






































programs efficiently and promote effective collaboration. Some funding comes from a trust fund and some from
the state lottery; the bulk of state funds presumably come from state and local taxes. Overall, GA’s history of ELD
legislation and existing systems are clear strengths of this application. (A)(1)(d): ELD Standards: GA has ELD
standards for 0-3 and preK. The development process included vetting by stakeholders and consultation with
nationally-known experts. These standards are clearly written and laid out in manner that should be clear to
teachers, The documents include standards, performance indicators, and sample behaviors for teachers to
recognize in class. The 0-3 guidelines are separated in one-year intervals. Both sets of standards appear to cover
the Essential Domains of School Readiness, aithough the preK standards include approaches to leaming as part
of the socio-emotional domain. The preK standards include sections that explicitly address special needs children,
cultural and tinguistic diversity, and working with families. Such information was less evident in the 0-3 guidelines,
although it is alluded to in the introductory section. Both documents include alignment between the state 0-3, preK,
and K standards. The preK standards are also aligned with the Head Start Child Qutcome Framework. Appendix
14 includes an independent evaluation of the ELD standards. This report is favorable about the quality of the
standards. Suggestions include more emphasis on: non-cognitive domains for prek, approaches to leaming,
sequencing standards by order of developmental difficulty, alignment, and challenge. A revision of the ELD
standards based on this evaluation is expected in 2012. Overall, ELD siandards are good and are an asset to the
application; there are a few areas in which the standards could be improved (universal applicability, challenge,
alignment). The extent to which the ELD standards are understood and used by teachers in their daily practice is
not addressed in this application. GA appears to have several elements of a Comprehensive Assessment System
(CAS) in place. GA preK, EMS/HS, and home visiting programs currently address all four aspects of a CAS, and
IDEA Part B, Title 1, and IDEA Part C address three, two, and one aspecls, respectively, CCDF programs have
no assessment requirements, unless they particlpate in TQRIS; in that case, CCDF programs must show evidence
of addressing three aspects of a CAS. Details on the content of the CAS are less readily apparent. Screening
activities are conducted by a wide varlety of persons and organizations, e.g., pediatricians, EHS/HS, early
intervention programs. Thus, it is possible for children to miss being screened if this does not happen during well
baby visits. Little information is provided on actual completed screening rates. Although screening is required in
preK programs, according to teacher report data collected by an external evaluator, only 33-62% of these
programs provide screening. GA preK classrocoms use Work Sampling as a formative assessment and as of last
year, are using the CLASS to measure classroom quality. Overall, the current status of CAS in the preK program
is a strength of this application. Assessment in childcare centers and family childcare homes is an area of
weakness. Health practices: According to Table (A)(1)(8) several elements of highly quality heaith practices are
currently in place. PreK, EHS/HS, IDEA Part C, and home visiting programs address three or all four stipulated
practice areas. Again, CCDF programs, and IDEA Part B fall short in this area. The content of heath promotion
activities is only briefly mentioned. There appears 1o be a website and curriculum available relating to heaithy
ealing and physical activity. The extent to which these resources are used and related oulcomes are not
described. Family engagement strategies vary across programs. Again, there are few required family engagement
practicas for CCDF sites. The current voluntary Tiered Quality Rating Improvement System (TQIRS) includes an
on-line teacher training module and self-assessment, parent conferences, and program policies and training in
family diversity. GA has adopted Family Engagement Standards, but the extent to which they are used is not
described. GA does not currently have a database that provides a clear picture of teacher credentials. GA has a
professional development (PD) registry. Registration appears to be voluntary and it is not clear what percentage
of parsonnal are included in the registry. The most common credentials reported in the PO registry are Child
Development Associate (CDA) (20%) and certified Early Childhoed Education teacher with a bachelor's degree
(17%). Data from the recent external evaluations of preK, center, and infant-toddler quality may provide a more
accurate estimate of workforce credentials because those studies included a random sample of programs. The
great majority (69-81%) of staff in childcare centers and family childcare homes have less than an associate's
degree; staff qualifications in GA preK ciassrooms are considerabiy higher and the majority of lead teachers have
at least bachelor's degree. The recently raised minimum teacher credentials {lead teacher must have a CDA or
community college certificate) still represent a modest bar. There is a system for incentives to achieve credentials
but it is unclear how many teachemie advantage of this assistance. There is a system for credentialing trainers,
but the extent to which their services are used is not clearly stated. External evaluations included in the
appendixes do provide seif-report data by teachers on the annual number of professional development hours,
which ranges from 15-36 depending on job and program type. It is not clear whether this training was provided by
the state PD system or by in-house staff. Workforce competencles exist and include separate sections for early
childhood providers, school-age providers, administrators, trainers, and technical assistance providers. For each
type of personnel, competencles, goals, and indicators are provided and are separated into beginning,
intermediate, and advanced levels. The scope of the professional standards is commendable and the tiered
structure lends itself well to use in a TQRIS system, According to Table (A)(1)(11). all institutions of higher
education in GA align their instructional pregrams with the workforce competencies. Professional competencies
appear to have undergone revisions over time. GA does not cumently have a universal kindergarten readiness
assessment. It is not clear why the first administration of the current kindergarten assessment (GKIDS) is not
considered to meet this purpose. GA has a K-12 Longitudinal Data System that will soon include preK and IDEA
Part B children. No program addresses all aspecis of Essential Data Elements. However, DECAL, IDEA Part C,
and home visiting address 5 of the 7 data elements. Overall, GA appears {o have a made a good start on data
systems. The application includes Memoranda of Understandings (MOU) between DECAL and the state
depariments of education, health, and human services that provide for cross-agency sharing of confidential
child-level data for the duration of the RTT-ELC grant. GA has spent several years developing a TQIRS system
with consultation from national experts. The TQIRS currently includes a set of tiered program standards and
assessment tools. Implementation was authorized in January, 2011. The TQRIS includes all 4 compenents of
criterion health practices and three out of four components of a Comprehensive Assessment System, with the
fourth to be slated to be added in 2013. Participation is voluntary and about 1% of ELD programs are cumrently
enralled. The TQRIS system appears to be well developed and is in the very initial stages of enrolling and rating
ELD programs. Summary: GA has many building blocks for a high quality ELD system already in place including a
universal preK, a TQRIS, workforce competencies, and components of a CAS. The state has increased both
funding and enroliment in preK and enroliment in CCDF. GA appears to have a solid foundation on which to build.
GA works closely with several external evaluators and there is evidence throughout the application that these
evaluations are used as the basis of revisions and quality improvement, which is a strength of this application. In
addition, GA has concrete plans already in place (such as a target date for migrating administration of CCDF
funds to the DECAL) that are consistent with bullding a comprehensive system. Weaknesses identified in the
present system, such as voluntary participation in the PD registry are minor in terms of likely effects on service
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The application addressed the siale's plan to improve its current sysiem. For some components or elements, the
plan was comprehensive and for others it was lacking in key features. The state’s plan to implement a TQRIS,
plan to improve the quality of the workforce, and ptan to measure outcomes and progress were presenied but the
likely success of these plans was questionable based on the information presented. The application focused
clearly on High Need children in general, bul how the plan will address the unique needs of sub-groups such dual
language leamers and children with disabilities was inconsistently addressed. Nevertheless, the application did
present a plan for improving the quality of early learning programs for children with high needs.
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understand the value of providing best services to have better communities and families in Georgia. The input i
i from teachers, stakeholders, and parents in planning for the best services and the agencies that would benefit the E
| children in their communities was a great insight as well as understanding the valuable input these groups bring i
to the grant. The letters of support were outstanding in numbers, and through the commitment of the many :
J agencies and programs will make a different in achieving the ambitious goals. The state indicate the challenges ‘
that they face in some of the agencies and program services, but being aware of the concerns and problems will
' assist [n making the necessary changes.
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five. Strong leadership at the state level, is filttered to regional and community support of parents and

