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Appendix Al: Letter from Governor Perdue to Secretary Duncan

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
ATLANTA 30334-0900
January 8, 2010

Sonny Perdue
GOVERNOR

The Honorable Arne Duncan

Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Mr. Secretary:
[ write to express my full support for Georgia’s Race to the Top application.

As I joked with you when you initially proposed the idea of Race to the Top to a
small group of governors at the February 2009 National Goveror’s Association
conlerence, | believe your team must have been looking at Georgia’s playbook when they
created the Race to the Top guidelines. For years, we have been working to change the
culture in education to one that focuses on performance and outcomes, from the current
culture of compliance that has dominated education for far too long.

By focusing on outcomes, we have made great gains in education in Georgia.
When I first took office, I worked to bring attention to our state’s dismal graduation rate
which was just over 63 percent. We placed a graduation coach in every middle and high
school whose mission is to identify and work with at-risk students to help them stay on
track and find a path to graduation. This year, Georgia posted its highest graduation rate
in history at over 78 percent and we are just within reach of the 80 percent goal we set for
2010.

My philosephy on the state’s role in education has always been that we should
provide necessary resources and set high standards for accountability, and then get out of
the way to let the locals figure out the best method for meeting those standards. To that
end, I introduced legislation in 2008 called the “Investing in Educational Excellence
Partnership” (IE?) legislation. The IE’ partnership allows local school systems to enter
into contractual agreements with the state that allow for flexibility from state mandates in
return for increased accountability. Today, two of the state’s largest and most successful
systems are operating under [E” contracts, representing 12 percent of the state’s students.
A number of other districts are going through the negotiation phase.

Georgia’s Race to the Top reform plan will build on the work we have done in
rewarding high-performing teachers and keeping them in the classroom. In 2005, my
office introduced “Master Teacher” legislation to recognize teachers that demonstrated
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uccess in improving student learning. Our Race to the Top work will vastly expand this
plogi am, allowing us to identify the ffu,t iveness of all teachers and leaders and reward
those that are truly driving student achievement.

This legislative session, [ will include several bills in my legislative package that
support the reforms outlined in Georgia’s Race to the Top application. The first bill is
related to educator compensation and will bring a performance-based pay system for
teachers and school leaders statewide once the details for such a system have been
worked out through school districts partnering with the state to implement our Race to the
Top plan. The second piece of legislation is closely tied to the first and will ensure that
teachers and leaders don’t abuse the performance pay system for personal gain by
enacting appropriate penalties for those that facilitate cheating on state mandated tests.
The final bill provides a code of ethics and training program for local school board
members, as well as a mechanism for state intervention to replace those members in
systems that are in danger of losing accreditation. Through these pieces of legislation, we
will ensure that Georgia’s Race to the Top reform plan is meaningful and sustainable
statewide.

The unprecedented opportunity the Race to the Top competition provides is a
“Nixon goes to China” moment for education. Never before in the education world has
there been such an opportunity to challenge the status quo and implement real, outcomes-
based reform. I don’t intend to squander that opportunity, and I believe you wdl see that
in our Race to the Top reform plan.

Thank vou for your full consideration of Georgia’s application.

om //m

Governor Sonny Perdue
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Appendix A3: GaDOE Strategic Plan

Strategies for Improyement
Place Graduation Coaches in middle and high
schools to identify at-risk students and intervene
to prevent dropping out.
Increase the number of high school students
taking post-secondary work through Advanced
Placement (AP), International Baccalaurcate, and

Indicators of Success
During 2005-2008:
¢ The high school dropout rate has fallen from
5% to0 3.6%
e The number of students taking AP classes
has jumped 56% to over 95,000 and Georgia
has risen to 15th nationally in the percentage

post- Dual Enrollment of high school graduates that passed at least
secondary Align curriculum and high school graduation one AP exam
enrollment requirements with college- and work-ready ¢ The number of students in Dual Enrollment
rate expectations programs with state Technical Colleges in-
Implement a credit recovery program for students creased 38% to 8,342
who fall behind
Strengthen Improve classroom instruction through training e More early-career teachers are staying in
teacher and the sharing of best practices their jobs: The retention rate for educators
quality, Widespread use of the state’s new, more- with 1-3 years experience is about 90
recruitment thorough teacher evaluation system, the CLASS percent

and retention

Keys

Increase curriculum-based support and teaching
tools to educators through GeorgiaStandards.org
and other virtual resources

Use a variety of strategies to recruit and retain
teachers in critical shortage areas, especially
math, science and special educ.

e Since 2005, the number of certified math-
ematics teachers has risen by 18% to 5,369

e More highly-qualified teachers are working
mn schools that did make Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) in 2008

Improve Continued creation of carcer pathways for middle | ¢ In just one year, the number of students who
workforce and high school students in industries that are received work-ready certificates has nearly
readiness crucial to Georgia’s economic development quadrupled to over 3,200
skills Increase the number of career academies and o The state has worked with local districts to
other innovative career-prep programs throughout establish 10 operational charter career
the state academies across the state and more will
Train more teachers to effectively deliver the open in 2009-2010
CTAE curriculum e In 2008, more than 23,000 students partici-
Increase “on-the-job™ training available to high pated in and completed appropriate work-
school students through internships, based learning programs, such as intern-
apprenticeships and other work-based learning ships and apprenticeships
efforts
Develop Continue to work with strategic partners to e In 2008, the number of school administra-
strong identify and train highly-effective school leaders tors participating in training sessions for the
education across the state Georgia Performance standards doubled
leaders, Full implementation of the “Leader Keys,” a from the previous year to more than 2,500
particularly at standards-based evaluation tool for education e In 2008, there were 264 school-level leaders
the building leaders from districts across the state that attended
level Increase the number of Career, Technical and the GaDOE’s Summer Leadership Academy

Agricultural Education program administrators
that participate in leadership credentialing
training sessions

Encourage use of Georgia Assessment of
Performance on School Standards (GAPSS) and
other data-driven, school improvement tools

to listen, learn and share strategies and ideas

o Over the past three years, hundreds of Geor-
gia educators have been trained through
GaDOE partnerships with statewide leader-
ship organizations
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Goal Strategies for Improvement Indicators of Success

Improve SAT, Complete implementation of the our state’s e In 2007, Georgia’s 4™ graders scored at the
ACT, and world-class curriculum, the GPS, and periodic national level in reading and in writing
achievement content reviews in each arca by Georgia e ACT Score for public high school seniors
scores of educators from 19.7 in 2005 to 20.3 in 2008; From
Georgia Continue to provide face-to-face and virtual 2005 to 2008, the number of students taking
students training for teachers on effective delivery of the the ACT jumped by nearly 50% to over

Georgia Performance Standards and other 33,200 students

rigorous academic classes e 2008 was the first year students took the

Help students prepare for state and national state’s new, more rigorous mathematics test

assessments using electronic tools such as the (Math CRCT)

Online Assessment System and the state’s free

SAT Prep Class

Provide targeted services that assist school

districts in the identification and instruction of

gifted students

Continue support and training for teachers of

Students with Disabilities and English Language

Learners

Timely release of student achievement scores in

a way that is understandable and easily-

accessible to the general public
Make policies Continue to develop state-of-the-art data o For four years, Georgia has been one of the
that ensure management and reporting systems that inform first states to release the federally-mandated
maximum the public and enable data-driven decision Adequate Yearly Progress report
academic and making o Georgia received the 2008 Improving Policy
financial Provide school districts flexibility in exchange Award from the National Association of
accountability for higher student achievement through charter Charter School Authorizers

systems, policy waivers and school district
contracts

Increase financial accountability through
monitoring and management of internal and
external programs

Provide more high-quality public school choice
options and opportunities through a variety of
programs, including charter schools and virtual
learning

o Since taking office, State Superintendent of
Schools Kathy Cox has visited over 600
schools in every Georgia school district

o The state of Georgia was ranked first in the
nation for the use of educational technology
in Education Week’s 2009 Technology
Counts report
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Comparison of GaDOE Strategic Plan and RT3 Goals | Strategies

GalDE Strategic Plan RT3 Goals and Strategies
(::GAI_S
1. Inerease high school graduation rats;
decregse drop out ratey and increase posts 1 Inereasestudent achisvementin RLA and
secondary enrollment rare Math (ata minimuam)

2y Decrease achievement gaps betwesn student
subgroups in BLA and Math

™

. Btrengthen teacher quality; recruitmentand
retention

FiIncreasehigh school gradoationrates

4, Increase college enrvollment and increase the
number of studentswho complete at leasta
vearsworth of college creditwithin two years
of enrolimentin an IHE

SIRATEGIES

3y Imiprove worklorce readiness skills

4. Develop strong education leaders, particulary
atthe butlding level

5.Improve SBAT ACT; and achigvément scorés af
Georgia students

1. High-qualitystandards and assessments

27 Data systems 1o suppertinstruction

3. . Great teachers and leaders

and tinancial accountability

&, Make policies that ensure maximum academic l

4. Tuening around lowest-achieving schools

GaDOE Strategic Goal #1

GabDOE Strategic Plan RT3 Goals and Strategies

Lo Increase high school graduation rate,

decrease drop outrate, and increase post- 1. Increase student achievementin BLA and
secondary enrollmentrate Math ¢at a mindmum)

« Flace Graduation Cosches In middle and high 2. Decrease achisvement gaps between student
schools toidentif at-risk swidents snd intervene to subgroupsin RLA and Math

prevent dropping out,

{riorease the rumber of high school students taking 3. Increase high schivel graduation rates
sost-secondany work through Advanced Placement
(88, Inrernational Baccslaureate, and Dusl
Errolfment

*

4, Increasecollege enrollmentand increase the
numberotstudents whocomplete atleast s
year’s worth of college credit within tws years
of enrollmentin an IHE

shgr curriculum and high schind graduation
requirements with college- and work-ready
sxpectations

»

*

Implement a credit recovery program for students

who fall behing SiAIEGIES

High-gquality standards and assessments

Data systerms to support instruction

Greatteachers and leaders

Turning around lowsst-achievingschools
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GaDOE Strategic Goals #2 and #4

GaDOE Strategic Plan

RT3 Goals and Strategies

2.:Strengthenteacher quality; recruitment.and
retention

Improve classroom instruction through training and
the sharing of best practices

Use the state’s new, more-thorough teacher
evaluation system (begun with CLASS Keys work)

Increase curriculum-based support and teaching
tools to educators through GeorgiaStandards.org
and other virtual resources

Use a variety of strategies to recruit and retain
teachers in critical shortage areas, especially math,
science and special education

4. Develop strong education leaders, particularly:
at the building:level

Continue to work with strategic partners to identify
and train highly-effective school leaders across the
state

Implement “Leader Keys,” a standards-based
evaluation tool for education leaders

Increase the number of Career, Technical and
Agricultural Education program administrators that
participate in leadership credentialing training
sessions

Encourage use of Georgia Assessment of
Performance on School Standards (GAPSS) and other
data-driven, school improvement tools

GaDOE Strategic Goal #3

1. Increase student achievement in RLA and
Math (at a minimum)

2: ‘Decrease achievement gaps between student
subgroupsin RLA:and Math

3: Increase high school graduation rates

4. -Increase college enroliment and:increase the
number of students who complete at least a
year's worth of college credit within two years
of enrolimentin an IHE

STRATEGIES

l 1. :High-quality standards and assessments: l

\ 2; “Data systems to support instriction l

3. Greatteachersand leaders l

l 4. - Turning around lowest-achieving schools I

GaDOE Strategic Plan

RT3 Goals and Strategies

3. Improve workforce readiness skills

Continued creation of career pathways for middle
and high school students in industries that are
crucial to Georgia’s economic development

Increase the number of career academies and other
innovative career-prep programs throughout the
state

Train more teachers to effectively deliver the CTAE
curriculum

Increase “on-the-job” training available to high
school students through internships,
apprenticeships and other work-based learning
efforts

1. Increase student achievement in RLA and

Math: (at a minimum)

2. Decrease achievement gaps between student
subgroups in RLA'‘and Math

3. Increase high school graduation rates

4; “Increase college enrollment and increase the
T ber of d who ¢ plete at leasta
year’s worth of college credit withintwo years
of enrollmentin an IHE

STRATEGIES

High-quality standards and assessments

Data systems to support instruction

Great teachers and leaders

Turning around lowest-achieving schools:
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GaDOE Strategic Goal #5

GaDOE Strategic Plan

RT3 Goals and Strategies

5. Improve SAT, ACT, and achievement scores of
Georgia students

Complete implementation of the our state’s world-
class curriculum, the GPS, and periodic content
reviews in each area by Georgia educators

Continue to provide face-to-face and virtual training
for teachers on effective delivery of the Georgia
Performance Standards and other rigorous
academic classes

Help students prepare for state and national
assessments using electronic tools such as the
Online Assessment System and the state’s free SAT
Prep Class

Provide targeted services that assist school districts
in the identification and instruction of gifted
students

Continue support and training for teachers of
Students with Disabilities and English Language
Learners

Timely release of student achievement scores in a
way that is understandable and easily-accessible to
the general public

GaDOE Strategic Goal #6

1. Increase student achievement in RLA and
Math (at a minimum)

2: ‘Decrease achievement gaps between student
subgroupsin RLA:and Math

3: Increase high school graduation rates

4; - 1Ir college itand:ir the
number of students who complete at least a
year's worth of college credit within two years
of enrollmentin an IHE

STRATEGIES

* 1. :High-quality standards and assessments: l

* 2; “Data systems to support instriction l

\ 3. Greatteachersand leaders l

l 4. - Turning around lowest-achieving schools I

GaDOE Strategic Plan

RT3 Goals and Strategies

6. Make policies that ensure maximum academic
and financial accountability

Continue to develop state-of-the-art data
management and reporting systems that inform the
public and enable data-driven decision making

Provide school districts flexibility in exchange for
higher student achievement through charter
systems, policy waivers and school district contracts
(IE2 contracts)

Increase financial accountability through monitoring
and management of internal and external programs

Provide more high-quality public school choice
options and opportunities through a variety of
programs, including charter schools and virtual
learning

GOALS

1. Increase student achievement in RLA and
Math (ata minimum)

2: Decrease achievement gaps between student
subgroupsin RLA:and Math

3. Increase high school graduation rates:

4. Increase college enroliment and increase the
number of students who complete at least a
year’'s wotth of college credit withintwo years
of enrolimentin an IHE

STRATEGIES

* 1. High-quality standards:and assessments

* 2. - Data systems to support instruction

\ 3. Greatteachers and leaders l

* 4. - Turning around lowest-achieving schools




Appendix A5: University System of Georgia Hisher Education/K-12 Partnerships

GEORGIA EARLY COLLEGES

Georgia Early Colleges focus on raising high school and college graduation rates for students traditionally underserved in
Georgia. The schools, which are formed through partnerships between higher education institutions and county and/or
school districts, offer a way of preparing teachers in a non-traditional classroom with students who are minority, first-
generation college bound, or from low-income families. There are currently twelve Early Colleges in Georgia through the
following 11 partnerships.

Institution Partnering District/County
Albany State University Dougherty County Schools
Georgia State University Atlanta Public Schools

Georgia Perimeter College DeKalb County School System
Columbus State University Muscogee county School District
Atlanta Metropolitan College Atlanta Public Schools

Georgia College and State University Putnam County Schools

Baldwin County Schools

University of West Georgia Carroll County School System

Savannah State University Savannah-Chatham Public School System
Valdosta State University Valdosta City Schools

Georgia Southwestern State University Sumter County Schools

College of Coastal Georgia Gwynn County Schools
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THE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHOOL

The Professional Development School (PDS) initiative is intended to create a coherent, completely collaborative and
comprehensive entity through which both initial and advanced study for educational professionals is provided. The
educator preparation programs encompassed by this initiative include initial teacher certification programs for early
childhood, middle grades, special education, secondary English, history, mathematics, sciences, and social studies, and P-
12 foreign language; advanced professional study for teachers at the master’s degree and specialist degree levels. Listed
below are examples of the USG institutions” PDS partnerships.

Institution Districts/Counties

Augusta State University 50 Schools in the following counties:
Burke County
Columbia County
Jefferson County
McDuffie County
Warren County
Richmond County

Armstrong Atlantic State University Savannah-Chatham Public Schools

Dalton Public Schools

Whitfield County Schools

Murray County Schools

Walker County Schools

Calhoun City Schools

Catoosa County Schools

Dade County Schools

Gordon County Schools

University of Georgia Barrow County Schools
Clarke County School District
Jackson County School System
Madison County School System
Oconee County School System
Oglethorpe County School System

10
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STEM INITIATIVE

STEM initiative embraces the two key points of intersection between the K-12 schools and the University System:
Students, as they move through the K-12 schools and then into and through the University System and college students as
they prepare to become teachers in the University System and then move into the public schools to teach the next
generation of K-12 students.

Institution Districts/Counties/Schools
Armstrong Atlantic State University Glynn County
Chatham County
Camden County High School
Glynn County
Columbus State University Muscogee County

Harris County

Darton College Baldwin County High School
Georgia College and State University (schools) Jones County High School

Central High School

Rutland High School

Northeast High School

Putnam County High School

Macon County High School

GCSU Early College

Midway Elementary School

Hancock County Middle School

Gray Elementary School

Dames Ferry Elementary School

Eagle Ridge Elementary School

TG Scott Elementary School
Georgia Perimeter College DeKalb County Schools
(districts) City Schools of Decatur
Clayton County Schools
Newton County Schools
Metro RESA

11
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Institution

Georgia Perimeter College
(private schools)

Georgia State University

University of Georgia

Districts/Counties/Schools

The Walker School, Marietta

Holy Innocents Episcopal School, Atlanta
Greenbrier High School, Columbia County
Schools (near Augusta)

George Walton Academy

Tallulah Falls School

LaPetite Academy, Ellenwood

Atlanta New Century School

Fulton County
Clayton County
Decatur County
Dekalb County
Atlanta Public Schools
Rockdale County
Douglas County
Cobb County
Gwinnett County
Marietta County
Henry County

Athens Academy*
Athens Christian*
Barrow County
Clarke County
Commerce City
Gateway Academy*
Greater Christian*
Gwinnett County
Jackson County
Jefferson City
Madison County
Monsignor Donovan*
Morgan County
Oconee County
Oglethorpe County
Rabun County
Walton County
*Private schools

12
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As a part of FOCUS, Fostering Our Communities Understanding of Science, a project where undergraduate science and
mathematics majors get exposed to teaching in the public schools through working with elementary, the following
partnerships were formed:

Institution Districts/Counties/Schools

Georgia Perimeter College Gwinnett County Schools
Atlanta Public Schools
DeKalb County Schools

City Schools of Decatur
Walton County Schools
Fulton County Schools
Cobb County Schools

13
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ECLCI

UNITED STATES DEP f\RT\f‘IFN*'i‘ %?‘ EEUC&TK

S

i‘

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SEUONDARY FDRDUCATHON m g

VTANT SEERETARY

s SR e
ﬁ@wg wﬁ ; e
CRelTL e

The Honorable Kathy Cox

State Superintendent of Schools
Creorpia Depariment ol Education
2062 Twin Towers East

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Dear Superintendent Cox:

Thank you for submitting additional assessment materials for peer review under the
standards and assessment requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education At
of 1965 (ESEA), as amended. We appreciate the efforts that were required to prepare for
the latest peer review that occurred in October 2008,

In an October 3, 2007 letier to vou, then-Assistant Secretary Kerrl L. Briggs approved
your standards and assessment system. However, since that time, vou implemented
seience standards and assessmients, 4 new assessilent in mmhaszmtsu i erades 3-0 and 8.
and new high school English/language arls assessments, evidence of which you were
obligated to submit for peer review, In May 2008, vou submitied evidence of Georgia's
science standards and assessments for peer review, and in a September 18, 2008 letter to
vou. then-Assistant Secretary Briges enumerated the evidence required 'EEJ;* Georgia's
science standards and assessments to be tully approved. Subsequently. in October 2008,
vou submitted additional evidence of Georgia’s seience standards and ck}:aezsstm::ra%&;, as
well as evidence of the new mathematics and English/language arts assessments, {or pecr
review. Outside peer reviewers and Department stall have evaluated Georgia's
additional submissions.

{ have concluded that the evidence provided demonstrales Lhm (Ssmsia’% science

standards and assessments. mathemuatics assessments in grades 3-5 and &, and high school
English/language arts czwwammt% satisty the statutory and reoulatory requirements under
section LL11b) 1 and (3) of the ESEA. As a result. Georzia’s standards and assessment

systent now includes ac miﬁfgmc content standards in reading/language arts, mathematics,
and science; student academic achievement standards n 1&:&&11}5@5&1{;5{1331;{5 arts,
mathematics. and science; alternate academic achicvement standards for students wath the
most significant cognitive disabilities in reading/language arts. mathematics, and science;
general assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics in grades 3-8 and one
grade in high school and general science assessments for cach of three grade spans
(orades 3-5. 6-9, and 10-12) and alternate assessments based on alternate academic
achievement standards in the corresponding grades in reading/language arts,
mathematics, and science. Accordingly. Greorgia’s standards and assessiment system
warrants Fall Approval with Recommendations.  1his status means that. although
Georgia's standards and assessment system meets all statutory and regulatory
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Appendix A6: Letter from US ED Peer Review of Georgia’s Assessments

requirements, 1t could be strengthened in cerfain respects. In particular, we recommend
that Georgia improve the academic achievement descriptors for the Georgia High School
Graduation Test (GHSGT) in English/lanpuage arts. | have enclosed detailed comments
from the peer review team that evaluated Georgia's submission for vour information.
Please be awarce that approval of Georgia's standards and assessment svstem under the
FSEA 18 not a determination that the system comphies with Federal civil riohis
reauirements including Title VI of the ( ivil Richiy Adet of 1964, Title 1X of the Fducation
Amendments of 1972, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Actof 1975, Title U ol the
Americans with Disabiliiies Aci, and requirements under the Individuais with Disabilities
Education Aci. Finally, please remember thal, as Georgia continues to make significant
changes to its standards and assessment system, Georgla must submil information about
those changes to the Department for review and approval.

