
   are	
  
conducted	
   to	
   identify,	
  
locate,	
   and	
   evaluate	
   each	
  
student	
   who	
   is	
   suspected	
  
of	
   having	
   a	
   disability,	
   in	
  
need	
   of	
   special	
   education	
  
and	
  related	
  services	
  

§ Lagniappe	
   Academies	
   was	
   unable	
   to	
   show	
   evidence	
   of	
   on-­‐going	
  
identification	
   activities	
   to	
   identify,	
   locate,	
   and	
   evaluate	
   each	
   student	
  
who	
   is	
   suspected	
   of	
   having	
   a	
   disability,	
   in	
   need	
   of	
   special	
   education	
  
and/or	
  related	
  services	
  

	
  

Results	
   of	
   an	
   interview	
  
conducted	
  with	
   the	
   Lagniappe	
  
Academies	
   School	
   Leader,	
   the	
  
school	
  currently	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  
Child	
  Find	
  Procedures	
  in	
  place.	
  	
  

 

	
  





























Lagniappe Academies         10/4/2011 

 

Met with:  Kellie Lee (Special Education Coordinator) 

 

Narrative Summary 

 Strengths: Lagniappe Academies has related services support through contracted 

services with a licensed social worker, the Suns Center, and the Center for Developmental 

Learning. Universal screening in the areas of literacy and numeracy is in place. Lagniappe 

Academies is in the process of developing a Student Support Team (SST) to help teachers 

address academic and behavior concerns in the classroom. Well-defined discipline procedures 

are in place for all students at Lagniappe Academies. The school has some fundamentals of a 

school-wide positive behavior support program in place. Staff is provided with ongoing 

professional development. 

 

 Recommendations: 

a. Lagniappe Academies should formalize their Child Find process, including how to 

make parents, guardians, and the community aware of the Child Find process as well 

as procedures for identifying students within the school who are suspected of having 

a disability.  

b. The staff could not produce any FBA/BIPs. Lagniappe Academies should provide 

staff with professional development in FBA/BIPs, including the purpose, scope, and 

links to students’ IEPs (if applicable). In addition, Lagniappe Academies should 

create and routinely use a customized checklist for the school that delineates all 

the necessary components as well as those individuals responsible for the 

completion of FBA/BIPs.  

c. Lagniappe Academies should develop and implement a process to monitor the 

integrity of all interventions in place for students through the use of intervention 

integrity checklists.  

d. A crisis intervention plan should be developed specifically for Lagniappe 

Academies. 

e. The staff explained the REACH rubric as part of the School-Wide Positive Behavior 

Support program. Lagniappe Academies would benefit from forming a School-Wide 

Positive Behavior Support team in order to develop a manual that outlines the 



process for students, teachers, and parents.  The program’s written principles and 

processes should be easily accessible to families, students, and personnel of the 

school. 

  



Category of Questions Percentage 

Gatekeeper Questions  69 

Data Components  71 

Child Find  0 

Universal Screening  83 

Policies and Procedures  100 

Behavioral Components  25 

IEPs 71 

Related Services  100 

Professional Development  33 
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Category 



Data Components Yes/No 

Show me the data system school staff 
use in your school. 

Y 

Show me data that indicates the current total 
enrollment of  your school. 

Y 

Show me data that indicates the current total 
enrollment of students with disabilities of your 
school. 

Y 

Show me data that indicates the total number of 
students in each disability category. 

Y 

Show me data that indicates the total number of 
students that currently have FBAs in your school. 

N 

Show me data that indicates the total number of 
students that currently have BIPs in your school. 

N 

Show me data that indicates how many students 
applied for enrollment in your school for the 2011-
2012 school year. 

Y 

Show me data that indicates how many students 
with disabilities applied for enrollment in your school 
for the 2011-2012 school year. 

Y 

Child Find Components  

Show me your school's procedures for 
child find. 

N 

Show me how you make parents, guardians, and the 
community aware of the child find process.  

Show me the form that teachers use to make a 
referral to the problem solving committee. 

* 

Show me the form that the problem solving 
committee uses to document that a student’s 
concerns have been discussed. 