professionals for developing and maintaining leadership in improving early childhood programs in communities. In

Georgia, Children with High Needs living in poverty, make up 54% of the target population. It cannot be disputed
that poverty is one of the single-most predictive factors in school failure. Poverty is systemic in low academic
achievement, and must be addressed at many levels to improve schoo! readiness and further school success.
Poverty or lack of resources is not only addressed in the target population of children, but also addressed in
providing incentives and scholarships to a professional population that is traditionally low-paid and, as
documented in the application, has minimal education and training. Incentives and bonus packages will also be
provided to programs to Increase their resources and improve program quality. The standards for both early
leaming and for professienal competence reflect best practice and the important research and analysis that has
been done In the state over the past two decades. These standards have been integrated exceedingly well with
the TQRIS System and with the comprehensive assessment and professional development systems. Il is
important to see the how the overlap between systems has been addressed through collaboration, coordination
and alignment with each other 1o focus on the key readiness skills for Kindergarten entry. The quality of
programs, information, and professional development initiatives will be disseminated to the professional
populatiens, families, and other throughout the state. In the dissemination strategies, the applicant has included
approaches that will be critical to reaching a wide range of audiences, particularly families living in poverty.
Strong data was presented to support the approach of using public broadcasting. web casts, and radio to get
information to this population, as well as, to let families know that this information is available for finding and
choosing high quality education programs for their children, The improvements of each system described take
this already established and successful State system of services to a level that ensures accountabllity and most
criticatly, successful outcomes for children.
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