We have found it a pleasure working with vour staff on this review. Please accept my
congratulations for Georgia's approved standards and assessment system in
reading/language arts, mathematics, and science. I vou have any questions, please do
not hesitate to contact Grace A, Ross at gracerossired.gov,

Thelms Melender de Santa Ana, PhD

0
tod

Enclosure

ce: Governor Sonny Perdue
Dr. Melissa Fincher

D
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Appendix A7: Georgia’s New Graduation Requirements

Comparison of Current and Revised Requirements

{ urrent Rule Revised Rule

4 tiers, each with different requirements:
College Preparatory (CP) and College
Preparatory with Distinction (CP+),
Technology/Career (TC) and
Technology/Career with Distinction (TC+)

1 common set of requirements for all students

22 total units required for CP and TC
24 total units required for CP+ and TC+

23 total units required for all students

all students

4 units of English Language Arts required for

4 units of English Language Arts required for
all students

4 units of Mathematics required for CP and
CP+; 3 units required for TC and TC+

4 units of Mathematics required for all students

3 units of Science required for all students

4 units of Science required for all students (the
4th science unit may be used to meet both the
science and elective requirements)

3 units of Social Studies required for all
students

3 units of Social Studies required for all
students, all courses are specifically identified

1 unit of Health and Physical Education
required for all students

1 unit of Health and Physical Education
required for all students; 3 units of JROTC
may be used to meet the requirement

1 unit of Computer Technology and/or Fine
Arts and/or Technology Career Preparatory
and/or Foreign Language required for all
students

and CP+ students

2 units of Foreign Language required for CP

A total of 3 units required from: CTAE and/or
Foreign Language and/or Fine Arts for all
students (students planning to enter or transfer
into a University System of Georgia institution
or other post- secondary institution must take
two units of the same foreign language).

(CP, CP+, TC, TC+)

5 — 6 additional elective units depending on tier

4 additional elective units for all students

Adopted by SBOE, rule 160-4-2- 48 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS FOR STUDENTS
ENROLLING IN THE NINTH GRADE FOR THE FIRST TIME IN THE 2008-09 SCHOOL YEAR AND

SUBSEQUENT YEARS

Authority O. C. G. A. § 20-2-131; 20-2-140; 20-2-142; 20-2-150(a); 20-2-151(a), (b);

20-2-154(a); 20-2-160; 20-2-161.1; 20-2-161.2; 20-2-281(a), (c).

Adopted: September 13, 2007

Effective: July 1, 2008




Appendix A8: AP Participation and Scores—Georgia vs. Nation

[Based on The 5™ Annual AP Report to the Nation, Georgia Supplement, February 2009]

Table 1: High School and AP Populations by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity. AP Examinee Population Overall Student Population

Black or African American 22.4% 34.1%

Asian, Asian American or 7.7% 3.4%

Pacific Islander

Hispanic or Latino 5.5% 4.9%

American Indian or Alaska 0.4% 0.1%

Native

White 58.7% 54.1%

Table 2: AP Participation by Subject Area—Percent of GA Students Who Took an AP

Exam During High School, by Subject Area

Subject Area Georgia Nation
Art 1.8% 1.6%
English 14.3% 12.2%
Language 2.6% 3.7%
Math 11.3% 9.3%
Science 9.5% 8.3%
Social Science 20.2% 15.4%
All 30.3% 25.0%

Table 3: AP Equity and Excellence—Percent of GA Students Who Earned 3 or Higher on

One or More AP Exams During High School, by Subject Area

Subject Area Georgia Nation
Art 1.1% 1.0%
English 7.9% 7.1%
Language 1.5% 2.4%
Math 6.2% 5.6%
Science 42% 4.4%
Social Science 10.3% 8.4%
All 16.3% 15.2%




Appendix A8: AP Participation and Scores—Georgia vs. Nation

[Based on The 5™ Annual AP Report to the Nation, Georgia Supplement, February 2009]

Table 4: AP Participation and Performance—High School Classes of 2003, 2007 and 2008

Race/Ethnicity 2003 2007 2008 % Increase
(2008 vs. 2003)

Black or African American 2,638 4 558 5,482 108%
Asian, Asian American or Pacific 1,084 1,786 1,894 75%
Islander

Hispanic or Latino 415 995 1,339 223%
American Indian or Alaska Native 46 76 86 87%
White 9,458 13,085 14,380 52%
All Students 14,274 21,738 24,494 72%
Low-Income Students 914 2,665 3,138 243%

Table S: AP Participation and Performance—Number of AP Examinees Scoring 3 or

higher on at least one AP Exam. High School Classes of 2003, 2007 and 2008

Race/Ethnicity 2003 2007 2008 % Increase
(2008 vs. 2003)

Black or African American 743 1,088 1,383 86%
Asian, Asian American or Pacific 702 1,210 1,278 82%
Islander

Hispanic or Latino 270 599 799 196%
American Indian or Alaska Native 22 36 43 95%
White 6,058 8,025 8,987 48%
All Students 8,141 11,599 13,153 62%
Low-Income Students 319 880 1,025 221%

Table 6: AP Participation and Performance by Race/Ethnicity—High School Class of 2008

Race/Ethnicity Percent of AP Percent of examinees Percent of all
examinee with at least one AP exam | students in public

population score of 3 or higher high school class

Black or African 22.4% 10.5% 34.1%

American

Asian, Asian American 7.7% 9.7% 3.4%

or Pacific Islander

Hispanic or Latino 5.5% 6.1% 4.9%

American Indian or 0.4% 0.3% 0.1%

Alaska Native

White 58.7% 68.3% 54.1%

Low-Income Students 12.8% 7.8%
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Appendix A8: AP Participation and Scores—Georgia vs. Nation
[Based on The 5™ Annual AP Report to the Nation, Georgia Supplement, February 2009]

Table 7: Number of High School Graduates and Percent by Race/Ethnicity, GA vs. Nation

Race/Ethnicity Georgia Nation
# % Total # Yo Total
Black or African American 27,596 34.1% 436,772 14.4%
Asian, Asian American or Pacific Islander 2,751 3.4% 160,756 5.3%
Hispanic or Latino 3,965 4.9% 467,104 15.4%
American Indian or Alaska Native 81 0.1% 33,365 1.1%
White 43,781 54.1% 1,904,812 62.8%
All Students 80,926 | 96.6% 3,033,140 99.0%

Table 8: Number of High School Graduates who took an AP Exam at some point in high
school and Percent by Race/Ethnicity, GA vs. Nation

Race/Ethnicity Georgia Nation
# % Total # % Total
Black or African American 5,482 22.4% 59,119 7.8%
Asian, Asian American or Pacific Islander 1,894 7.7% 77,309 10.2%
Hispanic or Latino 1,339 5.5% 112,174 14.8%
American Indian or Alaska Native 86 0.4% 4,548 0.6%
White 14380 | 58.7% 462,339 61.0%
All Students 24494 | 94.7% 757,932 94.4%

Table 9: Georgia AP Exam Takers as Percent of Nation’s AP Exam Takers., by Race/

Ethnicity (2008)

Race/Ethnicity % of Nation’s
AP Exam
Takers
Black or African American 9.3%
Asian, Asian American or Pacific Islander 2.4%
Hispanic or Latino 1.2%
American Indian or Alaska Native 1.9%
White 3.1%
All Students 3.2%

Table 10: Percent of High School Graduates Who Took at Least One AP Exam, GA vs.
Nation (2008)

2003 2007 2008
Nation 19.0% 23.6% 25.0%
Georgia 21.3% 28.4% 30.3%
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Appendix A9: Class Keys Framework

is of State Standards

room Analy

CLASS Kevs: CLas

Tow does the teachier plan? Haw does the teacher teach? Ar teacher’s ot learning?
The teacher The teacher The teacher
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Assessment of Student Learning Teacher 3tandard 3
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Appendix A10: Sources of New Teachers in Georgia

Number of Newly Hired Teachers by Source

.. @22 | 2004 05 2006 3007 2008] 2009

Returning Teachers 2,895 2,860 3,060 3,389 2310 2,280
Non-Traditional, Alternate, and Other Routes 2,009 2,525 2,853 3,374 3047 2,454
Traditional Programs 1,960 3,11 3,377 3,843 3102 3,135
Other States 3,441 3,201 3,659 4,273 3952 2,229
Other Sources 624 0 0 100 1827 1081
TOTAL 10,929 11,697 12,949 14,979 14,238 11,179

Percent of Total Newly Hired Teachers by Source

0000000000000 2004 2005/ 2006 2007 2008] 2009

Returning Teachers 26.5% 24 5% 23.6% 22.6% 16.2% 20.4%
Non-Traditional, Alternate, and Other Routes 18.4% 21.6% 22.0% 22 .5% 21.4% 22.0%
Traditional Programs 17.9% 26.6% 26.1% 25.7% 21.8% 28.0%
Other States 31.5% 27 .4% 28.3% 28.5% 27.8% 19.9%
Other Sources 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 12.8% 9.7%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Notes:

Teachers in a given year who were not in the public K-12 education
workforce the prior year. This includes veteran teachers as well as
newly-prepared teachers fresh out of a preparation program.

Newly hired teachers

Teachers who were not in the Georgia public K-12 education
workforce the previous year but had been at some point during
previous years. Examples include someone who had left the
workplace due to family, child, medical reasons; taking a teaching
job in a private school; held a Georgia certificate, had been working
in Georgia K-12, moved out of state, moved back to Georgia and re-
entered the K-12 workforce; etc.

Returning teachers

Newly-hired teachers entering the profession through a Georgia
alternative preparation program (e.g., Georgia TAPP, One-Year
Supervised Practicum) or through one of several other routes to
certification in Georgia (e.g., test-based non-renewable certificate,
waivers, foreign exchange, permits).

Non-traditional, alternate, and other routes

Newly-prepared teachers coming out of a Georgia teacher
preparation program operated by an institution of higher education.
Includes both public and private institutions. Based on teachers
reported in the Title Il completer reports.

Traditional programs

Teachers (including veteran as well as new) who: held a teaching
certificate / license in another state who were awarded a Georgia

Other states teaching certificate through reciprocity; or had completed an out of
state program and were newly recommended for certification by
their institution.

Other sources

Newly-hired teachers who do not fall into one of the other categories
(e.g., in-state movement from a private school into a public school).

PSC Certification Data System, PSC Educator Prep / Title || Data
System, DOE CPI Data

Data Sources



Appendix A11: Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Approach

Georgia Department of Education
Side by Side for SSAS and Differentiated SSAS
The following side by side was created to compare and contrast Georgia’s proposed differentiated accountability plan with the current requirements set forth in
NCLB and Georgia’s Single Statewide Accountability System as they relate to consequences for schools in Needs Improvement. Georgia’s proposed plan
consolidates the current 10 Needs Improvement statuses in SSAS into three new statuses: Improvement (NI-1 and NI-2), Corrective Action (NI-3 and NI-4), and

State Directed (NI-5 or higher).

The new Corrective Action status also includes three tiers. These three tiers are based on the distance between the actual performance of subgroups that did
meet AMOs in math and reading and the AMO bars for those subjects in a given year. These tiers are connected to a list of consequences that escalate from Tier

1 through Tier 3.

Please note that the current processes for making Georgia’s AYP determinations will not change if the proposed plan is approved by US ED for the 2008-2009

school year.

Current Requirements under NCLB & SSAS

Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Proposal

Needs Improvement Year 1

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s
improvement status and consequences.

2. Updated and implement the school improvement plan.

3. Must offer Public School Choice.

Needs Improvement Year 2

1. Nofify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s NI
classification.

2. Revise and implement the school improvement plan.
3. Must offer Public School Choice,
4, Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are

not mecting standards in reading. English/ language arts, and/or
mathematics.

IMPROVEMENT STATUS (NI-1 and NI-2)
1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s NI classification.

2. Revise and implement the school improvement plan.

3. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are not meeting

standards in reading, English/ language arts, and/or mathematics.

4. Offer Public School Choice to all students at schools in NI-2 or higher.

DIFFERENCE

THEN FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT HAVE BEEN

FLIPE

"LB CONSEQUEN
AN

o SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATION SERVICES (SES) WiLL BE REQUIRED FOR
ALL SCHOOLS IN NI-1 OR HIGHER;

e PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE WILL BE REQUIRED AT ALL SCHOOLS IN
Ni-2 OR HIGHER:
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Appendix All: Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Approach

Current Requirements under NCLB & SSAS

Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Proposal

CORRECTIVE ACTION
Needs Improvement Year 3 & Needs Improvement Year 4

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s
corrective action status and consequences.

2. Provide public school choice option for all students.

3. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are

not meeting standards in reading, English language arts, and/or mathematics.

4) Required to select one corrective action from the following NCLB List.

o Identify the school for corrective action and take at least one of the
following corrective actions:

o Institute a new curriculum, or

o Replace the school staff who are relevant to the failure to
make adequate yearly progress.

o Significantly decrease management authority at the school
level.

o Appoint an outside expert to advise the school on its
progress toward making AYP, based on its improvement
plan.

o Extend the school year or school day for the school.

o Restructure the internal organizational structure of the
school.

TIER 1 CORRECTIVE ACTION STATUS (NI-3 and NI-4)

o School placement in the three possible tiers is based on “distance from the annual
AMOs™ (DFAMO) by subject and subgroup(s) that failed.

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s classification.

2. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are not meeting
standards in reading, English/ langunage arts, and/or mathematics.

3. Offer Public School Choice to all students at the school.
4, Update and implement the school improvement plan with the GaDOE.

DIFFERENCE
»  LEAMUSYT

JCT ONE CORRECTIVE ACTION FROM THE FOLLOWING
B ACTIONS FOR TIER § SCHOOL:

¢ Extend the school year or sehool day for the school, or

o Restructure the internal organizational structure of the school or

o Appoint an outside expert to advise the school on its progress toward making

AYP, based on its improvement plan, or

Convert the school to a charter school.
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Appendix A11: Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Approach

Current Requirements under NCLB & SSAS

Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Proposal

CORRECTIVE ACTION
Needs Improvement Year 3 & Needs Improvement Year 4

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s
corrective action status and consequences.

2. Provide public school choice option for all students.

3. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are

not meeting standards in reading, English language arts, and/or mathematics.

4) Select one corrective action from NCLB List:

o Institute a new curriculum, or

o Replace the school staff who are relevant to the failure to
make AYP, or significantly decrease management
authority at the school level, or

o Appoint an outside expert to advise the school on its
progress toward making AYP, based on its improvement
plan, or

o Extend the school year or school day for the school, or

o Restructure the internal organizational structure of the
school.

THR 2 CORRECTIVE ACTION STATUS (NI-3 and NI-4)

e School placement in the three possible tiors Is based on distance from the annnal
AMOs (DFAMO) by subject and subgroup(s) that failed,

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s classification.

2. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are not meeting
standards in reading, English/ language arts, and/or mathematics.

3. Offer Public School Choice to all students at the school.
4. Update and implement the school improvement plan.

ADDITIONAL CONSEQUENCES

® ST CHOQSE AND IMPLEN L OF THE FOLLOWING
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS BASED ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND
SCHOOL DATA:
o Replace the schoo! staff that are relevant fo the failure to ninke adequate vearly
progress, or
¢ Significantly decrease management authority at the school level, or
< Appoint an outside expert to advise the school on its progress toward making
adequate yearly progress, based on its improvement plan, or
¢ Extend the school year or school day for the school, or
o Restructure the internal organizational structure of the school, or
> Convert the school to a charter school.
REMOVED
o Instituie a new curricutum is no longer an opiion because all schools must be

fully implementing the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS).
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Appendix Al11: Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Approach

Current Requirements under NCLB & SSAS

Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Proposal

CORRECTIVE ACTION
Needs Improvement Year 3 & Needs Improvement Year 4

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s
corrective action status and consequences.

2. Provide public school choice option for all students.

3. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are

not meeting standards in reading, English language arts, and/or mathematics.

4) Select one corrective action from NCLB List:

o Institute a new curriculum, or

o Replace the school staff who are relevant to the failure to

make adequate yearly progress.

o Significantly decrease management authority at the school

level.

o Appoint an outside expert to advise the school on its
progress toward making AYP, based on its improvement
plan.

Extend the school year or school day for the school.
o Restructure the internal organizational structure of the
school.

[e]

TIER 3 CORBECTIVE AC’!’V!( YN STATUS (NI-3 and NI-4)

@ School placement in the three possible tiers is based on distance from the annuoal
AMOs by subject and subgroup(s) that falled ~ DFAMO,

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s classification.

2. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are not meeting
standards in reading, English/ language arts, and/or mathematics.

3. Offer Public School Choice to all students at the school.

4. Update and implement the school improvement plan to include the all corrective actions(s) as
selected by the GaDOE based on school needs.

ADDITIONAL CONSEQUENCES

e PROVIDE NCLB PUBLIC SCHOOQL CHOICE TO ALL STUDENTS.

e ]
CIMPLEME
. » DAT
o GaDOE involved direcily in decisions regarding the replacement of the school
staff that are relevant to the failure to make AYP, or
¢ Sigaificantly decrease management avthority af the school level. or
o Appoint an outside expert to advise the school on its progress toward making
AYP, based on its improvement plan, or
Extend the school year or school day for the school, or
+ Restructure the internal organizational structure of the school, or
o Convert the school to a charter school.
REMOVED

fully implementing the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS).
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Appendix Al1l: Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Approach

Current Requirements under NCLB & SSAS

Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Proposal

RESTRUCTURING
Needs Improvement Year S

1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s
restructuring status and consequences.

2. Provide public school choice option for all students.

3. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for all students who are
not meeting standards in reading, English language arts, and/or mathematics.

4.The LEA shall implement one of the following NCLB alternative
governance arrangements for the school consistent with state law:

e Reopening the school as a public charter school, or

e Replacing all or most of the school staff (which may include the
principal) who are relevant to the failure to make AYP, or

o Entering into a contract with an entity, such as a private
management company, with a demonstrated record of effectiveness,
to operate the public school, or

o Turning the operation of the school over to the state educational
agency, if permitted under state law and agreed to by the state, or

e Any other major restructuring of the school’s governance
arrangement that makes fundamental reforms, such as significant
changes in the school’s staffing and governance, to improve student
academic achievement in the school and that has substantial
promise of enabling the school to make AYP. In the case of a rural
local educational agency with a total of less than 600 students in
average daily attendance at the schools that are served by the
agency and all of whose schools have a School Locale Code of 7 or
8, as determined by the Secretary, the Secretary shall, at such
agency’s request, provide H. R. 1—62 technical assistance to such
agency for the purpose of implementing this clause.

e PROMPT NOTICE.—The local educational agency shall provide
prompt notice to teachers and parents and provide the teachers and
parents with an adequate opportunity to comment before taking any
action under those subparagraphs;

STATE- DIRECTED STATUS (NI-5 and HIGHER)
1. Notify parents of each student enrolled in the school of the school’s classification.

2. Provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) for ali students who are not meeting
standards in reading, English/ language arts, and/or mathematics.

3. Offer Public School Choice to all students at the school.
ADDITIONAL CONSEQUENCES

LEA MUST ENTER INTO AN ANNUAL STATE DIRECTED IMPROVEMENT
CONTRACT WITH TERMS AND CONDITIONS DIRECTED BY THE GabOE.
Non-Negotiabie Contract Elements

Each contract will confain the following non-negotiable elements.

» Assignment of GaDOE state divector to school. The state director will be at the school full
time and will provide direct supervision in the implementation of alf school improvement

actions:
e Directly involved in decisions regarding replacerent of staff (¢
e Ensures that instructional frameworks are used appropriat
e Ensures benchmark assesaments are given and results are analy
s Oversees implementation of short-term action plans:
e FEnsures that the leadership team analyzes teacher attendance and develops action plan iff
needed;
e Ensures that the feadership team analyzes student attendance and develops action plan iff
sded;
ures that the Jeadership team analyzes discipline records and develops action plan if
needed: and
e Ensures that the leadership tean addresses targeted arcas from GAPSS Review through
the short term action plans.
Other mandates for the state divected schools include:

2. priseipal)y
cach clagsroom;
zed to guide instruction:

»  Participation in GAPSS review af level S and 7,
e Provide training, implementation and monitoring of justructional strategies through
Raising Standards Academies;
e Hiring insiructional coaches for specific content avea of need, based oo AYP resulis.
Customized Contract Expectations
1 addition o the set of non-negotiable actions, a set of
developed annually by the sfate with each school and s

stomi

femn to addr upigue issues that
school faces in the coming school year. These expectations will be based on the maost recent

school data analysis available.
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Appendix A11: Georgia’s Differentiated Accountability Approach

o level subgroup fa‘lisﬁv :
below 40'students, subgroup rolis
upto systeeAYP

Georgia's
AYP Decision-Making Process

Meet

95% U Failto
iaroop Fes— RELE A For 2004-2005, Georgia is applying the interitn federal flexilibility tothose
Participation . Make AYP. schools and LEAs who did not make AYP solely based on the performance

.N=_40+' of the SWD subgroup’s proficiency seores {Appendix B).