 

Show me an agenda of a problem solving committee 
meeting that has occurred. 

 

Show me how the SBLC progress monitors students 
who are in the Response to Intervention (RtI) 
process. 

 

Show me an example of how an identified student 
was referred through the school’s routine Child Find 
process. 

 



Universal Screening  

Show me how you screen students for 
problems in school.  

Y 

Show me how you universally screen all students for 
literacy 3 times a year. 

Y 

Show me how you screen all students in numeracy 3 
times a year. 

Y 

Show me how you screen all students for behavior 
concerns 3 times a year. 

N 

Show me the data system your school utilizes to 
keep track of behavior discipline referral data. 

Y 

Show me how your school’s data system tracks in-
school suspensions. 

Y 

Show me how your school’s data system tracks out-
of-school suspensions. 

Y 

Policies and Procedures  

Show me your school's policies 
pertaining to all students. 

Y 

Show me how your school grants requests to make 
student records available to parents and/or 
guardians. 

Y 

Show me your school's written procedure for 
obtaining educational records of incoming students. 

Y 

Show me your school’s written policies and 
procedures concerning discipline. 

Y 

Show me your school’s written absentee policy. 
Y 

Show me your school’s written policies on the use of 
in-school suspension. 

Y 

Show me your school’s written policies on the use of 
out-of-school suspension. 

Y 

Show me your school’s policies 
pertaining to students with disabilities. 

Y 

Show me how your school grants requests to make 
student records available to parents and/or 
guardians. 

Y 

Show me your school's written procedure for 
obtaining educational records of incoming students. 

Y 



Show me your school’s procedure for ensuring 
appropriate teaching staff receive evaluations for 
students with disabilities. 

Y 

Show me your school’s procedure for ensuring 
appropriate teaching staff receive IEPs for students 
with disabilities. 

Y 

Show me where parents or guardians of students 
with disabilities are informed of their rights. 

Y 

Behavioral Components  

Show me the school-wide approach to 
managing student behavior. 

Y 

Show me posted school-wide expectations. 
N 

Show me posted school-wide rules. 
N 

Show me posted classroom rules. 
N 

Show me your school’s written policy for a system of 
reinforcement for appropriate behavior. 

N 

Show me your school’s written level of consequences 
for inappropriate behavior. 

Y 

Show me where expectations and rules are taught to 
students. 

Y 

Show me how you document violations 
of school rules. 

Y 

Show me the form(s) your school uses to document 
discipline referrals. 

Y 

Show me the form(s) your school uses to document 
in-school suspensions. 

Y 

Show me the form(s) your school uses to document 
out-of-school suspensions. 

Y 

Show me the form(s) your school uses to document 
Manifestation Determination reviews. 

Y 

Show me your school's crisis 
intervention plan. 

N 

Show me how your teachers know how to implement 
the school’s crisis intervention plan.  

Show me when you have implemented the school’s 
crisis intervention plan.  



Show me a student's completed 
Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA) 
report. 

N 

Show me who conducts FBAs for your school. 
* 

Show me what training the individual responsible for 
conducting FBAs has received. 

* 

Show me any forms the individual responsible for 
conducting FBAs is currently using.  

Show me a teacher interview used to complete FBAs.  

Show me classroom observation(s) used to complete 
FBAs.  

Show me a student's completed 
Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP). 

N 

Show me who develops Behavior Intervention Plans 
(BIPs) for your school. 

* 

Show me any forms the individual responsible for 
conducting BIPs is currently using. 

* 

Show me how the individual responsible for 
conducting FBAs at your school has linked that 
assessment to the development of a BIP. 

 

Show me what training the individual responsible for 
conducting BIPs has received.  

Show me documentation how teachers are trained 
to implement interventions listed on a BIP.  

Show me intervention integrity checklists.  

Show me how data are collected to indicate 
intervention implementation.  

Individualized Education Program  

Show me the forms your school utilizes 
to write Individualized Education 
Programs (IEP). 

Y 

Show me how you use electronic IEPs. 
Y 

Show me a teacher of record’s individual caseload. 
Y 



Show me an IEP with a measurable goal. 
Y 

Show me how Multidisciplinary Evaluations are 
linked to a student’s IEP. 

