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Part II:  LEA Application 2011 

Cover Page
	LEA Name:
	LEA Mailing Address:

	LEA Contact for the School Improvement Grant

Name:

Position and Office:

Contact’s Mailing Address:

Telephone:

Fax:

Email Address:



	Superintendent (Printed Name):
	Telephone:

	Signature of Superintendent:

X________________________________________
	Date:

	The District, through its authorized representative, agrees to comply with all requirements applicable to the School Improvement Grants program, including the assurances contained herein and the conditions that apply to any waivers that the District receives through this application.


LEA Name: ______________________________________________________________________________
	Section A.  SCHOOLS TO BE SERVED:  An LEA must include the following information with respect to the schools it will serve with a School Improvement Grant.  

	An LEA must identify each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school the LEA commits to serve and identify the model that the LEA will use in each Tier I and Tier II school. 

Note: An LEA that has nine or more Tier I and Tier II schools may not implement the Transformation Model in more than 50 percent of those schools. 

	School Name
	NCES ID#
	Tier I
	Tier II
	Tier III
	Intervention (Tier I and Tier II Only)

	
	
	
	
	
	Turnaround
	Restart
	Closure
	Transformation

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
Sections B, B-1, and C must be completed for each Tier I and Tier II school applying for this grant.  Section B, number 6, Section B-1, and Section C must be completed for each Tier III school applying for this grant.
	Section B.  DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION:  An LEA must include the following information in its application for a School Improvement Grant.


	1. For each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must analyze the needs of each school and select an intervention model for each school.  

a) Complete the School Profile (Attachment 1a:  Elementary School Profile, Attachment 1b:  Middle School Profile, Attachment 1c:  High School Profile).

b) If available, attach the “Target Areas for Improvement” section from the Georgia Assessment of Performance on School Standards (GAPSS) reviews completed within the last two years.

	c) Provide a narrative describing the outcomes of analyzing the data (school needs).

(Respond Here)

	d) Provide rationale for the intervention model selected.

(Respond Here)

	e) For each Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must describe how the LEA has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier II school in order to implement, fully and effectively, the required strategies of the school intervention model it has selected.

(Respond Here)


	2. If the LEA is not applying to serve each Tier I school, the LEA must explain why it lacks capacity to serve each Tier I school.  
The following guiding questions can be used to respond:

a) Is there evidence of past failures of the LEA to support school improvement initiatives?

b) Is there evidence that the LEA has diligently worked to implement, support and monitor such initiatives as standards-based classrooms, data rooms, and appropriate assessment practices?

c) Is there a School Improvement Specialist working in the LEA?

d) Has the LEA demonstrated support of the School Improvement Specialist’s efforts?

e) Is there a person at the LEA level that has been hired to work specifically with school improvement efforts?

f) Is there evidence that the LEA has required specific school improvement initiatives for all schools?  Examples include, but are not limited to:  implementation of the Georgia School Standards, GAPSS reviews in many or all schools, analysis of high-impact practices shown in the Georgia’s Implementation Resource Guide, functional leadership teams in all schools, and a LEA representative on all leadership teams.

(Respond Here)

	3. Complete the appropriate portion of Attachment 2 (2a:  Turnaround Model, 2b:  School Closure Model, 2c:  Restart Model, 2d:  Transformation Model) that corresponds to the model selected 
for each Tier I and Tier II school.  Attachment 2 addresses the LEA’s actions it has taken, or will take, to:

a. Design and implement the interventions consistent with the final requirements of the model selected for each school.  
b. Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality.
c. Align other resources with the interventions.
d. Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the interventions fully and effectively.
e. Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

	4. Complete the appropriate portion of Attachment 2 that delineates the timeline to implement the selected intervention model in each Tier I and Tier II school.

	5. Complete the appropriate portion of Attachment 2 that pertains to annual goals.  The annual goals will be used to monitor the Tier I and Tier II schools that receive school improvement funds.  The LEA must report each school’s annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessment in Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics, as well as graduation rate for high schools.  This does not apply to the school closure model.


	6/7.  Complete Attachment 3 for each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve.  The LEA must describe the services the school will receive and/or the activities the school will implement as well as the annual goals that the LEA will use to monitor progress.