Yes

/ A\ /\
8 akei\,\”'x secord: 3 /Second 37 Mal«x
Repmatiorl /vl N/ Look" Look N
sui;jzup N Measurable % No Gonfidence “Multi-year- Ne-< . Harbor Ne
Objective li)iewy Average , |
; 1
Yes ¥ os |

Apply.only-if school/district did not make AYP
based-solely on proficiency of SWD subgroup.

*Thi Sedond Indicator is applicable to the All Students subgroup-and all subgroups wher dsing Safe Harbor 1o méet AMO:

27

Add adjustment to-the-original proficiency score (#3).
i

IS S S OSSCSR G U IS —

Consequence Flow

- All:SchoolsNot Waking AYP. )

Improveément Status
{NI-1 & NI-2

Corrective Action Status
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as other specific contract:
fequirements based on GAPSS.




Appendix A12: GAPSS Results

Georgia Assessment of Performance on School (GAPSS) Analysis

The Georgia Assessment of Performance on School Standards (GAPSS) Analysis is an assessment process
provided by the Georgia Department of Education to systematically determine strengths and weaknesses of a
school regarding implementation of the Georgia School Keys (standards for schools).

The GAPSS Analysis supports the following Georgia Department of Education strategic goal and strategies:
Goal 4: Develop strong educational leaders, particularly at the building level.

Strategy: Provide ongoing support to school leaders to ensure a focus on continuous school
improvement through the Keys to Quality.

Strategy: Prepare building level leaders to support academic rigor in curriculum and
instruction.

State-Directed schools in Needs Improvement levels five and above are required to participate in the mandatory
GAPSS Analysis. The GAPSS Analysis is a three day, on-site review designed to assess the participating
school in the eight areas of the School Keys or school standards. The eight areas include the following strands.

Curriculum

Assessment

Instruction

Planning and Organization

Student, Family, and Community Involvement and Support
Professional Learning

Leadership

School Culture

e U e

The GAPSS Analysis provides the instruments and tools needed to determine school strengths and needs.
Based on quantitative and qualitative data collected from a variety of sources (classroom observations,
document review, interviews, and surveys), the GAPSS Analysis provides school and system leadership with
recommendations that can be used to assist with school improvement planning as well as progress monitoring.
Schools receiving the mandatory GAPSS Analysis are provided with follow-up support and monitoring.

The GAPSS team is comprised of approximately six to eight members, based on the number of certified staff in
the participating school. Team leaders are employed by the Georgia Department of Education. All team
members have a background in education and may have expertise in identified areas such as special education,
mathematics, etc. Team members are determined by identified school needs, location of the school, and school
size.
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Mandatory GAPSS were first conducted in the 2005-2006 school year. The following information provides
details on the number of schools that received mandatory GAPSS Analyses as well as the number of schools
that made Adequate Yearly Progress following a mandatory GAPSS Analysis.

2005-2006 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews

e 48 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews were conducted

e 27 schools made AYP in 2006 (56%)
12 of the 27 schools came off of the NI list (44% of the 27 schools that made AYP)

e 33 Made AYP in 2006 and/or 2007 (69%)
20 of the 33 schools came off of the NI list (61% of the 33 schools that made AYP)

2006-2007 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews

e 6 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews were conducted

e 0 schools made AYP in 2007 (0%)
0 schools came off of the NI list

e 4 schools made AYP in 2008 (67%)
0 of the 4 schools came off of the NI list

2007-2008 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews

e 10 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews were conducted

e 7 schools made AYP in 2008 (70%)
0 of the 7 schools came off of the list

e 8 schools made AYP in 2008 and/or 2009 (80%)
5 of the 8 schools came off of the NI list (63% of the 8 schools that made AYP)

2008-2009 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews

e 27 Mandatory GAPSS Reviews were conducted

e 22 schools made AYP in 2009 (82%)
9 of the 22 schools came off of the NI list (41% of the 22 schools that made AYP)
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Introduction

In the mid 1950s, the space race was on. Qur nation was responding to Sputnik, and our shortcomings in teaching
mathematics and science were of grave concern. Aggressive funding, recruitment and training programs at both
the federal and state levels enabled the U.S. to pull even and then take the lead in international efforts to explore
our newest frontier. These efforts typically ended by the 1980s, and severe shortages of math and science teachers
were again rampant by the 1990s and continue today.

The race is on once again and, in 2008, the stakes are dramatically higher. America stands to lose its competitive edge and
fall short in today’s globally connected economy. Recent studies and reports have expressed urgent concerns about the
loss of America’s competitive advantage and the growing economic impact on its citizens. Leaders from business,
government and education have proposed a range of strategies, all of which contain recommendations focused squarely on
a critical piece of the solution: a sufficient supply of excellent teachers who are well-trained in their profession and well-
grounded in their content area of expertise.

In 2007, a report submitted to Congress estimated that nationally approximately 44.7% of the high school students in
biology/life science, 61.1% of the students in chemistry, and 66.5% of the students in physics are being taught by teachers
who have no academic major and certification in that specific teaching field. The Business and Higher Education Forum
of 2007 estimated that the United States would need about 280,000 new teachers in science and math by 2015.

Today, in Georgia, we have a critical shortage of qualified mathematics and science teachers. The most troubling aspect of
this situation is that it will worsen dramatically, unless aggressive and immediate action is taken. For example:

» Georgia is the third fastest growing state in the nation. Qur student enrollment growth over just « the next few
vears will require a significant increase in the number of mathematics and science teachers needed in our schools.
» The Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE) recently made needed and positive changes ¢ to the High School
Graduation Rule. One positive change requires four years of mathematics and science for all students as a
graduation requirement. While we all understand the positive aspect of this change, it will require the employment
of more high school mathematics and science teachers.
¢ The GaDOE also implemented needed and positive changes in the mathematics curriculum. The « move to an
integrated mathematics program at the secondary level has tremendous potential to positively impact student
achievement. However, many secondary mathematics teachers with twenty eight or more years of experience will
likely not choose to make the transition to the new curriculum, which will create an increase in the attrition rates
for secondary mathematics teachers on at least a temporary basis. Additionally, mathematics courses that were not
meaningful, challenging or rigorous were eliminated from high school curriculum offerings. Alliance
Math/Science Task Force 4
Again, while this change was needed and proactive, it will significantly impact the workforce. Because we will continue
to have students entering the 9th grade without the necessary skills to successfully complete the new mathematics courses,
a support mechanism had to be developed. This support mechanism places students not prepared to successfully complete
mathematics course work in a “companion” math course to prepare them for the new and increased level of rigor in the
mathematics curriculum. A reasonable estimate is that 30% of high school students will need a companion math class

dramatically increasing the need for high school math teachers.

e  QOur current production of mathematics teachers falls far short of current needs, let alone future ¢ needs.
# The requirement of four years of science in combination with the types of sciences that students » will have to
successfully complete places a heavy strain on local schools.
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e  Students will have to successfully complete Biology, Physical Science or Physics, Chemistry, « Earth Systems, or
Environmental Science, and a fourth year of science to graduate. Last year, the University System of Georgia
(USG) produced only three Physics educators. Teacher production in the areas of Earth Systems, Environmental
Science and even Chemistry are similarly inadequate.
»  For our students in Georgia to compete nationally and internationally, they must be given ¢ opportunities to
experience high level science and mathematics courses.
Today’s challenge requires the same commitment, focus and aggressive action that addressed our nation’s concems in the
mid 1950°s. Anything less will result in inferior instruction in mathematics and the sciences, which will cripple our
economic competitiveness. The existence of a capable scientific and technological workforce is required due to our
transition from a labor-based economy to a knowledge/service- based economy. This change means that workers need
more sophisticated skills in mathematics, science and technology. Pre-college (P—12) mathematics and science instruction
provides the foundation for these skills.

To review the issues surrounding the teacher shortages in mathematics and science, the Alliance of Education Agency
Heads created a statewide task force for the purpose of exploring realistic and affordable strategies to increase the number
of mathematics and science teachers in Georgia. The recommendations of the Math/Science Task Force in this report
represent the knowledge, experience and best thinking of respected leaders in public education, higher education and the
private sector. Without exception, the members of this Task Force endorse the following recommendations and urge The
Alliance of Education Agency Heads, the Governor and members of the General Assembly to carefully review these
recommendations and move forward aggressively to implement them.
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Differentiated Pay

Proposal Overview:

Description:

Entry-level math and science teachers in grades 612 with a clear renewable certificate » will be placed on Step 4
of the Georgia Teacher Salary Scale (bypassing the normal Steps E, 1, 2, and 3).

Other Math and Science teachers with a clear renewable certificate currently below Step « 4 will also be moved to
Step 4. This will be implemented at each of the T-4, T-5, T-6 and T-7 levels.

Table B reflects the 2009 (Tentative) State Teacher Salary Schedule of Georgia, including « the various “Years of
Experience” steps and the T-4 to T-7 Degree Levels. Table B also includes estimated costs associated with the
proposed four step salary jump. Cost estimates are based on the numbers of math and science teachers with clear
rengwable certification who taught in Georgia during FY 2008 (the project’s baseline dataset).

The rules for step-increase participation include: (a) Hold a clear renewable certificate, ¢ (b) Teach math or
science the majority of the school day, (c) Exiting math/science teaching will revert the individual to their regular
salary step (where they would have been), and (d) All math and science teachers with clear renewable certificates
who are below Step 4 will also be moved to Step 4.

To maximize the quality of the expanded pool of math and science teacher candidates, » each of those who
participate will have 5 years to reach Master Teacher status. A major component of Master Teacher criteria is
improved student performance. Those not attaining this status will revert back to their regular salary step (where
they would have been had they not participated in the elevated salary program).

The four step salary-bump strategy has the flexibility for future modification (upward ¢ or downward) based on
the cost or the future effect on the size of the new teacher pool.

Who will be the change agent responsible for the work?

GaDOE staff will maintain the database required to monitor the advanced pay levels of » math and science
teachers, via the CPI report , in order to track pay enhancements;

Local school systems will follow state guidelines in the hiring and payment of math « and science teachers, and
can continue to do so using the revised payment amounts in accord with the State Teacher Salary Schedule; and
The Alliance of Education Agency Heads will contract with and/or establish an Oversight « Team to manage,
coordinate and evaluate the effort (see Evaluation and Budget sections for particulars)

What are the action steps?

The Governor and legislature provide funding approval for the Step 4 placement at a ¢ first year cost of $9.59
million;

A public information campaign is mounted to publicize the math and science teacher « differential pay plan in
Georgia (newspaper articles, business world announcements, college/university notification, teacher recruitment
effort disseminations, etc.); and

GaDOE and local school systems implement the advanced salary assignment tracking ¢ system for math and
science teachers.
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How long will it take? Progress expected annually?

The impact will be immediate towards the goal of increasing the statewide pool of math and science teachers. As
soon as the information is disseminated, the numbers of candidates are expected through: (a) enrollment in
alternative certification programs, (b) reconsideration by future and current education candidates of majoring in
math/science, and (¢) recruitment of out-of-state candidates;

Long-term results will require a three-year trial window that 1s necessary because of « interconnected dynamics
such as increased Alternative Certification capacity statewide and regular Teacher Education degrees awarded;
and

Evaluation should be conducted continuously during the first three yvears and reported ¢ quarterly and annually
(see Evaluation Section for the recommended evaluation tasks, including milestones of desired annual progress).

Differentiated Pay for Early Childhood Education (ECE) Teachers with a P-5 Math and/or Science
Endorsement

Proposal Overview:

The GaPSC created the standards for the P-5 Mathematics Endorsement and the P-5 Science « Endorsement in
2002, and administers the awarding of the endorsements on a teacher’s certification.

Institutions of Higher Education (IHE), P-12 school districts and RESAs can apply to the GaPSC » for program
approval in order to offer courses to meet the standards. Other potential program providers will seek and gain
approval.

ECE teachers will have many opportunities to complete the courses needed to receive the » endorsements.
Examples include:

- completing the courses at an IHE;

- participating in a cohort group from a school district and having the instructor (from an IHE, RESA or
school district) deliver the course at the teacher’s work site;

- completing the courses at the RESA from an approved instructor;

- completing the courses online through various IHEs, RESAs, etc.; or

- graduating from a program for ECE education that includes the endorsement courses.

The endorsements are already in place. Incentives should be put in place beginning with the 2009+ 10 school
year.
The number of teachers with the endorsements will be provided by GaPSC annually.

High School/Middle School Core Content Alternative Route to Certification

Proposal Overview:

An additional route to alternative certification will be developed for prospective teacher candidates in high school and

middle school math, science, English, foreign language, all subjects comprising social studies. In order to be issued a 3
year non-renewable teaching credential the candidate must have a bachelor’s degree, 2.5 grade point average and pass the

GACE Basic Skills and Content Area Assessments. Upon receiving the non-renewable credential, the teacher would have
three years to complete an intensive coaching program, complete Georgia special requirements and pass the GACE

Pedagogy Assessment. Upon completion of these requirements the teacher would be issued a 5 year clear renewable

certificate.
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“Adjunct Faculty” Credential

Proposal Overview:

The GaPSC will create special licenses (name TBA) designed for math and science experts willing to teach math and
science classes in grades 6—12 in an “adjunct faculty” position. The license could be valid for one year and could be
renewed annually.

Use of “adjunct faculty” is intended as a means whereby local school systems can meet short-term needs for math/science
instruction. “Adjunct faculty” shall not be utilized as a full-time employee. If an individual wishes to teach on a full-time
basis, she/he must pursue full teacher certification. “Adjunct faculty” shall serve in a less-than-50% capacity.

Initial award of the license would be contingent on the following:

e It is necessary that any individual receiving the license possess sufficient content knowledge to » teach the
Georgia curriculum in the subject arca(s). The “Adjunct Faculty” would complete a 5 hour course on Georgia
Performance Standards as a requirement to receive the license;

=  Commitment in writing on the part of a school system that the individual will be paid in an ¢ “Adjunct Faculty”
position to teach a specific course(s); and

#  Commitment in writing on the part of a school system that the individual will be paired with a = fully-certified
teacher in the same school in the same general subject area. While the individual may have significant experience
in a field, he/she may not be expert at teaching students in grades 6—12. The mentor/supervising teacher will
provide support as needed

The renewal of the “Adjunct Faculty” license for an additional year would be contingent on:

e Continued employment in an “Adjunct Faculty” position by the same school system (not » necessarily at the same
school). If the individual wants to hold the license to teach in a different school system, the individual must
complete the initial award procedures for obtaining the license to teach in the new school system.

¢ Recommendation by the system emploving the individual. This recommendation must ¢ document that the
individual’s performance meets the expectations of the system. The recommendation should also comment on the
academic performance of the students taking the classes taught by this individual.

Set-Asides for Service Cancelable Loans for Prospective Mathematics and Science Teachers: Promise
Teacher Scholarship Loan Program and HOPE Teacher Scholarship Loan Program

Proposal Overview:

The State of Georgia offers two service cancelable loan programs administered by the Georgia Student Finance
Commission (GSFC) that are designed to encourage individuals to enter the teaching profession or obtain advanced
degrees in teaching fields that are determined to be in high demand. The programs are The PROMISE Teacher
Scholarship Loan Program and The HOPE Teacher Scholarship Loan Program. For both programs, recipients repay their
obligation by either working as a teacher in a Georgia public school or in cash.

The PROMISE Teacher Scholarship Loan Program assists students secking their first undergraduate degree in education
by providing up to $3,000 per academic year. Students must be classified as either a junior or senior in an approved
education program and have a 3.0 GPA.
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The HOPE Teacher Scholarship Loan Program assists Georgia teachers and individuals who plan to become teachers to

pursue an advanced degree (Masters, Specialist or Doctorate) or to pursue approved endorsement programs in critical
shortage teaching fields in Georgia. The program provides up to $10,000 in assistance.

In support of the need for additional teaching professionals in the math and science teaching tracks, under this proposal
the GSFC agrees to do the following:

GSFC will set aside an annual allocation of $1 Million for the Promise Teacher Scholarship « Loan Program and
$2 Million for the HOPE Teacher Scholarship Loan Program;

The allocation will be reserved for those students who by application for the program, indicate « their intention to
pursue education degrees in math and science education tracks and commit to repaying the loan through service in
their chosen field in a Georgia public school. The allocation will be reserved until October 31sof each year;
Program applications will be processed on a first come first served basis with renewal applications ¢ being
processed first;

Applications will be processed until funding is exhausted for both programs;

Any funds remaining in the allocation as of October 31+ st of each year will be released to all other critical
shortage fields in both programs. For non math and science tracks, any applications received but not funded will
be processed in the order received;

Applications received for spring semester math and science fields will be funded first to the « extent funds are
available;

All other program rules and regulations governing both programs remain in effect and are » applicable including
but not limited to: Student and institutional eligibility requirements, annual program maximum funding amounts
and service cancellation requirements; and

GSFC will disseminate information describing the program allocation and application processes ¢ to the financial
aid community

Increasing the Number of Approved Educator Preparation Programs in the Sciences

Proposal Overview:

One factor that contributes to the shortage of science teachers in Georgia is the limited number » of approved
programs. Some smaller colleges have reduced the number of science education programs, partly due to the
workload required by current program approval procedures. And some smaller colleges no longer offer multiple
science specialty areas since the number of specific requirements has increased.

Action Steps:

Step 1—The GaPSC would simplify the approval process for Science Education Programs by ¢ requiring a single
program report. As part of that report, institutions would provide separate standards matrixes for the science
specialty areas they wish to offer (biology, chemistry, earth/space sciences, physics).
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Step 2—The GaPSC will give mstitutions greater flexibility to design programs to meet the « science specialty
area standards. As an example, biology programs in Virginia require an “Understanding of the content, processes,
and skills of biology, equivalent to an undergraduate degree in biology, with course work in genetics/molecular
biology, botany, zoology, anatomy/physiology, and ecology1™ as compared to 21 biology content-specific
requirements in current GaPSC rules:.

Step 3—In carrying out the intent of this proposal, the GaPSC will do a thorough review of = all current program
approval/review procedures and examine best practices from other states with the intent to further streamline the
approval/review process and increase the number of math and science teachers in Georgia.

Mathematics and Science Beginning Teacher Retention

Proposal Overview:

Research indicates Comprehensive induction systems are more than twice as effective as basic induction programs.

However, basic induction programs are not much better than no induction at all.s A comprehensive system includes:

Coach/mentor;

Supportive communication from school leaders;»

Common planning or collaboration time with other teachers;e
Reduced preparation/ help from teacher’s aide; ande
Participation in an external network of educators

The Alliance of Education Agency Heads should implement a comprehensive induction system that works for Georgia. A

full proposal for this comprehensive induction system will be developed by the Implementation Team of the Alliance of
Education Agency Heads. The proposal below reflects preliminary thoughts for a draft plan:

Develop Induction and Coaching standards to ensure a clear understanding and accountability for the components
of an effective induction system and the knowledge and skills needed for effective coaching;

Align Induction and Coaching standards with requirements and skills needed for Academic Coaches, Master
Teachers, Teacher Leader Endorsements, National Board for the Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS)
Certification, Teacher Support Specialist, etc. and with best practices in school improvement;

Develop training program and materials (USG, RESAs, GLISI other providers);

Identify targeted demonstration schools based on critical needs;

Select Induction Coaches for Field Study;

Use virtual and face-to-face delivery methods, train induction coaches and school leadership in « their respective
roles (coaching and putting supportive conditions in place);

Implement and evaluate Field Study and modify as needed;

Redesign USG M.Ed. and Ed.S. programs to include coaching standards and training; and

Make recommendations for statewide implementation.
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Using Technology to Support Math and Science Certification and Instruction

Proposal Overview:

There are two main components to this proposal. The first involves expanding opportunities for students to engage in
math/science courses through the expansion of the Georgia Virtual School. The second component involves opportunities
for teachers who are in need of initial or renewal of certification, as well as those seeking math or science endorsements,
to participate in online experiences through the Georgia Virtual School or other approved delivery systems.

The Georgia Virtual School currently funds 6,000 segments. The proposal is to increase this by 2,000 segments
specifically allocated to math and science. This addition to the Georgia Virtual School would alleviate some of the strain
in hard-to-staff arcas of the state. This is also somewhat of a shift in thinking by targeting math and science classes rather
than having a set number of segments for all areas. With the new Georgia High School Graduation Requirements now
requiring four sciences, the need for quality science courses will be in greater demand. In addition, students will have to
take either Physical Science or Physics to meet a requirement and either Chemistry, Earth Systems or Environmental
Science to meet requirements. Physics is a particularly difficult course to staff due to low numbers entering the work
force, yet the concepts learned are probably the most universally used in the average citizen’s life. Earth Systems and
Environmental Science are new additions to the possible requirements. These are also difficult to staff in many areas of
the state, but more applicable to many citizens in terms of understanding the earth and the environment. Math will also be
in greater need due to the requirement for all students to take four years instead of a select few.