Y 

Show me how BIPs are linked to a student’s behavior 
goal(s). 

N 

Show me how BIPs are linked to a student’s social 
goal(s). 

N 

Show me how a student’s IEP goals reflect a 
student’s educational placement. 

Y 

Related Services  

Show me a list of related services your 
school provides. 

Y 

Show me a schedule of one of your related services 
staff. 

Y 

Show me a sample caseload of your related services 
staff. 

Y 

Show me a student’s IEP that specifies the need for 
school psychological services. 

Y 

Show me evidence that school psychological services 
have been provided. 

Y 

Show me a student’s IEP that specifies the need for 
social work services. 

Y 

Show me how you provide social work services. 
Y 

Show me a student’s IEP that specifies the need for 
physical therapy services. 

Y 

Show me how you provide physical therapy services. 
Y 

Show me a student’s IEP that specifies the need for 
occupational therapy services. 

Y 

Show me how you provide occupational therapy 
services. 

Y 

Show me a student’s IEP that has an Individualized 
Health Plan. 

Y 

Show me how you provide services for a student’s 
health plan. 

Y 

Show me an IEP that specifies the need for speech 
therapy. 

Y 

Show me how you provide speech therapy services. 
Y 



Show me an IEP that specifies the need for 
counseling services. 

Y 

Show me how you provide counseling services. 
Y 

Professional Development Y 

Show me documentation of the 
professional development that the 
school has received in the past year. 

Y 

Show me how you account for individual teachers’ 
participation in professional development. 

Y 

Show me what kind of resources your school utilizes 
when creating academic programs for students with 
disabilities. 

N 

Show me what kind of resources your school utilizes 
when creating behavior and/or social programs for 
students with disabilities. 

N 
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LAGNIAPPE ACADEMIES 2014 – 2015* STUDENT CALENDAR 

July 2014 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

27 28 29 30 31 

August 2014 

S M T W T F S 

 1 2 

3 4 5 6 7     8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18  19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

31 

September 2014 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30 

October 2014 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 

5    6 7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

26 27 28 29 30 31 

November 2014 

S M T W T F S 

1 

2    3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

30 

December 2014 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30 31 

January 2015 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 

February 2015 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

March 2015 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

29 30 31 

April 2015 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

19 20 21 22

2

23

44

2

24 25 

26 27 28 29 30 

May 2015 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

31 

June 2015 

S M T W T F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30 

Important Dates 

SUMMER 

July 28: First Day Summer Term 

August 15: Last Day Summer Term 

August 14: Fall Orientation & Summer Celebration 

August 18 – Sept. 2: Summer Break 

FALL 

September 3: First Day Fall Term 

October 10 – 13: Fall Break 

November 14: Last Day Fall Term 

November 17: First Day Winter Term 

November 20: Report Card Night 

WINTER 

November 21: Early Dismissal (ED) 12:45PM 

November 24 – 28: Thanksgiving Break 

December 19: Holiday Celebration (ED: 12:45PM) 

December 22 – January 3: Winter Break 

January 5: No School 

January 19: Martin Luther King Day 

February 13: Mardi Gras Celebration (ED: 12:45PM) 

February 16 – 20: Mardi Gras Break 

February 27: Last Day Winter Term 

March 2: First Day Spring Term 

March 5: Report Card Night 

SPRING 

March 16 – 20: PARCC Phase I (Grades 3, 4) 

April 2: Spring Celebration (ED: 2PM) 

April 3: Good Friday (No School) 

April 14 – 15: iLEAP / LEAP testing 

April 17: Early Dismissal (ED) 12:45PM 

April 20 – 24: Spring Break 

May 4 – 8: PARCC Phase II 

May 22: No School 

May 25: Memorial Day 

June 4: Last Day Spring Term; Last Day of School 

*Note: Calendar is subject to change

School 

Day 

Saturday 

School 3rd, 4th 

School 

Closed 
2 PM Dismissals 

12:45 PM 

Dismissal 

iLEAP/LEAP/ 

PARCC Testing 
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