In addition, a total of eight courses under this proposal will be developed to support certification and endorsement in
collaboration with the USG. These courses, as well as others, could be delivered through multiple delivery systems
including the Georgia Virtual School. The USG and its Chancellor have strongly emphasized the utility and efficiency of
well-developed and appropriate virtual programs and courses. Georgia’s independent college teacher preparation units are
also encouraged to develop similar courses. The USG teacher preparation institutions have taken on this charge and have
begun planning and developing ways of utilizing virtual courses and programs for math and science teacher preparation.
The institutions have devised two approaches:

e Online Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) Program in Science or Mathematics - USG teacher ¢ preparation
institutions will jointly develop and implement online math and science MAT programs. Such programs are
designed for individuals who already hold a baccalaurecate degree in math, science or a closely related field to
receive the training necessary to become a teacher. USG IHEs are forming collaborative partnerships in the initial
development and implementation of these programs. In many regions of the state the nearest institution offering a
mathematics or science preparation program is many miles distant. Having the programs online allows individuals
to enter the program without having to spend large amounts of time and money traveling to the institution. The
flexibility these programs offer will allow more individuals to enter and complete teacher preparation programs in
a shorter time.

#  Content Preparation Courses—USG institutions will develop and implement specialized « online math and science
courses known as “content-leveling courses™ that are aligned with the GPS content assessed by the Georgia
Assessments for the Certification of Educators (GACE). The purpose of the courses is to provide prospective and
current teachers with a convenient, high quality way to ensure subject matter expertise to be successful in
Georgia’s classrooms. Aligning the content-leveling courses with the content areas covered in the GPS
streamlines the process, and may result in the need to take fewer courses. These courses would be ideal for
existing teachers who want to add a math or science certificate to their teaching credentials, resulting in more
teachers qualified to teach math and science. Additionally, individuals in a teacher preparation program and
individuals interested in entering a preparation program may take these courses to enhance and update their
content knowledge.
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In the case of both components, an advisory committee consisting of state and local education officials, as well as
key industry stakeholders with the knowledge and accessibility to this type of technology, needs to be established. In
this proposal, the GaDOE will continue its expansion of the Georgia Virtual School to include courses needed for
math or science endorsements. There will also be a collaborative effort between GaDOE, USG, independent teacher
education units, and external technology stakeholders to enhance availability and access to technology applications.
The advisory committee will begin to explore ways to enhance math and science instruction through the use of video
conferencing and online delivery of content. This conferencing will utilize our best teachers and allow them to have
a larger impact outside of their classroom and school. The committee will also seek non-formal education groups to
enhance math and science instruction by allowing students to have experiences using live data and virtual
experiences to which they would not normally have access. The overall goal of this committee is to move the ability
to deliver content into the 21« century. Content should be able to be delivered anywhere using any type of
communications with any type of device.
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09 HB 280/AP
House Bill 280 (AS PASSED HOUSE AND SENATE)
By: Representatives Coleman of the 97", Ramsey of the 72", Cole of the 125" Pruett of the

144" Lindsey of the 54", and others

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED
AN ACT

To amend Part 6 of Article 6 of Chapter 2 of Title 20 of the Official Code of Georgia
Annotated, relating to employment under the "Quality Basic Education Act," so as to provide
for additional compensation for teachers in mathematics or science under certain conditions;
to provide for standards for mathematics and science endorsements; to provide for related

matters; to repeal conflicting laws; and for other purposes.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF GEORGIA:

SECTION 1.
Part 6 of Article 6 of Chapter 2 of Title 20 of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated,
relating to employment under the "Quality Basic Education Act," is amended by adding a
new Code section to read as follows:
"20-2-212.5.
(a)(1) On and after July 1, 2010, and until such date as may be determined by the State

Board of Education that mathematics, science, or both are no longer areas in which there

is an insufficient supply of teachers. a secondary school teacher in a local school system
who is or becomes certified in mathematics or science by the Professional Standards

schedule that is

Commission shall be moved to the salary step on the state salar

applicable to six years of creditable service, unless he or she is already on or above such

salary step. From such salary step, the teacher shall be attributed one additional year of
creditable service on the salary schedule each vear for five years.

(2) After five years, such teacher may continue to be attributed one additional year of

creditable service on the salary schedule each vear if he or she meets or exceeds student

achievement criteria established by the Office of Student Achievement.

(3) Upon expiration of five years, or any vear thereafter that the teacher does not meet

or exceed student achievement criteria as required by paragraph (2) of this subsection

such teacher shall be moved to the salary step applicable to the actual number of years

of creditable service which the teacher has accumulated.

(4) This subsection shall be subject to appropriations of the General Assembly.

H. B. 280
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(bY(1)(A) On and after July 1, 2010, a kindergarten or elementary school teacher in a

local school system who receives an endorsement in mathematics, science, or both from

the Professional Standards Commission shall receive a stipend of S1.000.00 per

end for each year each such endorsement is in effect, up to a maximum of five

meets or exceeds student achievement criteria established by the Office of Student

Achievement.

such teacher shall cease to receive the stipend.

(2)(A) In order to qualify for the stipend pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection,

math and science endorsements shall:

(i) Be based on post-baccalaureate nondegree programs, independent of an initial

preparation program in early childhood education;

(ii) Consist of a minimum of three courses, of which two courses shall be focused on

the advancement of content knowledge and one course, or any additional course, shall
be focused on content-specific pedagogy and proven strategies for teaching math or
science to children in kindergarten through fifth grade: and

iii) Include an authentic residency experience with a focus on application of

knowledge and skills.
(B) The Professional Standards Commission shall establish standards for the math and

science endorsements provided for in this subsection.”

SECTION 2.

All laws and parts of laws in conflict with this Act are repealed.

H. B. 280



Appendix A15: K-12 STEM Recommendations and Action Plan

Georgia Department of
Education

K-12 STEM Recommendations
and Action Plan

Submitted by the K-12 STEM Advisory Taskforce

July 7, 2009

42



Appendix A15: K-12 STEM Recommendations and Action Plan

Georgia K-12 STEM Action Plan

Introduction

After nearly a year of preliminary discussions, meetings, and planning regarding STEM education, leaders in the
Georgia Department of Education determined that a taskforce should be developed and convened in the fall of 2008 to
commence work on a comprehensive K-12 STEM Education Action Plan. The taskforce was comprised of several
individuals who had served on an initial STEM steering committee and was expanded to include other STEM
constituencies that had not been included in the earlier meetings. A special emphasis was placed on inclusion of business
and industry, K-12 local and district personnel, post-secondary representative from the University System of Georgia
(USG) and the Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG), informal STEM organizations such as the Georgia Youth
Science and Technology Centers, CIESMC, FIRST Robotics, BEST Robotics, and Georgia Professional Standards
Commission (GaPSC) personnel. Over 90 individuals representing all areas of STEM were invited to serve. The group
met for the first time on October 30, 2008 at the Georgia Tech Research Institute Conference Center in Atlanta, Georgia.
Nearly 60 members of the new taskforce attended and DOE officials presented an overview of previous STEM education
process and outlined the purpose and charge on the body.

Recommendations of the Taskforce

The K-12 STEM Taskforce and the related subcommittees worked from October 2008 to May 2009 identifying
major issues and barriers involved with STEM education; discussing possible solutions to these issues; and developing a
K-12 STEM Action Plan as charged by the DOE STEM Leadership Group. Because of time, budget, and policy
constraints the committee developed a plan that was general enough in nature that leaders in the Georgia Department of
Education, for which the recommendations were developed, could implement any or all recommendations; determine
appropriate personnel to carry out such recommendations; determine needed funding sources and allocations; and
determine appropriate policy development measures.

The document is intended to serve as a guide representing the many varied STEM stakeholders that will be
needed to implement successful STEM education measures in Georgia. In its work, the committee and subcommittees
reconfirmed many of the decisions, conclusions, and strategies developed by the original STEM steering committee, yet
added a variety of recommendations representing a consensus of all STEM education stakeholders that had been lacking
from the earlier initiatives. As such, these recommendations are intended as an addendum to and not a replacement for
carlier decisions, directives, and initiatives made by the Department. With this in mind, the K-12 STEM Education
Taskforce makes the following recommendations to leaders and policy makers within the Georgia Department of
Education.
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Georgia K-12 STEM Recommended Action Plan

Action 1: Identify, evaluate, and develop effective STEM related curriculum and resources.
Action Steps:

1. Develop and provide to local districts and schools an exhaustive list of existing STEM curricular resources.
Develop and provide to local districts and schools a STEM toolkit (i.e., curriculum evaluation rubrics,
program evaluation rubrics, lesson and unit plan development templates) to aid in adoption and/or creation of
STEM curriculum.

3. Increase the number, availability, and funding of virtual courses in STEM related curricular areas (i.¢.,
physics, chemistry, calculus, statistics, computer science, and other AP courses), particularly to regions of the
state that lack the teachers and numbers of students to offer these courses locally.

4. Identify and provide to local districts and schools effective strategies and best practices for implementation of
successful rigorous and relevant learning for STEM related curricular areas.

Action 2:  Create a concept framework to connect GPS to STEM related curricular areas.
Action Steps:

1. Bring STEM practitioners and administrators together in workshops, summer institutes, and other
professional learning activities to develop real world tasks connecting subject area performance standards
with identified effective STEM instructional strategies utilizing the STEM toolkit from Action Step 1:1.

2. Align work force profiles with academic curriculum.

3. Develop and implement specific introductory classes at elementary and middle school levels for all Georgia
students.

4. Identify and develop pathways for sciences, mathematics, pre-med, computer sciences, and engineering
(STEM specific careers).

Action 3:  Develop and deliver a targeted STEM awareness campaign for Georgia district leaders and school
boards.

Action Steps:
1. Develop a STEM awareness presentation to be delivered at the Georgia School Superintendents Association

and the Georgia School Board Association in December 2009 joint conference at the Cobb Galleria.
2. Publicize STEM efforts through publications of these organizations.

Action4: Develop and deliver a targeted STEM awareness campaign for students, instructors, and school
administrators.

Action Steps:
1. Develop and offer an Introduction to STEM professional development module which targets teams of school
level educators. This course would act as a prelude to more specific content and application based

professional development modules which could be delivered by a variety of agencies and/or contracted
service providers.
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2.

Action 5:
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Develop and integrate STEM focused themes into student competitions through Career Tech Student
Organizations (CTSQO’s) and other student activities and organizations such as Robotics, Science Olympiad,
Odyssey of the Mind, Engineers Weeks, etc.

Develop and deliver a general STEM awareness campaign aimed at parents and to the general public

Action Steps:

L.

2.

Action 6:

Utilize various means of media (PTA, school & community newsletters; websites, blogsites, podcasts, public
service announcements, newspapers, etc.)
Focus the campaign on workforce development, salaries, wages, importance and value of STEM careers, etc.

Organize and implement a Georgia STEM clearinghouse/website where educators and other interested
parties can obtain STEM curricular resources, lesson plans, activities, field trips ideas and GPS
updates.

Action Steps:

1.
2.

Action 7:

Seek a non-partisan entity, similar to the Battelle Corporation in Ohio that can coordinate this clearing house.
Establish regional STEM communication and support centers where all STEM stakeholders and interested
parties can go for the latest STEM information, updates, and training (RESA’s; Educational Technology
Centers; Youth Development Organizations, University Outreach Centers; Science and Technology
Museums; Technical Colleges).

Identify existing Professional Development characteristics and programs which lead to a measurable
and sustainable impact in achieving the STEM vision.

Action Steps:

L.

2.

Provide local districts with an exhaustive list of effective characteristics found in existing STEM professional
development programs.

Develop appropriate professional development training modules and necessary oversight which ensures that
STEM educators utilize strategies and develop programs congruent with the STEM vision. Such modules
should be focused on both content and application to ensure that instructors utilize the principals of rigor and
relevancy when delivering STEM related content.

Develop training and oversight using the results of action step 7:1 to ensure that program providers for the
Math and Science Endorsement recently signed into law for elementary teachers, implement a program
congruent with achieving the STEM vision; that they follow the GPS; are content oriented; integrate effective
content and pedagogy; and are grounded in sound research.

Ensure that the Math and Science endorsement training is available throughout all of Georgia by a variety of
means including face-to-face, virtual, or a mix of delivery strategies and through a variety of agencies that are
spread throughout the state.
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Action 8: Develop a 3 to 5 unit PLU course on application of STEM concepts for certification renewal (similar to
the technology requirement).

Action9: Develop an application process where middle or high schools could apply to become a STEM specialty
school, and provide multi-week institutes to train faculty and on-site support staff in a job embedded
collaborative environment. Specialty schools should include career academies, magnets, charters,
theme, or other innovative models that ensure that students of all ability levels are provided an
adequate STEM education.
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Model Patticipating LEA Memorandum of Understanding

This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into by and between

State of Georgia (“State™) and Henry County Board of Ed“f‘?iﬂﬂbating
LEA™). The purpose of this agreement is to establish a framework of collaboration, as well as articulate
specific roles and responsibilities in support of the State in its implementation of an approved Race to the
Top grant project.

I. SCOPE OF WORK

Exhibit I, the Preliminary Scope of Work, indicates which portions of the State’s proposed reform plans
(“State Plan”) the Participating LEA is agreeing to implement. (Note that, in order to participate, the LEA
must agree to implement all or significant portions of the State Plan.)

II. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

A. PARTICIPATING LEA RESPONSIBILITIES

In assisting the State in implementing the tasks and activities described in the State’s Race to the Top
application, the Participating LEA subgraatee will:

1) Implement the LEA plan as identified in Exhibits I and II of this agreement;

2) Actively participate in all relevant convenings, communities of practice, or other practice-sharing events
that are organized or sponsored by the State or by the U.S. Department of Education (“ED”);

3) Post to any website specified by the State or ED, in a timely manner, all non-propsietary products and
lessons learned developed using funds associated with the Race to the Top grant;

4) Participate, as requested, in any evaluations of this grant conducted by the State or ED;

5) Be responsive to State or ED requests for information including on the status of the project, project
implementation, outcomes, and any problems anticipated or encountered;

6) Participate in meetings and telephone conferences with the State to discuss (a) progress of the project, (b)
potential dissemination of resulting non-proprietary products and lessons learned, (c) plans for subsequent
years of the Race to the Top grant period, and (d) other matters related to the Race to the Top grant and
associated plans.

B. STATE RESPONSIBILITIES
In assisting Participating LEAs in implementing their tasks and activities described in the State’s Race to the
Top application, the State grantee will:

1) Work collaboratively with, and support the Participating LEA in carrying out the LEA Plan as identified in
Exhibits I and II of this agreement;

2) Timely distribute the LEA’s portion of Race to the Top grant funds during the course of the project
period and in accordance with the LEA Plan identified in Exhibit IL;

3) Provide feedback on the LEA’s status updates, annual reports, any intedim reports, and project plans and
products; and

4) Identify sources of technical assistance for the project.

C. JOINT RESPONSIBILITIES

1) The State and the Participating LEA will each appoint a key contact person for the Race to the Top grant
2) These key contacts from the State and the Participating LEA will maintain frequent communication to
facilitate cooperation under this MOU.
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3) State and Participating LEA grant personnel will work together to determine appropriate timelines for
project updates and status reports throughout the whole grant period.

4) State and Participating LEA grant personnel will negotiate in good faith to continue to achieve the overall
goals of the State’s Race to the Top graat, even when the State Plan requires modifications that affect the
Participating LEA, or when the LEA Plan requires modifications.

D. STATE RECOURSE FOR LEA NON-PERFORMANCE

If the State determines that the LEA is not meeting its goals, timelines, budget, or annual targets or is not
fulfilling other applicable requirements, the State grantee will take appropriate enforcement action, which
could include a collaborative process between the State and the LEA, or any of the enforcement measures
that are detailed in 34 CFR section 80.43 including putting the LEA on reimbursement payment status,
temporarily withholding funds, or disallowing costs.

IIl. ASSURANCES

The Participating LEA hereby certifies and represents that it

1) Has all requisite power and authority to execute this MOU;

2} Is familiar with the State’s Race to the Top grant application and is supportive of and committed to
working on all or significant portions of the State Plan;

3) Agrees to be 2 Participating LEA and will implement those portions of the State Plan indicated in Exhibit
L, if the State application is funded,

4) Will provide a Final Scope of Work to be attached to this MOU as Exhibit IT only if the State’s application
is funded; will do so in a timely fashion but no later than 90 days after a grant is awarded; and will describe in
Exhibit II the LEA’s specific goals, activities, timelines, budgets, key personnel, and annual targets for key
performance measures (“LEA Plan ) in 2 manner that is consistent with the Preliminary Scope of Work
(Exhibit I) and with the State Plan; and

5) Will comply with all of the terms of the Grant, the State’s subgra.nt, and all applicable Federal and State
laws and regulations, including laws and regulations applicable to the Program, and the applicable provisions
of EDGAR (34 CFR Parts 75, 77, 79, 80, 82, 84, 85, 86, 97, 98 and 99).

IV. MODIFICATIONS

This Memorandum of Understanding may be amended only by written agreement signed by each of the
parties involved, and in consultation with ED.

V. DURATION/TERMINATION

This Memorandum of Understanding shall be effective, beginning with the date of the last signature hereon
and, if a grant is received, ending upon the expiration of the grant project period, or upon mutual agreement
of the parties, whichever occurs first.

VI. SIGNATURES

LEA Superintendent,(or eqmvale orized signatory) - required:
jzm‘Q (e

Slgnature/ Date

Michael Surma, Superintendent
Print Name/Title
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Presi of Local Schogl Boa
W

Sign /Date

Ray Hudalla, Board Chairman
Print Name/Title

Local Teachers’ Union Leader (if applicable):
N/A

Signature/Date
N/A

Print Name/Title

Authorized State Official - required:
By its signature below, the State hereby accepts the LEA as a Participating LEA.

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title
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Exhibit 1

“Preliminary Scope of Work”

State of Georgia * Race to the Top *December 17, 2009
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Exhibit 1a — Preliminary Scope of Work on Standards & Assessments
Section {B)(3} — Supporting the Transition to Enhanced Standards and High-Quality Assessments
The Participating LEA agrees to implement the following portions of the State Plan:

1) Implement the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS) faithfully (until rollout of Common Core
Standards)
a. Use Georgia's GPS-aligned frameworks in core academic subjects
b.. Provide professional development to teachers on how to use GPS-aligned frameworks in
core academic subjects
c. Track fidelity of implementation by.including and rating teachers on a category such as
“teaching to standards” in the qualitative (rubrics-based) teacher evaluation tool

2) Support the State in future rollout and implementation of Common Core Standards
a. Align professional development {PD) programs at the LEA to include PD on new standards
and effective delivery of new standards
b. Track fidelity of implementation: by including and rating teachers on a category such as
“teaching to standards” in the qualitative {rubrics-based) teacher evaluation tool

3} Commit to an assessment plan aligned to state standards, and use assessment results to inform
curriculum, instruction and individual interventions.
a. Implement systematically a system of formative and benchmark assessments
b. Put in place or maintain a system in place to track, analyze, and use assessment resuits
c. Provide professional development to teachers on how to use formative, benchmark and
summative assessments data to modify instruction and to boost student learning

4) Establish common planning time for teachers at all school levels (elementary, middle, high)
a. Common planning could be organized: by:
i. Grade level (at the elementary school level), or
ii. ~Subject area {middie and high school level)
b. Modify school schedules as needed to allow for common planning time for teachers,
without reducing time devoted to student instruction
¢. Focus common planning time on curriculum mapping, collaborative grading, and data-driven
evaluations of student learning (e.g., using formative and summative assessment data to
modify instruction and develop individual interventions)

State of Georgia * Race to the Top *December 17, 2009
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Exhibit 1b - Preliminary Scope of Work on Data Systems

Section (C}{2} — Accessing and Using State Data
Section (C)(3) — Using Data to improve Instruction

The Participating LEA agrees to implement the following portions of the State Plan:

1) Accessing and Using State Data (Section C{2) in RTTT Notice)

a. Provide input throughout the process of developing user-friendly interfaces (front-end
systems) that will allow LEAs (district and school administrators, teachers, parents and
students) to access relevant district, school, teacher and student data (different
reports/levels of access for each audience)

2) Using Data to Improve Instruction — Increase acquisition, adoption, and use of local instructional
improvement systems (Section C{3){i} in RTTT Notice) — See Appendix A, incorporated herein by
this reference, for definition of instructional improvement systems

a. Ensure that any instructional improvement system in place is being fully utilized by teachers
and administrators

b. An acceptable use of funds distributed by the State through the Race to the Top grant is the
purchase of an instructional improvement system if the LEA does not already have one

3) Using Data to Improve Instruction — Provide effective professional development to teachers,
principals and administrators.on how to use these systems and the resulting data systems {Section
C(3){ii) in RTTT Notice)

a. Provide effective professional development to teachers and principals on the use of state-
level data and local data (e.g., summative assessment data, formative and benchmark
assessment data)

b. Provide effective professional development to teachers and principals on the use of any
instructional improvement system in place in the LEA (including any reporting tools or
dashboards)

4) Using Data to Improve Instruction —Make the data from instructional improvement systems,
together with statewide:longitudinal data system data, available and accessible to researchers
(Section C(3)(iii} in RTTT Notice)

a. Provide data requested by the Department of Education (DOE) to support the DOE’s efforts
to make data available to researchers for the purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of
instructional materials, strategies, and approaches for educating different types of students
and to help drive educational decisions and policies.

i. Continue to collect and provide data to the Department of Education (as
defined/agreed to by current data collections)

ii. ' Provide new data to the Department of Education (as defined/agreed to through
collaborative discussions between the State and participating LEAs)

State of Georgia * Race to the Top *December 17, 2009
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Exhibit 1c — Preliminary Scope of Work on Teacher and Principal Effectiveness

Section D{2) — Improving Teacher and Principal Effectiveness based on Performance
Section D(3) - Ensuring Equitable Distribution of Effective Teachers and Principals
Section D(5) — Providing Effective Support to Teachers and Principals

The Participating LEA agrees to implement the following portions of the State Plan:

1) Georgia will put in place a common statewide evaluation system that will allow the State to
ensure consistency and comparability across districts (based on a common definition of teacher /
principal effectiveness). Participating LEAs will:

a. Work collaboratively with the State of Georgia to finalize the components of the common
evaluation system
b. implement the evaluation system in their schools when it is finalized

2) The evaluation system will aliow the State to develop a single Teacher Effectiveness Measure
(TEM) for each teacher and a single Leader Effectiveness Measure {LEM) for each school leader.
Participating LEAs will:

a. Collect summative evaluation data on their teachers corresponding to the common,
mutually agreed upon teacher evaluation tool

b. Collect summative evaluation data on their principals corresponding to the common,
mutually agreed upon principal evaluation tool

c. Submit evaluation data for each teacher and principal in their system to the State

d. Agree to store teacher evaluation data in the Statewide Longitudinal Data System, and to
use the data as a component in calculating the Teacher Effectiveness Measure

e. Agree to store principal evaluation data in the Statewide Longitudinal Data System, and to
use the data as a component in calculating the Leader Effectiveness Measure

3) The evaluation system (TEM/LEM) will include several components: (a) a qualitative measure of
effectiveness (rubrics-based evaluation tool); {b) a quantitative measures of effectiveness focused
on student achievement and student growth outcomes; and (c) other quantitative measures of
student engagement and achievement, to be researched and validated as part of the Race to the
Top effort. Participating LEAs will:

a. Work with the State to establish clear approaches to measuring student growth and
measure it for each individual student (Section D(2)(i} of the RTTT Notice)

i. Share teacher and student academic data with a state-selected value-added model
vendor who will run this data through a value-added growth model and calculate
value-added scores for each teacher in “core” (tested) content areas

il. Work with a state-selected vendor to finalize any teacher-student linkages that may
be necessary to develop reliable value-added data

State of Georgia * Race to the Top *December 17, 2009
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b. Design and implement rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation systems for teachers and
principals that differentiate effectiveness using multiple rating categories that take into
account data on student growth (as defined in the Race to the Top notice) as a significant
factor, and are designed and developed with teacher and principal involvement (Section
D(2)(ii) of the RTTT Notice)

i. Adopt an evaluation system in which the quantitative value-added component will
constitute at least 50% of the overall TEM for teachers in “core” areas (tested
subjects) and at least 50% of the overall LEM for all school leaders

ii. Work collaboratively with the State to develop other quantitative measures of
student engagement and achievement, and pilot these measures as potential
predictors of teachers’ performance, e.g.:

» Student surveys
s Parent surveys
e Peersurveys

iii. Work collaboratively with the State to finalize other quantitative measures that will
be included in the calculation of a Leader Effectiveness Measure (LEM), including at
a minimum:

« Student attendance {elementary, middle, high , and K12 schools);
o Student graduation rates (high schools)

4) Clear expectations will be set for teachers and principals in terms of performance, and effective
supports will be provided to teachers and principals to help them meet performance
requirements. Participating LEAs will:

a. Conduct annual evaluations of teachers and principals that include timely and constructive
feedback; as part of such evaluations, provide teachers and principals with data on student
growth for their students, classes, and schools (Section D(2)(iii) of the RTTT Notice)

i. Conduct face-to-face annual evaluations of teachers and principals

ii. Share all data with teachers relevant to their summative annual evaluations (rubrics-
based evaluation; value-added student academic growth data in those core content
area where value-added data will be available; and any other quantitative measures
that are being piloted)

iii. Share all data with principals relevant to the summative annual evaluation (rubrics-
based evaluation; value-added student academic growth data across core content
areas; and other quantitative measures such student attendance and student
graduation rate)

iv. Work collaboratively with the State and other participating LEAs to develop a simple
survey tool to be administered to all teachers and principals to assess how well the
evaluation process is meeting core objectives (e.g., setting clear expectations;
providing timely and constructive feedback; etc.)

v. Conduct this survey regularly (e.g., annually) and share results with the State

vi. Use survey results to modify the evaluation process within LEA, as needed

5
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b. Provide effective, data-informed professional development, coaching, induction, and
common planning and collaboration time to teachers and principals that are, where
appropriate, ongoing and job-embedded (Section D(5)(i) of the RTTT Notice)

i. Develop clear professional development priorities at the LEA level to provide overall
framework within which targeted professional development {PD) programs for
teachers and principals can be delivered

ii. Align professional development (PD) programs at the LEA to include PD for teachers
and principals on: GPS Standards {(until Common Core Standards are released); on
Common Core Standards {once released); effective delivery of new standards in the
classroom; and use of formative, benchmark and summative assessments data to
modify instruction and to boost student learning

ili. Establish common planning time for teachers at all school levels (see Exhibit 1a-3).
Common planning could be organized by: grade level (at the elementary school level);
or subject area (middle and high school level). Modify school schedules as needed to
allow for common planning time for teachers, without reducing time devoted to
student instruction. Focus common planning time on curriculum mapping,
collaborative grading, and data-driven evaluations of student learning (e.g., using
formative and summative assessment data to modify instruction and develop
individual interventions

iv. Ensure that induction programs offered by the LEA to teachers are in agreement with
new State teacher induction guidelines (See Appendix B herein incorporated by this
reference).

¢. Measure, evaluate, and continuously improve the effectiveness of those supports in order
to improve student achievement (Section D(5)(ii) of the RTTT Notice)
i. Regularly evaluate professional development supports based on student results
ii. Discontinue supports that do not appear to improve student achievement

5) TEM (LEM) will be used to inform talent management decisions such as promotion, recertification,
professional development supports, interventions, and differentiated compensation.
Participating LEAs will use annual evaluations, at a minimum, to inform decisions regarding:

a. Developing.teachers and principals, including by providing relevant coaching, induction
support, and/or professional development (Section D{2)(iv) of the RTTT Notice). LEAS will:

i. Develop clear professional development priorities at the LEA level to provide overall
framework within which targeted professional development (PD) programs for
teachers and principals can be delivered

ii. LEA central office staff to work with principals to ensure that they have strong
understanding of portfolio of PD options at the district level, and to ensure that they
have the information on how to translate evaluation data into targeted PD
recommendations for teachers

State of Georgia * Race to the Top *December 17, 2009
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LEA central office to work with teachers to ensure that they understand portfolio of
PD options at the district level, and know what kind of PD they may need as they
conduct self-reflection / self-evaluation

b. Compensating, promoting, and retaining teachers and principals, including by providing
opportunities for highly effective teachers and principals (both as defined in this notice) to
obtain additional compensation and be given additional responsibilities (Section D(2)(iv) of
the RTTT Notice). LEAs will:

vi.

vii.

Tie step increases for teachers to teachers’ performance on the qualitative rubrics-
based evaluation tool, which will have multiple rating categories (beyond a simple
satisfactory / unsatisfactory rating). A threshold overall rating score will be
established collaboratively by participating LEAs and State to qualify a teacher for a
step increase

Tie annual salary increases for principals to each principal’s LEM. A threshold LEM
will be established by participating LEAs and State to qualify a principal for an
annual salary increase

Award individual performance bonuses to teachers on the basis of TEM, and to
school leaders on the basis of LEM

Make additional individual bonuses available to core teachers in high-need schools if
they reduce the student achievement gap (defined as the difference between
performance of teacher’s student group and State-developed benchmark / highest
performing subgroup)

Work with the State to develop career ladder opportunities for teachers (e.g., at the
master teacher and teacher leader level) that allow to teachers to take on additional
responsibilities for additional pay, while remaining in the classroom:

1. An example of a teacher leader’s responsibilities might be “peer review” or
participation in the teacher evaluation process as an evaluator (additional
voice in the evaluation process). LEAs may choose to appoint peer
reviewers to participate in their evaluation processes, but are not obligated
to do so.

Under the new system, effective teachers as determined by threshold TEM values
will have equal or greater earning potential as under the current salary schedule

The new teacher compensation model will be an opt-in system. Current teachers
who choose not to opt in will be grandfathered into their current salary structure

Whether to renew contracts to teachers and principals using rigorous standards and

streamlined, transparent, and fair procedures (Section D(2)(iv) of the RTTT Notice);

The LEA will base decisions to award employment contracts to teachers and
principals on the effectiveness measures described in (3) above

Removing ineffective teachers and principals after they have had ample opportunities to

improve, and ensuring that such decisions are made using rigorous standards and
streamlined, transparent, and fair procedures (Section D(2)(iv}) of the RTTT Notice)
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Ensuring the equitable distribution of teachers and principals by developing a plan,
informed by reviews of prior actions and data, to ensure that students in high-
poverty and/or high-minority schools have equitable access to highly effective
teachers and principals and are not served by ineffective teachers and principals at
higher rates than other students (Section D(3)(i) of the RTTT Notice)

i.  The LEA will develop a plan to use teacher and principal effectiveness data (TEM and
LEM for teachers and principals, respectively) to make strategic placement and
transfer decisions within the LEA, to ensure students in high-poverty and/or
high-minority schools have equitable access to highly effective teachers and
principals

i. The LEA may also utilize effectiveness measures that will become available
on teacher and leader preparation programs (see (6) below) to guide and
refine its recruiting and hiring practices, to target candidates from the most
effective programs to its high-poverty and/or high-minority schools

iii. The LEA may consider compensation incentives to attract effective teachers
to teach in high-poverty and/or high-minority schools (additional funds may
be available from the State on a competitive application basis)

Increasing the number and percentage of effective teachers teaching hard-to-staff

subjects and specialty areas including mathematics, science, and special education;

teaching in language instruction educational programs (as defined under Title Il of

the ESEA); and teaching in other areas as identified by the State or LEA. (Section

D(3)(ii} of the RTTT Notice)

i. ~ The LEA will implement recruitment strategies to increase the pool of teachers

available in the district in these subject areas

ii.  The LEA may consider compensation incentives to attract effective teachers to
teach in hard-to-staff subjects, especially in high-poverty and/or high-minority
schools {additional funds may be available from the State on a competitive
application basis)

6) TEM (LEM) will also be used to guide broader policy decisions: E.g., Georgia will publicly report
and link student achievement data (as captured by TEM and LEM) to the programs where teachers
and school leaders were credentialed

a.

Participating LEAs will share teacher and principal evaluation data (including linkages
between teachers and students) with the State to allow for calculation of TEM and LEM.
The TEM and LEM will in turn be a critical component of the Teacher Preparation Program
Effectiveness Measure (TPPEM) and a Leader Preparation Program Effectiveness Measure
(LPPEM), respectively

Participating LEAs may, but are not obligated to, use preparation program effectiveness
measures when making recruiting and hiring decisions
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Exhibit 1d — Preliminary Scope of Work on Lowest-Achieving Schools
Section E(2) - Turning Around Lowest-Achieving Schools

If the Participating LEA has schools that have been identified as “lowest- achieving schools” prior to
execution of the MOU, the Participating LEA agrees to implement the following portions of the State
Plan:

1) Utilize incremental resources, made available to the LEA by the State through Race to The Top
grant under the assurance of “Turning Around Lowest Achieving Schools”, for the purposes
outlined in this MOU

a. Targeted professional development for teachers and principals

Credit recovery services

Partnerships with local organizations to deliver innovative programs or courses

Extended day /year opportunities for targeted student subgroups

Additional teacher and principal financial incentives, as needed

® o0 o

2) Agree to a rigorous review of existing resource allocations in the first year of the turnaround plan
to ensure that existing resources are being deployed with maximum impact and to ensure
financial sustainability of any new programs by the time the State’s bridge funding ceases (after
four years)

a. Engage State-selected vendor or another approved vendor to conduct rigorous resource
allocation analysis

b. Utilize analysis findings and recommendations to free up internal resources, over grant
period of four years

3) Agree to a State-level intensive diagnostic that will be performed by a state team of “turnaround
experts”:

a. State will recommend, with input from LEA, the most appropriate of 4 turnaround models
specified in the RTTT Notice: a) turnaround, b) restart, c) school closure, or d)
transformation model {see Appendix C, herein incorporated by this reference, for a detailed
description of turnaround models)

b. Based on the review (to be conducted between February and May 2010), the State and LEA
agree to one of the four turnaround models for each lowest-achieving school within the LEA,
and develop a more detailed plan to implement this model. The specifics of this plan will be
included in an updated MOU (due to US Department of Education within 90 days of the
RTTT award being issued to the State, i.e., July 2010). LEAs understand that failure to
negotiate any term or condition necessary for implementation of the State plan will result in
termination of the grant to the LEA

¢. The State is also including one feeder school per each lowest-achieving school in the
turnaround effort. No additional funding will be provided for those feeder schools that are
not already on the list of lowest-achieving schools, but LEAs commit to working
collaboratively with the State to utilize existing resources to address feeder school issues.
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d. To the extent that additional services and programs developed for lowest-achieving schools
can be shared/extended to include the feeder schools mentioned above without detriment
to the lowest-achieving schools, such efficiencies are highly encouraged

Maintain or place a high-performing principal at the helm of the low-performing school with
autonomy over staffing and budgets

Implement a new rigorous evaluation system for teachers and principals that will include a
qualitative, observation-based component and a significant quantitative student achievement-
based component. (See Exhibit 1b for details)

Pursue meaningful partnerships to advance applied learning opportunities, e.g.:
a. Internships for students with local businesses, non-profit groups, etc.
b. Partnerships with local universities (e.g., to develop new math and science courses)
c. Partnerships with national organizations {e.g., ROTC, science museums, informal education
organizations, etc)

Establish a minimum of 60 minutes per week of common planning time for teachers
a. Modify school schedules as needed to allow for common planning time for teachers,
without reducing time devoted to student instruction
b. Focus common planning time on curriculum mapping, collaborative grading, and data-driven
evaluations of student learning (e.g., using formative and summative assessment data to
modify instruction and develop individual interventions)

Optimize use of existing time for all students:
a. Modify school schedules as needed

Increase learning time for those students or student subgroups that need additional time:
a. - Students subgroups in need of additional supports/time will be identified as part of initial
LEA diagnostic
b. LEAs/schools have flexibility in how to expand time. Possibilities include:
i. Before and after-school classes/activities
ii. Saturday school
iii. Summer school
iv. “Twilight School”
c. LEAs/schools have flexibility in how to use expanded time and how to apply to subgroups of
students. Possibilities include:
i. Increasing amount of time devoted to teaching math, literacy, science, and other
core subjects
ii. Expanded learning blocks to allow teachers time to teach through hands-on,
interactive projects
iii. - Integrated enrichment opportunities such as robotics, forensics, music, ceramics,
video production, athletics
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iv. - Time for activities such as internships
v. Individual and small group tutoring

10) Commit to at least one full-time graduation coach that meets State-determined qualification
criteria in each of the lowest-achieving schools {at the middie of high school level)

11) Commit to at least one full-time math coach per school in each school identified as “lowest-
achieving”
a. Math coach is responsible for providing teachers at the school with consistent classroom
observation and feedback on the quality and effectiveness of curriculum delivery and

instructional practice
b. Also responsible for providing assistance with how to use data to inform and modify

instructional practice

12) Implement the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS) faithfully and use Georgia’s GPS-aligned
frameworks in core academic subjects

13} Commit to an assessment plan aligned to state standards, and use assessment results to inform
curriculum, instruction and individual interventions.

a. Schools implement systematically a system of formative and interim assessments
b. Schools have a system in place to track, analyze, and use assessment results
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Appendix A
Definition of Instructional Improvement Systems and Related Definitions

(from RTTT Notice, pages 8-10)

Instructional improvement systems means technology-based tools and other strategies that provide
teachers, principals, and administrators with meaningful support and actionable data to systemically
manage continuous instructional improvement, including such activities as: instructional planning;
gathering information (e.g., through formative assessments (as defined in this notice), interim
assessments (as defined in this notice), summative assessments, and looking at student work and other
student data); analyzing information with the support of rapid-time (as defined in this notice) reporting;
using this.information to inform decisions on appropriate next instructional steps; and evaluating the
effectiveness of the actions taken. Such systems promote collaborative problem-solving and action
planning; they may also integrate instructional data with student-level data such as attendance,
discipline, grades, credit accumulation, and student survey results to provide early warning indicators of
a student’s risk of educational failure.

Formative assessment means assessment questions, tools, and processes that are embedded in
instruction and are used by teachers and students to provide timely feedback for purposes of adjusting
instruction to improve learning.

Interim assessment means an assessment that is given at regular and specified intervals throughout the
school year, is designed to evaluate students’ knowledge and skills relative to a specific set of academic
standards, and produces results that can be aggregated {e.g., by course, grade level, school, or LEA) in
order to inform teachers and administrators at the student, classroom, school, and LEA levels.

Rapid-time, in reference to reporting and availability of locally-collected school- and LEA-level data,
means that data are available quickly enough to inform current lessons, instruction, and related
supports.
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Appendix B
Teacher Induction Program Preliminary Guidelines

Operational Definition: Teacher induction programs are programs that provide comprehensive, aligned,
and sustained training and support for new and veteran educators that support the growth and
professional development of educators new to the profession or organization so that their work results
in increased student achievement.

Four Pillars of Induction Programs: Teachers new to the profession or organization experience three
concurrent learning curves that could impact their ability to drive student achievement. These learning
curves are associated with learning the culture, pedagogy, strategic initiatives and operations of the
profession/organization.

I. Culture:
- Learning the organizations norms, beliefs, values
- Learning the vision and mission of the organization
- Learning the cultural underpinnings of the community stakeholders {parents, community
organizations, etc)

ll. Pedagogy:
- Learning and executing on the most foundational elements/teachers actions required to ensure
student achievement (these should be taken from the TES rubric) — e.g. Long-term planning,
assessments, vision for student achievement/ student achievement goals/targets, etc

lil. Content/Strategic Initiatives:
- Aligning new hires to the strategic priorities of the state/district/school (i.e. literacy programs,
reform models, etc).
- curriculum, assessment, standards, pacing guides, etc

IV. Operations:
- How things work in an organization (hiring paperwork, technology, resource allocation/requests,
educational programs, teacher evaluation, leadership and career mapping, etc).

Division of Responsibility: The State will be provide a framework for teacher induction that outlines
standards around the four pillars of teacher induction - culture, pedagogy, strategic initiatives and
operations. The District will be responsible for constructing/executing a teacher induction program
that is aligned to the State’s framework and standards for effective teacher induction programs. The
School will be responsible for constructing/executing a school specific teacher induction program that is
aligned to the State’s framework and standards for effective teacher induction programs.

Additional Considerations - Effective Induction Programs need to: (a) Differentiate for novice and
veteran; (b) accommodate varying levels of teacher effectiveness; and (c) recognize school environment
{high-need, high-poverty, high-minority, etc.).
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Appendix C
Turnaround Models (from RTTT Notice, page 72)

Section X. SCHOOL INTERVENTION MODELS

There are four school intervention models referred to in Selection Criterion (E)(2): turnaround model,
restart model, school closure, or transformation model. Each is described below.
{a) Turnaround model. (1) A turnaround model is one in which an LEA must—

(i) Replace the principal and grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility (including in
staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach in
order to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school
graduation rates;

(ii) Use locally adopted competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work within
the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students,

(A) Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent; and
(B) Select new staff;

(ili) Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and
career growth, and more flexible work conditions that:are designed to recruit, place, and
retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in the turnaround
school;

(iv) Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development that is
aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff
to ensure that they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the
capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies;

(v) Adopt a'new governance structure, which may include, but is not limited to, requiring the
school to report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA or SEA, hire a “turnaround leader”
who reports directly to the Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer, or enter into a multi-
year contract with the LEA or SEA to obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater
accountability;

(vi): Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and
“vertically aligned” from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic
standards;

(vii) Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and
summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic
needs of individual students;

(viii) Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time (as

defined in this notice); and
(ix) Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for
students.
{2} Aturnaround model may also implement other strategies such as—
(i) Any of the required and permissible activities under the transformation model; or
(i)} A new school model (e.g., themed, dual language academy).
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(b) Restart model. A restart model is one in which an LEA converts a school or closes and reopens a
school under a charter school operator, a charter management organization (CMO), or an education
management organization (EMO) that has been selected through a rigorous review process. (A CMO is a
non-profit organization that operates or manages charter schools by centralizing or sharing certain
functions and resources among schools. An EMO is a for-profit or non-profit organization that provides
"whole-school operation” services to an LEA.) A restart model must enroll, within the grades it serves,
any former student who wishes to attend the school.

{c) School closure. School closure occurs when an LEA closes a school and enrolls the students who
attended that school in other schools in the LEA that are higher achieving. These other schools should
be within reasonable proximity to the closed school and may include, but are not limited to, charter
schools or new schools for which achievement data are not yet available.

{d)} Transformation model. A transformation model is one in which an LEA implements each of the
following strategies:

(1) Developing and increasing teacher and school leader effectiveness.

(i) Required attivities. The LEA must--
(A) Replace the principal who led the school prior to commencement of the

transformation model;

(B) ‘Use rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for teachers and principals
that--

(1) Take into account data on student growth (as defined in this notice) as a
significant factor as well as other factors such as muitiple observation-based
assessments of performance and ongoing collections of professional practice
reflective of student achievement and increased high-school graduations
rates; and

(2) Are designed and developed with teacher and principal involvement;

(C) Identify and reward school leaders, teachers, and other staff who, in implementing this
model, have increased student achievement and high-school graduation rates and
identify and remove those who, after ample opportunities have been provided for
them to improve their professional practice, have not done so;

(D) Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development
(e.g., regarding subject-specific pedagogy, instruction that reflects a deeper
understanding of the community served by the school, or differentiated instruction)
that is.aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed
with school staff to ensure they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and
learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies; and

(E) Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for
promotion and career growth, and more flexible work conditions that are designed to
recruit, place, and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the
students in a transformation school.
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(i} Permissible activities. An LEA may also implement other strategies to develop teachers’ and
school leaders’ effectiveness, such as--

{(A) Providing additional compensation to attract and retain staff with the skills necessary
to meet the needs of the students in a transformation school;

(B} Instituting a system for measuring changes in instructional practices resulting from
professional development; or

{C) Ensuring that the school is not required to accept a teacher without the mutual consent
of the teacher and principal, regardless of the teacher’s seniority.

(2) Comprehensive instructional reform strategies.
(i) Required activities. The LEA must--

(A) Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based
and “vertically aligned” from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State
academic standards; and

(B) Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and
summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the
academic needs of individual students.

(i} Permissible activities. An LEA may also implement comprehensive instructional reform
strategies, such as--

(A} Conducting periodic reviews to ensure that the curriculum is being implemented with
fidelity, is ‘having the intended impact on student achievement, and is modified if
ineffective;

(B) Implementing a schoolwide “response-to-intervention” model;

(C) Providing additional supports and professional development to teachers and principals
in order to implement effective strategies to support students with disabilities in the
least restrictive environment and to ensure that limited English proficient students
acquire language skills to master academic content;

(D) Using and integrating technology-based supports and interventions as part of the
instructional program; and

(E} In secondary schools--

(1) Increasing rigor by offering opportunities for students to enroll in advanced
coursework {such as Advanced Placement or International Baccalaureate; or
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics courses, especially those
that incorporate rigorous and relevant project-, inquiry-, or design-based
contextual learning opportunities), early-college high schools, dual enroliment
programs, or thematic learning academies that prepare students for college
and careers, including by providing appropriate supports designed to ensure
that low-achieving students can take advantage of these programs and
coursework;

(2) Improving student transition from middle to high school through summer
transition programs or freshman academies;

(3) Increasing graduation rates through, for example, credit-recovery programs,
re-engagement strategies, smaller learning communities, competency-based
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instruction and performance-based assessments, and acceleration of basic
reading and mathematics skills; or

(4) Establishing early-warning systems to identify students who may be at risk of
failing to achieve to high standards or graduate.

(3) Increasing learning time and creating community-oriented schools.
(i) Required activities. The LEA must--

(A) Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time (as
defined in this notice); and

(B) Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement.

(i)} Permissible activities. An LEA may also implement other strategies that extend learning time
and create community-oriented schools, such as--

(A) Partnering with parents and parent organizations, faith- and community-based
organizations, health clinics, other State or local agencies, and others to create safe
school environments that meet students’ social, emotional, and health needs;

(B) Extending or restructuring the school day so as to add time for such strategies as
advisory periods that build relationships between students, faculty, and other school
staff;

(C) implementing approaches to improve school climate and discipline, such as
implementing a system of positive behavioral supports or taking steps to eliminate
bullying and student harassment; or

(D) Expanding the school program to offer full-day kindergarten or pre-kindergarten.

{4) Providing operational flexibility and sustained support.
(i) Required activities. The LEA must--

(A) Give the school sufficient operational flexibility (such as staffing, calendars/time, and
budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach to substantially improve
student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates; and

(B) Ensure that the school receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance and related
support from the LEA, the SEA, or a designated external lead partner organization (such
as a school turnaround organization or an EMO).

(i) Permissible activities. The LEA may also implement other strategies for providing
operational flexibility and intensive support, such as--

(A) Allowing the school to be run under a new governance arrangement, such as a
turnaround division within the LEA or SEA; or

(B) Implementing a per-pupil school-based budget formula that is weighted based on
student needs.

If a school identified as a persistently lowest-achieving school has implemented, in whole or in part
within the last two years, an intervention that meets the requirements of the turnaround, restart, or
transformation models, the school may continue or complete the intervention being implemented
provided that the State-level turnaround analysis supports it.
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APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

10s from the 2009 AYP Wo K
All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

HISTORIC PERFORMANCE R
Change
(2013-14 vs.
est Type -. 2003-; - -2 - - - 2010- -2012 - = ¥
Test T 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 20092010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Reading
NAEP-4" grade 58 NA 58 N/A 65 JA 70 NA | m N/A 76 NA | 3.0
NAEP-8" grade 71 N/A 66 N/A 0 N 7 N/A 77 N/A 30 N/A 3.0
CRCT 3" grade N/A 90 92 70
CRCT 5™ grade N/A 85 89 70
CRCT 8" grade 81 85 83 0
Math
NAEP-4" grade 71 N/A 71 N/A 79
NAEP-8" grade 59 N/A 62 N/A 64
CRCT 3" grade N/A 89 89 91 90
CRCT 5™ grade N/A 83 87 89 38
CRCT 8" grade 67 73 69 77 81
Science
NAEP-4" grade N/A N/A N/A 62
NAEP-8" grade N/A N/A N/A 53
CRCT 3" grade N/A 83 84 85
CRCT 5" grade N/A 86 89 89
CRCT 8™ grade N/A 76 74 76
Language Arts
CRCT 3" grade N/A 87 87
CRCT 5™ grade N/A 85 38
CRCT 8" grade 75 80 80
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APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Georgia's AMOs from the 2009 AVP Workbook
All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

HISTORIC PERFORMANCE

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Reading — NAEP 4™ grade
All students 59 N/A 58 N/A 65 N/A 67 N/A 69 N/A 71 N/A 2.0
Male 56 N/A 54 N/A 61 N/A 63 N/A 65 N/A 67 N/A 2.0
Female 63 N/A 63 N/A 69 N/A 71 N/A 73 N/A 75 N/A 2.0
White 72 N/A 3 N/A 79 N/A 81 N/A 83 N/A 85 N/A 2.0
Black 43 N/A 29 N/A 47 N/A 49 N/A 51 N/A 53 N/A 2.0
Hispanic 49 N/A 45 /A 58 N/A 61 N/A 63 N/A 65 N/A 2.0
School lunch program eligible 43 N/A 43 N/A 51 N/A 54 N/A 56 N/A 58 N/A 2.0
Not eligible 74 N/A 75 N/A 80 N/A 82 N/A 84 N/A 86 N/A 2.0
Reading — NAEP 8™ grade
All students 71 N/A 66 N/A 70 N/A 70 N/A 72 N/A 74 N/A 2.0
Male 63 N/A 61 N/A 65 N/A 65 N/A 67 N/A 69 N/A 2.0
Female 76 N/A 3 N/A 75 N/A 75 N/A 77 N/A 79 N/A 2.0
White 81 N/A 79 N/A 83 N/A 83 N/A 85 N/A 87 N/A 2.0
Black 54 N/A 48 N/A 56 N/A 56 N/A 58 N/A 60 N/A 2.0
Hispanic 55 N/A 59 N/A 62 N/A 62 N/A 64 N/A 66 N/A 2.0
School lunch program eligible 54 N/A 52 N/A 57 N/A 57 N/A 59 N/A 61 N/A 2.0
Not eligible 82 N/A 80 N/A 82 N/A 82 N/A 84 N/A 86 N/A 2.0
Math — NAEP 4™ grade
All students 71 N/A 77 N/A 79 N/A 78 N/A 83 N/A 85 N/A 2.0
Male 72 N/A 76 N/A 79 N/A 77 N/A 83 N/A 85 N/A 2.0
Female 71 N/A 76 N/A 78 N/A 79 N/A 84 N/A 86 N/A 2.0
White 84 N/A 87 N/A 90 N/A 90 N/A 92 N/A 94 N/A 2.0
Black 35 N/A 62 N/A 64 N/A 62 N/A 64 N/A 66 N/A 2.0
Hispanic 61 N/A 33 N/A 75 N/A 75 N/A 77 N/A 79 N/A 2.0
School lunch program eligible 39 N/A 65 N/A 68 N/A 68 N/A 70 N/A 72 N/A 2.0
Not eligible 84 N/A 89 N/A 90 N/A 91 N/A 93 N/A 95 N/A 2.0
Math — NAEP 8" grade
All students 59 N/A 62 N/A 64 N/A 66 N/A 73 N/A 75 N/A 2.0
Male 60 N/A 62 N/A 635 /A 65 N/A 73 N/A 73 N/A 2.0
Kemale 58 N/A 62 N/A 64 N/A 68 N/A 75 N/A 77 N/A 2.0
White 76 N/A 76 N/A 80 N/A 80 N/A 82 N/A 84 N/A 2.0
Black 36 N/A 3 N/A 48 N/A 50 N/A 52 N/A 54 N/A 2.0
Hispanic 48 N/A 48 N/A 55 N/A 59 N/A 61 N/A 63 N/A 2.0
School lunch program eligible 40 N/A 44 N/A 49 N/A 53 N/A 57 N/A 59 N/A 2.0
Not eligible 77 N/A 77 N/A 78 N/A 80 N/A 82 N/A 84 N/A 2.0

73



APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Reading — CRCT 3rd grade
All students N/A 90 92 733
Male N/A 88 90 73.3
Female N/A 93 94 733
White N/A 94 96 733
Black N/A 87 88 3.
Hispanic N/A 80 85
Asian N/A 95 96
Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 93 99
Multiracial N/A 93 95
Students with Disabiliti: N/A 75 82
Students without Disabilities N/A 93 94
Limited English Proficient N/A 70 71
E ically Disadvantaged NA 86 38
Not Economically Disadvantaged N/A 95 97
Migrant N/A 73 83
Reading — CRCT 5™ grade
All students N/A 85 89 2
Male N/A 82 86 3
Female /A 89 o1 3
White N/A o1 94 =
Black N/A 79 85 3
Hispanic N/A 71 78 -3
Asian N/A 91 93 3
Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 87 89 3
Multiracial N/A 89 o1 3
Students with Disabilities N/A 59 70 =
Students without Disabilities N/A 89 2 =
Limited English Proficient N/A 55 62 3
Economically Disadvantaged N/A 77 84 .3
Not Ece ically Disadv d N/A 92 95 733
Migrant N/A 60 70 20

74




APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

Change
(2013-14 vs.

Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 [ 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Reading — CRCT 8™ grade

All students 81 85 83 733

Male 77 81 78 132

Female 85 89 87 733

White 88 91 89 733

Black 73 79 76 733

Hispanic 65 69 68 733

Asian 88 91 90 733

Native American/Alaskan Indian 82 84 87 TR

Multiracial 87 89 89 R

Students with Disabilities 43 50 50 o

Students without Disabilities 86 89 87 733

Limited English Proficient 46 49 45 733

E ically Disad d 71 76 74 33

Not Economically Disadvantaged 89 92 90

Migrant 51 54 53

Language Arts — CRCT 3rd grade

All students N/A 87 87
Male N/A 84 84
Female N/A 90 90
White N/A 92 92
Black N/A 32 32
Hispanic /A 71 77 733
Asian N/A 94 94 733
Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 91 94 /53
Multiracial N/A 90 90 o
Students with Disabilities N/A 67 68 e
Students without Disabilities N/A 90 90 782
Limited English Proficient N/A 65 66 733
Economically Disadvantaged N/A 81 81 733
Not Economically Disadvantaged N/A 93 93 733
Migrant N/A 69 71 e
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APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

Change
(2013-14 vs.

Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Language Arts — CRCT st grade

All students N/A 85 88 733

Male N/A 81 85 132

Female N/A 89 92 733

White N/A 90 93 i

Black N/A 80 84 733

Hispanic N/A 73 78 733

Asian N/A 92 94 733

Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 86 90 e

Multiracial N/A 88 91 i

Students with Disabilities /A 55 65 3

Students without Disabilities N/A 89 92 =

Limited English Proficient N/A 57 63 =

Ex ically Disad ged N/A 78 83 3

Not Economically Disadvantaged N/A 92 95 3

Migrant N/A 64 69 3
Language Arts — CRCT 8™ grade

All students 75 80 80

Male 68 75 74

Female 82 86 86

‘White 83 87 86

Black 66 74 73

Hispanic 55 63 63

Asian 85 89 89 3

Native American/Alaskan Indian 80 79 82 3

Multiracial 81 86 86 3

Students with Disabilities 31 39 41 3

Students without Disabilities 81 86 85 3

Limited English Proficient 37 42 40 3

Ed ically Disad ged 64 71 71 3

Not Economically Disadvantaged 84 89 88

Migrant 42 47 51
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APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

Change
(2013-14 vs.

Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Math — CRCT 3rd grade

All students 90 90 91 91 751

Male 88 89 91 89 73.7

Female 91 91 92 92 737

White 94 94 95 94 757

Black 84 83 87 85 757

Hispanic 83 85 87 88 37

Asian 96 97 97 97 57

Native American/Alaskan Indian 94 96 91 96 90

Multiracial 91 92 93 93 957

Students with Disabiliti: 72 74 78 74 T

Students without Disabilities 92 92 93 93 757

Limited English Proficient 74 78 82 84 737

Economically Disadvantaged 84 84 88 86 737

Not Economically Disadvantaged 95 95 96 95 5.7

Migrant 76 81 85 86 57
Math — CRCT 5th grade

All students 84 87 88 88 a7 838

Male 81 85 87 87 757 838

Female 86 89 90 90 b 838

‘White 90 92 94 94 ) 858

Black 75 80 83 82 e 838

Hispanic 76 80 82 84 757 838

Asian 94 95 97 97 77 838

Native American/Alaskan Indian 84 90 89 90 757 838

Multiracial 87 90 91 90 27

Students with Disabilities 52 59 63 63 985

Students without Disabilities 87 90 93 92 957

Limited English Proficient 65 69 73 74 737

Economically Disadvantaged 76 81 83 83 73,7

Not Economically Disadvantaged 91 94 94 95 5.1

Migrant 69 74 73 77 i
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APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

Change
(2013-14 vs.

Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 [ 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Math — CRCT 8™ grade

All students 67 73 69 77 81

Male 64 70 66 76 79

Female 69 76 71 79 84

White 77 82 79 87 89 838

Black 52 61 56 67 3 838

Hispanic 54 62 57 68 76 838

Asian 89 92 90 93 96 838

Native American/Alaskan Indian 70 75 73 83 84 858

Multiracial 73 78 75 84 85 838

Students with Disabilities 23 29 28 40 46 838

Students without Disabilities 72 79 74 82 86 838

Limited English Proficient 44 48 42 51 58 838

Economically Disadvantaged 53 61 56 67 73 8

Not Economically Disadvantaged 77 83 80 87 920

Migrant 13 19 13 56 62

High School Graduation Rates

All students 63 65 69 71 72 75 79
Male 59 62 66 67 69 72 76
Female 68 69 73 75 76 79 82
White 71 72 75 76 78 80 83
Black 53 57 62 64 66 69 74
Hispanic 49 50 55 56 60 66 71
Students with Disabilities 29 29 29 32 33 38 41
Students without Disabilities 67 70 74 75 77 80 83
Limited English Proficient 38 41 38 40 46 50 55
Economically Disadvantaged 52 56 60 62 63 67 73
Not Economically Disadvantaged 68 69 73 75 77 80 83
GHSGT - ELA
All students 95 94 95 96 96
Male 94 92 94 95 95
Female 96 95 96 97 97
White 98 97 97 98 98
Black 92 90 92 93 94
Hispanic 84 83 86 90 92
Students with Disabilities 74 65 69 73 76
Students without Disabilities 96 96 97 98 98
Limited English Proficient 67 66 68 75 74
Economically Disadvantaged 90 88 90 92 3
Not Economically Disadvantaged 97 96 97 98 98
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APPENDIX A18: EVIDENCE TABLE 5 - STATE GOALS Without Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Georgia's AMOs from the 2009 AVP Workbook
All NAEP are average scores
N/A under NAEP means Test Not Given in that year

HISTORIC PERFORMANCE

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 [ 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
GHSGT - Math
All students 91 92 92 92 92 93 95 = 93, 100.0
Male 91 92 92 92 92 92 95 93! 100.0
Female 91 93 92 92 92 93 95 = 93 1080
White 96 96 96 96 96 97 98 i, 9 1080
Black 84 86 85 86 86 88 91 12 L 100:0
Hispanic 84 86 88 89 90 91 94 e 100.0
Students with Disabilities 60 56 57 57 57 59 66 3 100.0
Students without Disabilities 93 95 95 95 95 96 97 £ - ; 100.0
Limited English Proficient 74 79 79 79 80 82 88 ; . 1000
Economically Disadvantaged 83 85 85 86 86 88 91 : 1 55 1000
Not Economically Disadvantaged 94 95 95 95 96 96 97 i £ 100.0

GHSGT - Science

All students 69 68 68 73 74
Male 73 72 72 76 77
Female 66 64 65 71 71
White 81 80 30 84 85
Black 50 50 50 56 60
Hispanic 47 46 51 59 64
Students with Disabilities 34 31 30 34 36
Students without Disabilities 71 71 71 76 78
Limited English Proficient 29 27 28 3 42
E ically Disadvantaged 49 19 50 57 60
Not Economically Disadvantaged 76 76 77 81 83
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APPENDIX A19: EVIDENCE TABLE 6 - STATE GOALS with Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Performance Targets for 200910, 2010-11, 2011 12, 201213 and 2013 14 WITH Race to the Top

HISTORIC PEREORMANCE

Change

2013-14 vs.

Test Type 2002-2003 [ 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 ‘ 2008-09)
Reading

CRCT 3" grade /A 90 92

CRCT 5" grade N/A 85 39

CRCT 8" grade 81 85 33
Math

CRCT 3™ grade N/A 89 39

CRCT 5" grade N/A 83 87

CRCT 8" grade 67 73 69
Science

CRCT 3" grade N/A 83 34

CRCT 5" grade N/A 86 39

CRCT 8" grade N/A 76 74
Language Arts

CRCT 3" grade NA 87 37

CRCT 5" grade N/A 85 38

CRCT 8™ grade 75 80 30

Reading — CRCT 3rd grade

All students N/A 90 92
Male N/A 88 90
Female N/A 93 94
‘White N/A 94 96
Black N/A 87 88
Hispanic N/A 80 85
Asian N/A 95 96
Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 93 99
Multiracial N/A 93 95
Students with Disabilities N/A 75 82
Students without Disabilities /A 93 94
Limited English Proficient N/A 70 77
E ically Disad i N/A 86 88
Not E ically Disad ged N/A 95 97
Migrant N/A 73 83
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APPENDIX A19: EVIDENCE TABLE 6 - STATE GOALS with Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Performance Targets for 200910, 2010-11, 2011 12, 201213 and 2013 14 WITH Race to the Top

HISTORIC PEREORMANCE

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 20112012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Reading — CRCT 5™ grade
All students /A 85 89
Male N/A 82 86
Female N/A 89 91
‘White N/A 91 94
Black N/A 79 85
Hispanic N/A 71 78
Asian N/A 91 93
Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 87 89
Multi N/A 89 91
Students with Disabilities N/A 59 70
Students without Disabilities N/A 89 92
Limited English Proficient N/A 55 62
E ically Disad 1| N/A 77 84
Not Economically Disadvantaged N/A 92 95
Migrant N/A 60 70
Reading — CRCT 8" grade
All students 81 85 83
Male 77 81 78
Female 85 89 87
‘White 38 91 89
Black 73 79 76
Hispanic 65 69 68
Asian 38 91 90
Native American/Alaskan Indian 82 84 87
Multiracial 87 89 89
Students with Disabilities 43 50 50
Students without Disabilities 86 89 87
Limited English Proficient 46 49 45
E ically Disad d 71 76 74
Not E ically Disad d 89 92 90
Migrant 51 54 53
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APPENDIX A19: EVIDENCE TABLE 6 - STATE GOALS with Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Performance Targets for 200910, 2010-11, 2011 12, 201213 and 2013 14 WITH Race to the Top

HISTORIC PEREORMANCE

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Language Arts — CRCT 3rd grade
All students N/A 87 87
Male N/A 84 84
Female N/A 90 90
‘White N/A 92 92
N/A 82 82
N/A 77 77
Asian N/A 94 94
Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 91 94
Multiracial N/A 90 90
Students with Disabilities N/A 67 68
Students without Disabilities N/A 90 90
Limited English Proficient N/A 65 66
E ically Disad i N/A 81 81
Not Economically Disadvantaged N/A 93 93
Migrant N/A 69 71
Language Arts — CRCT st grade
All students N/A 85 88
Male N/A 81 85
Female N/A 89 92
‘White N/A 90 93
Black /A 80 84
Hispanic N/A 3 78
Asian N/A 92 94
Native American/Alaskan Indian N/A 86 90
Multiracial N/A 88 91
Students with Disabilities N/A 55 65
Students without Disabilities /A 89 92
Limited English Proficient N/A 57 63
E ically Disad i} N/A 78 83
NotE ically Disad ged N/A 92 95
Migrant N/A 64 69
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APPENDIX A19: EVIDENCE TABLE 6 - STATE GOALS with Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Performance Targets for 200910, 2010-11, 2011 12, 201213 and 2013 14 WITH Race to the Top

HISTORIC PEREORMANCE

Change

(2013-14 vs.

Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Language Arts — CRCT gt grade

All students 73 80 80

Male 68 75 74

Female 82 86 86

‘White 83 87 86

Black 66 74 73

Hispanic 55 63 63

Asian 85 89 89

Native American/Alaskan Indian 80 79 82

Multiracial 81 86 86

Students with Disabilities 31 39 41

Students without Disabilities 81 86 85

Limited English Proficient 37 42 40

E ically Disad: d 64 71 71

Not E ically Disad d 84 89 88

Migrant 42 47 51

Math — CRCT 3rd grade

All students 90 90 o1 91
Male 88 89 91 89
Female 91 91 92 92
‘White 94 94 95 94
Black 84 83 87 85
Hispanic 83 85 87 88
Asian 96 97 97 97
Native American/Alaskan Indian 94 96 91 96
Multiracial 91 92 93 93
Students with Disabilities 72 74 78 74
Students without Disabilities 92 92 93 93
Limited English Proficient 74 78 82 84
E ically Disad: d 84 84 88 86
Not E ically Disad ged 95 95 96 95
Migrant 76 81 85 86
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APPENDIX A19: EVIDENCE TABLE 6 - STATE GOALS with Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Performance Targets for 200910, 2010-11, 2011 12, 201213 and 2013 14 WITH Race to the Top

HISTORIC PEREORMANCE

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
Math — CRCT 5th grade
All students 84 87 88 88
Male 81 85 87 87
Female 86 89 90 90
‘White 90 92 94 94
75 80 83 82
76 80 82 84
Asian 94 95 97 97
Native American/Alaskan Indian 84 90 89 90
Multiracial 87 90 91 90
Students with Disabilities 52 59 63 63
Students without Disabilities 87 90 93 92
Limited English Proficient 65 69 73 74
E ically Disad: d 76 81 83 83
NotE ically Disad ged o1 94 94 95
Migrant 69 74 73 77
Math — CRCT 8" grade
All students 67 73 69 77 81
Male 64 70 66 76 79
Female 69 76 71 79 84
‘White 77 82 79 87 89
Black 52 61 56 67 73
Hispanic 54 62 57 68 76
Asian 89 92 90 93 96
Native American/Alaskan Indian 70 75 73 83 84
Multiracial 73 78 75 84 85
Students with Disabilities 23 29 28 40 46
Students without Disabilities 72 79 74 82 86
Limited English Proficient 44 48 42 51 58
E ically Disad: d 53 61 56 67 73
NotE ically Disad d 77 83 380 87 90
Migrant 48 49 48 56 62
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APPENDIX A19: EVIDENCE TABLE 6 - STATE GOALS with Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Performance Targets for 200910, 2010-11, 2011 12, 201213 and 2013 14 WITH Race to the Top

HISTORIC PEREORMANCE

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
High School Graduation Rates
All students 63 65 69 71 72 75 79
Male 59 62 66 67 69 72 76
Female 68 69 73 75 76 79 82
‘White 71 72 75 76 78 80 83
Black 53 57 62 64 66 69 74
Hispanic 49 50 55 56 60 66 71
Students with Disabilities 29 29 29 32 33 38 41
Students without Disabilities 67 70 74 75 77 80 83
Limited English Proficient 38 41 38 40 46 50 55
E ically Disad | 52 56 60 62 63 67 73
Not Economically Disadvantaged 68 69 73 75 77 80 83

GHSGT -ELA

All students 95 94 95 96 96
Male 94 2 94 95 95
Female 96 95 96 97 97
‘White 98 97 97 98 98
Black 92 90 92 93 94
Hispanic 84 83 86 90 92
Students with Disabilities 74 65 69 73 76
Students without Disabilities 96 96 97 98 98
Limited English Proficient 67 66 68 75 74
Economically Disadvantaged 90 88 90 92 93
NotE ically Disad d 97 96 97 98 98
GHSGT - Math
All students 91 2 92 92 92
Male 91 92 92 92 92
Female 91 93 92 92 92
‘White 96 96 96 96 96
Black 84 86 85 86 86 1BD
Hispanic 84 86 88 89 90 : IBD
Students with Disabilities 60 56 57 57 57 1BD
Students without Disabilities 93 95 935 95 95 : 1BD
Limited English Proficient 74 79 79 79 80 1BD
E ically Disad | 83 85 85 86 86 1BD
Not E ically Disad ged 94 95 95 95 96 4 TBD
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APPENDIX A19: EVIDENCE TABLE 6 - STATE GOALS with Race to The Top

Period during which transition from Quality Core Curriculum to Georgia Performance Standards occurred.

Performance Targets for 200910, 2010-11, 2011 12, 201213 and 2013 14 WITH Race to the Top

HISTORIC PEREORMANCE

Change
(2013-14 vs.
Test Type 2002-2003 | 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 20112012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 2008-09)
GHSGT - Science
All students 69 68 68 73 74
Male 73 72 72 76 77
Female 66 64 65 71 71
‘White 81 80 80 84 85
Black 50 50 50 56 60
Hispanic 47 46 51 59 64
Students with Disabilities 34 31 30 34 36
Students without Disabilities 71 71 71 76 78
Limited English Proficient 29 27 28 35 42
E ically Disad | 49 49 50 57 60
Not Economically Disadvantaged 76 76 77 81 83
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Appendix A21: Agency Names and Acronyms by Reform Area

Agency Name or Position Title

Agency Acronym
or Abbreviated

Title

1. State Education | Bright from the Start: Department of Early Care & Leaming (Pre-K) | DECAL
Agencies Department of Education GaDOE
Georgia Student Finance Commission GSFC
Governor’s Office of Student Achievement GOSA
Georgia Professional Standards Commission PSC
Technical College System of Georgia TCSG
University System of Georgia USG

. Other
Education-
related Entities
/ Structures

State Executive Board SEB
Steering Committee SC
Race to the Top Implementation Director RT3 Director

3. Race to the Top
Oversight

. Standards &
Assessments
Implementation

5. Data Systems | Data Governance Committee DGC
Data Management Committee DMC
Information Technology Group ITG
Research Group RG
Statewide Longitudinal Data System Director SLDS Director

Great

Teachers and
Leaders

Deputy Superintendent for School Turnaround DSST
7. Turning Education Management Organization EMO
Around Finance and Business Operations (within GaDOE) FBO
Lowest- Govemor’s Office of Planning and Budget OPB
Achieving Lowest-Achieving School Committee LASC
Schools State Office of School Turnaround SOST
Teach for America TFA
Technical Assistance Firm TAF
The New Teacher Project TNTP
Vendor Selection Committee VSC
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Appendix A22: Oversight Structure for Standards and Assessments

- Oversight

R13 Implementation Director I:I
Core Activities

|:| Agencies / Departments

1”771 Advisory Committee

Standards and Assessments Recommendations / Ac

Evaluating, Development Development
Organizing and Rollout of of PLU Courses of PLU Courses
Enhancing Common Core Targeted at Targeted at

Development Raise

and Testing of Awareness of

Formative and Resources and
Benchmark Communicate

Delivery of
Training to
Teachers and

Existing Standards Standards <
Resources Delivery Assessments || LEATrAINGrs | o cecsments With Field

Captain: Deputy Superintendent for Standards, Instruction and Assessment (head of the OSIA at the GaDOE)

Support: Support: Support:
Associate Superintendent for Standards-Based Associate Superintendent for Assessment and Director of
Learning (ASBL) Accountability (ASAA) Communications

Director, GPB Education/Outreach (DOE)

Director, GPB
Education/Outreach

Academic Advisory Committee (AAC)
(ELA, Math)
Subject experts who assisted with development and
rollout of GPS. Subset can be called on to continue
to advise on matters related to standards

Iy

[

' Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
, ! Advises the ASAA on assessments

Iy
1

1
: State Superintendent’s Advisory Committees
: (Teacher Advisory, Principal Advisory, Student Advisory, Superintendent’s Advisory)
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Agreement between the Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia, the Governor’s
Office of Student Achievement, the Georgia Department of Education, the State Board of Technical
and Adult Education, the Georgia Professional Standards Commission, the Georgia Student
Finance Commission, and the Georgia Department of Early Care and Learning

WHEREAS, the Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia, the Governor’s Office of Student
Achievement, the Georgia Department of Education, the State Board of Technical and Adult Education,
the Georgia Professional Standards Commission, the Georgia Student Finance Commission, and the
Georgia Department of Early Care and Learning, individually or collectively known as the “Party” or
“Parties,” are committed to provide students and citizens of Georgia a nationally-renowned opportunity

for education,

WHEREAS, the Parties are committed to provide students and citizens of Georgia seamless education
from pre-kindergarten through postsecondary studies.

WHEREAS, each Party collects and maintains educational data relating to various aspects of Georgia’s
educational system;

WHEREAS, the Parties shall be required to share information as a part of the United States Department
of Education’s “Race to the Top;”

WHEREAS, the Parties shall develop a uniform, longitudinal data system to benefit the students and
citizens of Georgia by 2011.

WHEREAS, this agreement governs the sharing of data by the Parties and shall safeguard the
confidentiality of the student data as required by the Federal Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act
(FERPA) and other applicable laws and regulations. The sharing of information for the purposes of this
agreement is pursuant to 20 U.S.C. § 1232g, and 34 C.F.R. Part 99; however, some Parties may have
access to personally identifiable education records in connection with an audit or evaluation of federal or
state supported education programs under 34 C.F.R. 99.31(a)(3)(iv) and 34 C.F.R. 99.35, as school
officials with legitimate educational interests under 34 C.F.R. 99.31(a)(1), or other applicable provision of
FERPA or its implementing regulations; and

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises exchanged herein, the Parties hereby agree
as follows:

1. Wherever used in this agreement, unless specifically stated otherwise, the following terms will have
the respective meanings as ascribed as follows:

a. “Confidential Information” means information shared under this agreement that is personally
identifiable student information derived from education records as determined under the
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (“FERPA”), or any information or data that a
Party is required not to disclose by any federal or state law or contract. All Confidential
Information shared by the Parties under this agreement will be safeguarded by the parties
pursuant to paragraph four (4) of this agreement and will be used only to further the
Purposes of this agreement. Confidential Information does not include information that
is generally available in the public domain, information that is developed, received,
maintained, or disclosed for purposes other than those in this agreement, or information
that is required to be released by a Party to comply with a law, contract, or court order.
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b. “Purposes” means the specific purposes of this agreement as described in paragraph two (2) of
this agreement,

c. “Data Governance Board” means the group of Party representatives as described in paragraph
three (3) of this agreement,

d. “Third Party(ies)” means any person, group, corporation, or entity that is not a Party to this
agreement.

2. The Parties understand that the Purposes of this agreement are to allow Parties to share, among
themselves, education data those parties collect in order to:

track students over time, from preschool through postsecondary education;
enable the increased use of instructional improvement systems;

make the creation of cross-agency state reports more efficient;

provide longitudinal and cross-agency data for research purposes.

e oe

3. To further the Purposes of this agreement, the Parties will appoint a Data Governance Board to
promote collaboration between the Parties and ensure that all reports, products, articles, and
exchanges of information produced under this agreement comply with law. Each Party will
appoint at least one individual (generally each agency’s Chief of Staff) to serve as its
representative on the Data Governance Board. The Data Governance Board will hold regular
meetings, in-person or through other means, each month or as otherwise mutually agreed upon by
the Parties. The Data Governance Board will discuss process matters as well as identify issues
that may need to be addressed by the Parties to further the Purposes of this agreement, including
the release of Confidential Information to Third Parties.

4. The Parties understand that federal and state laws and regulations that govern access to and use of the
data and Confidential Information that are relevant to this agreement require strict adherence, and
the Parties must ensure that all actions under this agreement are in accordance with such laws.
Accordingly, the parties specifically acknowledge that:

a. Prior to any sharing of Confidential Information between the Parties or to Third Parties, the
Data Governance Board will determine that the anticipated sharing of Confidential
Information is permissible under FERPA or any other applicable law. The Data
Governance Board may not compel a Party to share Confidential Information under this
agreement if the Party determines that the disclosure of Confidential Information would
violate any federal or state law or court order. In the event that a Party makes such a
determination and another Party disputes that determination, the Parties shall request an
informal opinion from the Attorney General as to whether disclosure of the Confidential
Information would violate applicable law or court order. The informal opinion of the
Attorney General shall be binding on the Parties as to that issue.

b. Any party that shares Confidential Information under this agreement will retain all property
rights associated with such information in all instances when such information is not used

under the terms of this agreement.

c. Each Party may only disclose or use Confidential Information acquired from other Parties for
the Purposes of this agreement.
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d. Each Party shall maintain the confidentiality of all Confidential Information received from any
other Party. The recipient of Confidential Information shall not directly or indirectly use
or disclose such Confidential Information unless specifically permitted to do so pursuant
to the terms of the agreement. The obligation of confidentiality under this agreement shall
continue for the duration of the agreement except that the duty to protect the
confidentiality of student personally identifiable information shall extend in perpetuity.

e. The Parties will adhere to generally acceptable policies on information security, access and
employee controls in the handling and exchange of personally identifiable confidential
information. Such policies will adhere to generally-accepted best practice standards
related to information security, Parties will have a comprehensive control framework
based upon generally accepted best practices.

f. The Parties will limit access to Confidential Information to those employees or contractors
required to create, develop, exchange, maintain, analyze, and evaluate information or data
for the Purposes of this agreement. The Parties shall ensure that each such person is fully
cognizant of the restrictions placed upon the use and disclosure of the Confidential
Information.

g. When the Confidential Information that is exchanged between the Parties is no longer needed
to support the Purposes of this agreement, the Party or Parties that received the
Confidential Information shall destroy the Confidential Information and notify the Parties
of its destruction.

h. Each printed copy of Confidential Information exchanged by the Parties shall be stored in a
secure location, such as a locked desk or file cabinet, except when in use for the purposes
for which it was provided.

1. Electronic records containing Confidential Information exchanged by the Partics shall be stored
in secured computer facilities with strict automated data protection controls, protecting
access to individually-identifiable data to those with access authorization.

J- Each party will continue to manage its respective preexisting records and Confidential
Information in conformance with its practices and applicable statutes regarding
nondisclosure, privacy, and confidentiality.

5. The Parties understand the each Party is subject to Georgia law allowing personal inspection of public
records, O.C.G.A. § 50-18-70 et. seq., sometimes known as the Georgia Open Records Act. Each
party shall respond to requests to inspect public records as it would in its ordinary course of
business. To the extent a request to inspect public records would include data or information
shared or produced under this agreement, the Party shall take reasonable steps to notify the other
Parties of its obligations to permit inspection of the records prior to disclosure. The Parties will
not permit the public inspection of personally identifiable information protected by FERPA that it
received from another Party under this agreement except as required by a subpoena or court
order. The Parties will not permit any inspection of records received under this agreement that
are exempt from public inspection.

6. As determined by the Parties, the Parties may produce public reports, products, articles, publications, or
other materials, hereinafter referred to as “Public Reports,” to further the Purposes of this
Agreement. All Data included in Public Reports shall be included in the aggregate, so as not to
identify or enable the identification of Confidential Information.
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7. None of the Parties will use the other Parties’ name or marks in any publication or public statement
without prior written approval of the applicable Party.

8. Each Party will retain all rights in all its information, materials and intellectual property, including
information that is not Confidential Information, general skills, internal processes and trade
secrets other than Public Reports, that are developed by or on behalf of each Party prior to or
during the term of this agreement.

9. The Parties to this agreement understand that each Party is a “data collector” within the meaning of
0.C.G.A. § 10-1-911(2). Accordingly, each Party acknowledges its notification and other
obligations under O.C.G.A. § 10-1-910 et. seq. in the event of a breach of the security of its
system that compromises the security, confidentiality or integrity of personal information as
defined by law. In addition, in the event Confidential Information is disclosed or otherwise
released in an unauthorized manner, the party that disclosed or released the information shall
immediately notify the other parties to this agreement in accordance with paragraph eleven (11).

10. If a dispute among the Parties arises out of this agreement, those Parties agree to first try in good faith
to settle the dispute among them. If the Parties involved cannot reach an agreement on an issues
within fifteen (15) business days, the Parties may, at their option, engage the Data Governance
Board to resolve the dispute by providing written notice, and the Data Governance Board will
provide a recommended course of action to resolve the dispute within thirty (30) business days.
If the dispute can still not be resolved, or if the Parties cannot agree to engage the Data
Governance Board, the Parties agree to mediation before resorting to arbitration, litigation or
another dispute resolution procedure.

I'1. Legal notices under this agreement, including, but not limited to, notices of termination, notices of
non-compliance, shall be made delivered by certified mail, return receipt requested, or in person
with proof of delivery to the executive officer of each Party.

12. In the event that a Party is unable to fulfill the terms of the agreement due to circumstances
beyond its control, then the Party shall be released from its obligations under this
agreement (other than its obligation to maintain the confidentiality of Confidential
Information) upon Party’s notice of the conditions causing such inability to perform
being given to the other Parties pursuant to paragraph 11. Regardless of any release,
however, each Party’s duty to maintain the confidentiality of Confidential Information as
described in this agreement shall extend in perpetuity.

13. This agreement shall take effect upon completion of signatures and remain in effect for a term of five
(5) years from the date of the latest signature. By unanimous agreement, the Parties by may renew
this agreement under these terms at the conclusion of the term of the agreement.

4. This agreement may be amended at any time by written mutual agreement of the parties.

15. This agreement shall be governed by, construed, and applied in accordance with the laws of the State
of Georgia.

16. This agreement may be executed in counterparts which, when taken together, will constitute one
agreement. Copies of this agreement will be equally binding as originals and faxed or scanned
and emailed counterpart signatures will be sufficient to evidence execution.
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17. The Parties have shown their acceptance of the terms of the agreement by signing below.

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT,OF EDUCATION

By:

Name: _ KATHY (oX

Date: OOMLMVLJ la, 2010

UNIVERSITY SYSIEM OF GEORGIA

By: s

Name: EEROLL DAVIS

Date: gmwvg I&,2-01D

GEORGIA STUDENT FINANCE COMMISSION

h@e@é/brww\

Name: 11 ™M CovveEL-

Pate: _ Unumears 13, 2010
) [
GEORGIA PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS COMMISSION

By: ,%& < TS

Name: KELLY 1FNSON

Date: QWW [, 2010
D) CJ

(SIGNATURES CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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TECHNI(_}?

By: D\i ‘
Name: IZOf{jMQ teson

Date: UQMM,L(A/% [2,201lDd

s
ifled iR e

L COLLEGE SYSTEM OF GEORGIA
Wb

GOVERNOR'’S OFFICE OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
By Kt b Mather, ”

Name: _¥-0Wleen WIATHERS

Date: :ggij (2,200

DEPARTMENT OF EARLY CARE AND LEARNING

gy;UJ*-Uz L W

Name: [Pty BoBinvso N

Date: ,QM 12, LoLD
)
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- Oversight
:I Standing Implement. Committees

R13 Linplenientation Director I~ "7 standing Advisory Committees

: Lead Agency

|:| Other Involved Agencies

: Core Activities

v

« Oversight

Data Governance Committee
(Alliance Chiefs of Staff to Agency Heads + SLDS Director)

{

Make policy decisions

Data Management Committee Manage accuracy and
(Agency CIOs) quality of data
1
_____________ . ol ___.___
: Information Technology Group : Research Group
: (Data Architects) : (Researchers)
< Day-to-Day Management of Operations >
Department of i i i
Early Care and OE | SG i GOSA SG GSFC |
1 g | | |
[ [} i [ f § | !
i cIo ” 10 i 10 i ! SLDS Director i cI1o § CI § i cio i
I I [ 18 f I
i Support Staff H Support Staff || Support Staff || si staff || Support St | Sup Staff | | Support Staff
L L L B 3! i L
< Core Activities >
Continued Design and Bebeit Bevclebment Data Training and
Development of SLDS System p P Requests Communication
Student ID / Benchmarking Course — Transition
Core System Matching Reports taking and Other

P-20 Core
System
Design

Review and Training Manuals
Respond to and Training

Development System (LEASs, Patterns Reports for Hahieste Dalivery

Development Schools) Report All Sectors
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R13 Implementation Director

- Oversight

|:| Standing Implement. Committee

:I Core Activities / Work Groups
:l Agencies / Departments

Educator Effectiveness Committee
{Comprised of “Captains” of Core Activities / Work Groups below)

Development
and Validation

of Evaluation
Instruments

Development
of Value-
Added Model

Development
of Other
Quantitative
Instruments

Training of
Evaluators and
LEA Trainers

Monitoring of
Preparation
Programs and
Certifications
Requirements

Teacher and
Principal Prep
Programs /
Equitable
Distribution

Monitoring &
Evaluation of
Pilots &
Programs

: ] ] Captain: Captain: Captain: Captain: Captain: in:
OESI (GaDOE) GOS GOS OESI PSC usG GOSA

| I ] I I I I
Support: Support: Support: Support: Support: Support: Support:
GOSA Value- OESI VA vendor usG UTeach OESI

PSC added (VA) DECAL Institutions PSC

APS vendor Gwinnett GOSA uUsG

QESI PSC
TFA/TNTP

1
LEA Critical Feedback Group 1
{Comprised of Participating LEA representatives — superintendents, district central office staff, principals, teachers) :
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=
GEORGIE

DEPARTMENT OF

EDUCMION Office of the State Superintendent of Schools

Kathy Cox, State Superintendent of Schools

January 13, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan

Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Mr. Secretary:

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the Race to the Top grant application, as it has
truly sharpened our perspective on what we need to do in Georgia to turn around our persistently
lowest-achieving schools. Within the last few months, Georgia’s leadership has given a
significant amount of thought to how to best serve the persistently-lowest achieving schools in
our state. We recognize that turning around these schools is a fundamentally different task than
incremental school improvement, as it requires dramatically different approaches and some
tough decisions in the near future. With this in mind, we have decided to completely revamp our
approach to how we manage school turnaround issues at the State level.

We will separate out the function of school turnaround from the rest of our school improvement
division within the Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE) in order to dramatically increase
the visibility of this issue statewide and to create strong accountability for turnaround at the State
level. We will create a new position titled Deputy State Superintendent for School Turnaround.
The Deputy will be accountable for all the school turnaround goals we have set in our Race to
the Top application and will report directly to me. The Division of State Directed Schools (all
schools at Needs Improvement levels 5 or higher), which includes 45 State Directors who work
one-on-one with each of the NI-5 or higher schools, will report to the Deputy for School
Turnaround in the new organizational structure. The Deputy Superintendent for Education
Support and Improvement will continue to be responsible for increasing teacher and leader
effectiveness, and for school improvement in all schools other than NI-5 and higher schools. We
view the two positions as very complementary to each other.

The Deputy Superintendent for School Turnaround is a critical new position within the GaDOE,
but this is not just a GaDOE hire. The Deputy will collaborate with all other deputies within
GaDOE and will be a critical member of the State Superintendent’s Executive Cabinet, but will
also work very closely with all Alliance of Education Agency Heads, the Race to the Top
Implementation Director, and a number of critical external partners (including Teach for
America, The New Teacher Project, and any EMO and CMO organizations we select as part of
our turnaround effort).

2066 Twin Towers East » Atlanta, GA 30334 = (404) 656-2598 « Fax (404) 651-8737 » www.gadoe.org

An Equal Oppg§unity Employer
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In recognition of the “cross-cutting” role that the Deputy will play and the high visibility and
high statewide impact of the position, we will follow a new interagency hiring process to fill this
position. We are prepared to launch a national search for the position immediately, and will
form a cross-agency Search Committee responsible for identifying, interviewing, and selecting
the top candidates for this position. The Search Committee will make recommendations on
finalists to the State Superintendent and to the Governor, who will then jointly agree on the hire.

In the next few months, we will be undertaking intensive diagnostics of the districts that have
chosen to participate in the Race to the Top application by signing Memoranda of Understanding
with the State of Georgia. A team comprised of GaDOE experts, several agency heads and field
leaders (superintendents) will conduct these diagnostics and make recommendations on
turnaround models for each persistently lowest-achieving school. While there may exist a
perception today that State DOEs are not moving aggressively enough to turn around the
persistently lowest-achieving schools, I assure you that I am fully prepared, along with the new
Deputy Superintendent for School Turnaround, to make any hard decisions that are needed to
turn around our persistently lowest-achieving schools.

Ultimately, this is about what is best for our students, and I will do everything in my power to
ensure that all students in Georgia have equal opportunity and equal access to a high-quality
education, and are not disadvantaged in life simply because of where they live and what school
they are zoned to attend.

Thank you again for the opportunity to participate in this unprecedented reform moment.

Sincerely,

vk

State Superintendent of Schools, Georgia
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Deputy State Superintendent
for School Turnaround
(New Position)

- Oversight

|:| Standing Implement. Committee
|:| Core Activities / Work Groups
:l Agencies / Departments

|r_ __ _1| Standing Advisory Committees

Lowest-Achieving Schools Committee
{Comprised of “Captains” of Core Activities / Work Groups below)

Turnaround
Analysis /
Identifying
LAS and
Situation

Strategic
Resources
Review to

Identifying,
Securing and
Managing
Strategic
Partner

Optimize
Spending on

Managing
Innovation
Grants in
Support of
Turnaround

Providing
Appropriate
Supports to

Schools
(e.q,

Managing
Turnaround
Work

Monitoring &
Evaluation of

Pilots and
Programs

Expertise,

Diagnostics Induction)

Instruction

Relationships Work

Co-Captains: Captain: Captain: Captain: Captain: Captain: Captain:
SOST (GaDOE) OPB GOSA GOSA SOST SOST GOSA
Dep. Dir (GOSA)
! I | | I ] ]
Support: Support: Support: Support: Support: Support: Support:
GOSA FBO SOST uUsG PSC TFA SOST
GAIC TNTP OPB
Science EMO FBO
centers DECAL
Chambers

! LEA Critical Feedback Group (same group as for Educator Effectiveness activities 1
| {Comprised of Participating LEA representatives — superintendents, district central office staff, principals, teachers) :
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SYSTEM-wide Approach to Effectiveness and Accountability

(Within K-12)

e Creates and implements policies (standards, assessments,
State educator certification requirements, AYP requirements, etc.)

e Monitors student achievement across districts
¢ Provides support in the form of funding, professional

Support ‘ ﬁAccountability development and other services

District Effectiveness Measure ¢ Implements state and district policies
(DEM) e Responsible for student achievement across schools

e Provides support to school leaders through district’s central

office functions (recruiting, hiring, professional development)
Leader Effectiveness Measure e Provides instructional leadership and manages school

(LEM) operations
e Responsible for school-wide performance
e Evaluates teachers and ensures that they have appropriate
‘ professional development supports to achieve full potential
Teacher Effectiveness Measure ¢ Provides instruction to students, teaching to Georgia’s
(TEM) Performance Standards and using data to modify
instruction

e Responsible for student learning and achievement

SYSTEM-wide Approach to Effectiveness and Accountability

(Across K-12 and Teacher Preparation Programs)

| State / Public

Support ‘ﬁ Accountability Support %Accountabiﬁty

Teacher and Leader Preparation Program
Effectiveness Measure
(TPPEM and LPPEM)

District Effectiveness Measure
(DEM)

e TPPs and LPPs prepare teacher candidates for the
profession of teaching in K-12 classrooms, and prepare
principals to lead schools and develop teachers

¢ Graduate teacher candidates who have the content and
pedagogy skills to be successful in boosting student
learning

¢ Graduate principal candidates who have the leadership
and management skills to change culture, motivate
staff, increase student learning, and manage schools in
fiscally responsible way

¢ May provide support to graduates in various ways
(professional development, mentorship, etc.)

Support ‘ Support %Accountabiﬁty

School Leaders

o Districts implement state and district policies
* Responsible for student achievement across schools

e Provide support to school leaders through district’s
central office functions (recruiting, hiring,
professional development, etc.)

Teachers
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- Oversight

|:] Core Activities / Work Groups
|:| Agencies / Departments

R12 Implementation Director

RT3 Financial Analysis, Budgeting and Reporting RT3 Research and Development (Evaluation)

Financial Tracking and Creation of

Analysis and Disbursement Monitoring of Sunimary Monitoting & Tracking &
Budgeting of RT3 Funds RT3 Fund £ fuati £ Reporting diti £
Siipport te All to Fun Reports for Eva ual:lo-n o of all RT3 Au |t|[19 o
RT3 Particinatin Spending at GARI3 all RT3 Pilots berfoiinanie Academic Data
thcipating Participating Implementation and Programs I‘:P_arsures

Implementation LEAs
Teams LEAS Team and US ED

Captain: Captain:
Chief Financial Officer, FBO (DOE) Deputy Director;, GOSA
Support: Support:
OPB SOST (GaDOE)
OESI (GaDOE)
OSIA (GaDOE)
PSC
uUsG
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L. Georgia Race to the Top Budget Summary Table

O 00 N O Uk WN R

e el e
H W N R O

Budget Part |: Budget Summary Table

Total Cost

Project Project Project Project
Year 1 (a) Year 2 (b) Year 3 (c) Year 4 (d) Total

Budget categories

Personnel $5,007,250 $9,403,476  $14,961,010 $17,105,419  $46,477,155
Fringe Benefits $1,514,932  $1,586,851  $1,546,615  $1,126,909 5,775,307
Travel $305,833  $1,384,033 $159,133 $33,300 1,882,300
Equipment $1,965,076 $1,359,828 $908,890 $373,033 4,606,828
Supplies $8,000 $1,004,338 $103,831 $99,831 1,216,000
Contractual $41,014,853  $34,924,169  $30,702,767  $26,976,814 133,618,603
Training Stipends $1,658,333  $2,386,833  $1,433,583  $1,200,250 6,679,000
Other $300,750  $1,160,167 $506,817 $433,644 2,401,377
Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8) $51,775,028  $53,209,695  $50,322,647  $47,349,200 $202,656,570
Indirect Costs (@10% of personnel and fringe) 652,218 1,099,033 1,650,763 1,823,233 5,225,246
Funding for Involved LEAs SO S0 S0 SO 0
Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs $1,250,000 $7,510,823 $5,250,911 $9,250,911 23,262,645
Total Costs (lines 9-12) $53,677,246  $61,819,550 $57,224,321  $58,423,344 $231,144,460
Funding for All LEAs (@50% of Total) $53,677,246 $61,819,550 $57,224,321 $58,423,344 $231,144,460
Total $107,354,492 $123,639,100 $114,448,641 $116,846,687 $462,288,921
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II. Summary Budget Narrative

Overall, the Georgia Race to the Top budget is $462MM distributed evenly between districts and the State. Throughout the
development of this budget, the team worked with Georgia’s seven state education agencies and several implementation teams
including agency senior staff and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget. This cross-organizational approach was used to
ensure that all educational initiatives and funding align. A breakout of the budget by assurance area can be found below:

Assurance Area State Pertion % of Total
of Budget

Great Teachers & Leaders S 83,696,188 36%
Turning Around Lowest Achieving Schools S 52,938,628 23%
Data Systems to Improve Instruction S 31,476,524 14%
Innovation Fund S 22,000,000 10%
Standards & Assessments S 18,361,740 8%
Project Management S 16,102,385 7%
Invitational Priority #3: Early Learning Outcomes S 1,343,750 1%
Indirect Costs S 5,225,246 2%
Totals S 231,144,460 100%

GREAT TEACHERS AND LEADERS

This represents the biggest portion of the State’s proposed budget. At the heart of the State’s plan is increasing the overall
effectiveness of teachers and principals, recognizing that effective teachers and principals are critical factors in raising student
achievement. 36% ($83.7MM) of the State’s portion of the budget is dedicated to developing and evaluating Georgia’s teachers and
leaders. Much of the spend early on will come in the form of developing Teacher Effectiveness and Leader Effectiveness
Measures (TEMs and LEMs respectively) to accurately measure a teacher or principal’s impact on students. Indeed, at least 50% of
the TEM and LEM scores will come from student progress, and these scores will be used in key talent management decisions in
Participating LEAs (including targeted professional development, compensation, promotion and career advancement opportunities,
and dismissal decisions).
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Georgia’s partnering LEAs are eager to participate in the development of a more rigorous and quantitatively-based evaluation system
as a basis for teacher and principal compensation. 23 LEAs representing approximately 40% of the teacher population have
signed Memoranda of Understanding with the State. These LEAs will collaborate with the State to finalize the evaluation system
in 2010-11, begin to implement the evaluation system in 2011-12, and will qualify for access to the new (proposed) performance-
based compensation system for their teachers in 2013-14 (LEAs will need two full years of reliable evaluation and effectiveness data
on their teachers before they can tie compensation-related decisions to the data). LEAs will pay for the performance-based
compensation program out of their portion of RT3 funding, per the MOU they signed with the State. A description of the
performance-pay system is provided in Appendix D12: Performance-based Compensation Guidelines.

The evaluation system will be rolled out to more than the 23 Participating LEAs. The State’s goal is to roll out the entire evaluation
system (including the value-added model, the research-based evaluation tool, and new quantitative measures such as surveys) to all
LEAs over the 4-year period of the RT3 grant. Since 2010-11 is a planning and validation year, rollout will begin with the 2011-12
year, which translates into an average of 60 LEAs coming on board every year (181 LEAs spread over 3 years) through 2013-14.

Legislation is currently being introduced to adopt a new state salary schedule, requiring LEAs (beyond the 23 Participating LEAs) to
opt into the new compensation system beginning in 2014-15. (See Section D2). However, should those LEAs (beyond the 23 who
have signed MOUs with the State) that have two years’ worth of effectiveness data on their teachers want to opt into the new
compensation system in 2013-14, they can do so, upon signing an MOU with the State (to obtain a waiver from the current state
salary schedule). The State is confident that it can absorb these compensation costs by using historic cost of living adjustments as a
funding source. Using cost of living adjustments as a funding source for performance-based compensation will also help ensure
overall sustainability of the performance-based compensation program beyond RT3.

In order to grow the pipeline of effective teachers in STEM fields, Georgia is partnering with UTeach and will fund four UTeach
sites in the State. And to provide targeted professional development to teachers and rigorous courses to students in STEM,
Georgia is also partnering with the Georgia Institute of Technology’s outreach center CEISMC. CEISMC will develop rigorous
standards-aligned STEM courses for middle school and high school students, and will also provide targeted professional development
to teachers.
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TURNING AROUND LOWEST-ACHIEVING SCHOOLS

This is the second largest part of the State’s proposed budget at $52.9MM (23% of the State’s portion of the RT3 budget). Georgia
recognizes that it will need to take a bolder, more aggressive approach to school improvement in order to turn around the 30+ schools
that have persisted in NI status for the last seven years (these schools were on the original list of NI schools in 2003, and have
remained on that list since then). In addition, there are other schools (among the current total of 278 NI schools) that need assistance
as soon as possible in order to prevent another generation of students from going through a low-quality learning environment that will

not allow them to achieve their full potential.

Of the 23 LEAs that have signed MOUs with the State, 13 LEAs (or over 56%) have schools that are persistently lowest-achieving.
Of the 62 schools that we have identified as persistently lowest-achieving in the State of Georgia (based on methodology described in
section E2), 34 schools (or 55%) are included in the LEAs that have signed MOUs with the State.

RT3 gives Georgia an unprecedented opportunity to enter into strategic partnerships with organizations such as Teach for America
(TFA) and The New Teacher Project (TNTP), which will help increase the pipeline of effective teachers to those lowest-achieving
schools. Partnerships with TFA and TNTP will first and foremost target LEAs with lowest-achieving schools, although to the extent
that there are other LEAs (without lowest-achieving schools) in the same regional clusters, they too can benefit from the pipeline of
teachers that will be developed by TFA and TNTP.

Georgia also recognizes that it will need EMO and CMO partners to make the restart option feasible for LEAs. While the State has
had some preliminary conversations with EMOs to better understand their business model and to arrive at some realistic cost estimates
for the RT3 budget, the selection of ultimate partners will follow the State’s standard RFP process.

Finally, Georgia is also expanding its existing partnership with Communities in Schools in Georgia (CISGA) to allow for the
creation of up to 4 new CISGA-led centers in LEAs that have lowest-achieving schools. These centers may either take the form of
Performance Learning Centers (deliver prevention services to high school students who are at risk of drop out) or Life and Learning
Academies (deliver services to middle school students who are also at risk of dropping out; will be piloted in Georgia in Sept. 2010).
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DATA SYSTEMS TO IMPROVE INSTRUCTION

The third component of Georgia’s RT3 budget is Data Systems at $31.5MM, or 14% of the State’s portion of the RT3 budget.
Accurate TEM and LEM scores for performance-based pay hinge critically upon reliable and timely data at an extremely
granular level, hence the additional investments required in statewide longitudinal data systems. Although Georgia is one of
only eleven states that currently capture all 10 elements identified in the Data Quality Campaign, further improvements are necessary
to track teacher and principal performance. More frequent and robust collection of student performance data and stronger links
between students and teachers are already under development with the first round of SLDS federal grants ($8.9MM).

Georgia has also applied for an additional $15MM in the second SLDS grant under ARRA (grant award decisions to be determined in
May 2010). The $31.5MM requested for the State Longitudinal Data System in the State’s portion of the RT3 budget is incremental
to the funds (and activities) requested in the two SLDS rounds mentioned above. Should Georgia fail to receive round two of SLDS
funding, additional SLDS funds, beyond what is included in the RT3 budget, will be required in order to allow Georgia to implement
its system-wide (teacher, principal, district, and preparation program) effectiveness and accountability approach.

A strong Statewide Longitudinal Data System will also open the door to a rapid-time decision support system. Teachers, school
administrators, parents, researchers, and other constituents will be able to access user-friendly reports via an online web portal.
Equally important is the development of instructional improvement reports for teachers. Instructional Improvement Reports require
not only a data system as a foundation but also the formative and benchmark assessments necessary to provide frequent and
actionable feedback to teachers, both projects in Georgia’s RT3 plan.

STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

The fourth component of Georgia’s RT3 budget is Standards and Assessments at $18.4MM or 8% of the state’s portion of the RT3
budget. These costs include the following main categories: (1) preparation of materials for roll-out of Common Core Standards (e.g.,
organization of resources, identification of gaps, website resources); (2) development of training courses related to CCS; (3) delivery

of the training through several modes (face-to-face training for school/district teams—up to 4 trainees per school; online training with
facilitation for new teachers; and online training without facilitation for veteran teachers); (4) development of formative and
benchmark assessment to allow teachers to have more “real-time” information on progress of their students; (5) development of
assessments / data training courses (focused on how to create formative assessments; how to utilize assessment data to modify and
improve instruction); and (6) delivery of these assessment training courses (online, with facilitation).
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INNOVATION FUND

A competitive Innovation Fund will be funded by $22MM from the RT3 grant (10% of the State’s portion of the budget). Grants will
be awarded from this fund to partners that have innovative and high-impact programs aimed at one or more of the following: (1)
raising student achievement through development and delivery of applied courses, or applied experiences outside the classroom; (2)
raising teacher effectiveness through support for innovative induction programs that are true partnerships between K-12 schools
systems and institutions of higher education (IHE); and (3) increasing the pipeline of effective teachers by focusing on growing local
capacity through Grow Your Own Teacher (GYOT) programs in the neediest rural regions (through partnerships between K-12 school
systems and IHEs). These GYOT programs would be complementary to the partnerships with TFA and TNTP in that they would
focus on the local community and target a completely different demographic (career changers in the local community; adults in the
community who may or may not have completed a college degree; and high capacity freshman and sophomore students currently
enrolled in local IHEs who might be enticed into the teaching profession. The State is currently in discussions with private partners to
augment the $22MM Innovation Fund with private and philanthropic funds.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Project management costs amount to $16.1MM or 7% of the State’s portion of the RT3 budget. Project management includes costs of
dedicated staff and a project management office that crosses all of the assurance areas. This will ensure that all of the projects and
funding are aligned:

(1) New positions dedicated to oversight of critical RT3 initiatives, e.g., the RT3 Implementation Director overseeing the entire
effort; the Deputy Superintendent for School Turnaround overseeing turnaround of lowest-achieving schools, and Innovation
Fund Director overseeing the competitive grant award process against the Innovation Fund. See organization charts in
Appendices A20, A22, A24, A25, A27, and A29.

(2) New dedicated teams to focus on specific reform areas or functions: SLDS Director and support staff; Research and
Development staff in GOSA dedicated to monitoring, tracking, auditing and evaluating pilots and progress against
performance measures; dedicated budget staff to support budgeting and financial analyses needs across the initiatives;

(3) External technical assistance to support implementation efforts at the State level (while internal State capacity is being built),
to conduct strategic resource reallocation reviews for a select number of districts and also at the State level, and to provide
strategic planning guidance to the State as needed, throughout its implementation efforts. The technical assistance partner will
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help the State develop frameworks, processes and tools that the State will then be able to deploy in other districts as part of the
overall effort to optimize use of financial resources in the service of instruction.

III. Timing of Funds
Projects have been aligned so that funds are distributed relatively evenly across all four years. However, earlier years will be more

development-heavy (e.g. development of assessments, Value Added Model, longitudinal data system, etc.) while later years will be
more implementation-heavy (e.g. rollout of differentiated pay, etc.).

IV. Leveraging Other Funding Sources

a) Federal Funds: The State will utilize existing and future federal grants where possible to leverage any RT3 funding and to
advance goals developed under RT3.

School Improvement Grants (SIG) will directly impact the lowest achieving schools. Georgia will receive approximately $120MM
in SIG funds. They will be aligned to those disbursed to LEAs as part of Race to the Top and will mutually reinforce one another.
The list of SIG schools directly aligns with the lowest achieving schools identified in RT3 (the SIG list is broader, but includes the
persistently lowest-achieving schools identified as a core focus of RT3 school turnaround efforts). SIG disbursements to low
achieving schools are expected to range between $250K and $500K per school per year (depending on the number of schools that will
be eligible to receive these funds). This funding on top of the RT3 funding for lowest-achieving schools will provide significant
resources for cutting edge school improvement initiatives.

The first and second round SLDS grants will be used to expand the breadth, quality, and frequency of data collections and develop a
reporting system electronically accessible by all 7 Georgia educational agencies and external constituents to varying degrees.
Additional RT3 funds will build upon this system, improve collections to the point where student progress can be accurately
measured, and add capabilities for a rapid-time decision support systems and linkages into non-educational systems (e.g. Georgia
Department of Labor). These additional system capabilities will be critical in capturing the quality of data necessary to accurately
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evaluate teachers and leaders. Georgia’s proposed RT3 budget will need to be adjusted should the State’s second round SLDS grant
not be awarded.

Approximately 5% of the $75MM in Georgia’s Title II A funds ($3MM to $4MM annually) is directly aligned with several RT3
initiatives including the Innovation Fund and performance-based compensation program. Indeed, Title II A regulations require that
the Stat<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>