	8. The LEA must describe and provide evidence of how it has consulted with relevant stakeholders (e.g., parents, community representatives, business and industry leaders, school staff, school council members, students, higher education leaders, etc.), as appropriate, regarding the LEA’s application and plans for implementation of school improvement models in its Tier I and Tier II schools.

(Respond Here)


	Section B-1. ADDITIONAL EVALUATION CRITERIA: In addition to the evaluation criteria listed in Section B, the SEA must evaluate the following information in an LEA’s budget and application:

	The LEA must describe preliminary activities that will be carried out during the pre-implementation period to help prepare for full implementation in the following school year, including a proposed budget to support these activities.  (For a description of allowable activities during the pre-implementation period, please refer to Section J of the FY 2010 SIG Guidance.)

1. The LEA activities and proposed budget should include the following elements:

· The first year budget includes funds to cover preparatory activities carried out during the pre-implementation period. (See budget templates Attachments 4 and 4a)
· The funds for the first year cover full  and effective implementation through the duration of the 2011-2012 school year, in addition to preparatory activities carried out during the pre-implementation period

· The  pre-implementation activities:

· Are reasonable and necessary.

· Are allowable

· Directly related to the full and effective implementation of the model selected by the LEA.

· Address the needs identified by the LEA.

· Advance the overall goal of the SIG program of improving student academic achievement in persistently lowest-achieving schools.

· Adequately prepare the school and district leaders to effectively and fully implement the selected model.

(Respond Here)




	Section C.  BUDGET:  An LEA must complete a budget that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the LEA will use each year in each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school it commits to serve.

	1. The LEA must provide a budget (Attachments 4, Budget Detail, and 4a, Budget Template) –that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the LEA will use each year to: 

a. Implement the selected model in each Tier I and Tier II school it commits to serve.
b. Conduct LEA-level activities, including pre-implementation activities, designed to support implementation of the selected school intervention models in the LEA’s Tier I and Tier II schools.
c. Support school improvement activities, at the school or LEA level, for each Tier III school identified in the LEA’s application.

Note:  An LEA’s budget should cover three years of full implementation and be of sufficient size and scope to implement the selected school intervention model in each Tier I and Tier II school the LEA commits to serve. Any funding for activities during the pre-implementation period must be included in the first year of the LEA’s three-year budget plan. 

An LEA’s budget for each year may not exceed the number of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools it commits to serve multiplied by $2,000,000 or no more than $6,000,000 over three years. 



	Section D.  ASSURANCES:  An LEA must include the following assurances in its application for a School Improvement Grant.

	The LEA must assure that it will:

(1) Use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and effectively an intervention in Tier I and Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve consistent with final requirements.

(2) Establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics and measure progress on the leading indicators in section III of the final requirements in order to monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that it serves with school improvement funds, and establish goals (approved by the SEA) to hold accountable its Tier III schools that receive school improvement funds.

(3) If the LEA implements a restart model in a Tier I or Tier II school, include in its contract or agreement terms and provisions to hold the charter operator, charter management organization, or education management organization accountable for complying with the final requirements.

(4) Report to the SEA the school-level data required under section III of the final requirements. 


	Section E.  WAIVERS:  If the SEA has requested any waivers of requirements applicable to the LEA’s School Improvement Grant, an LEA must indicate which of those waivers it intends to implement.

	The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement.  If the LEA does not intend to 
implement the waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which schools it will implement the waiver. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  “Starting over” in the school improvement timeline for Tier I and Tier II Title I participating schools implementing a turnaround or restart model.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Implementing a schoolwide program in a Tier I or Tier II Title I participating school that does not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold.




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile

LEA Name: ​​​​​​​​​​​​​




School Name: 





















Grades: 



















 

School Enrollment Total: 



NOTES:  EDFacts data that is housed at the Georgia Department of Education will be provided in noted areas. 


Enter “NA” for any fields for which you do not have data. 

	School Data

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	AYP status 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AYP targets the school met
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	
	
	
	

	AYP targets the school missed
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	School improvement status
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of days within the school year
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of minutes within the school day
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of minutes within the school year
	 
	 
	 
	  
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Student Outcome/Academic Progress Data

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage of limited English proficient students who attain English language proficiency 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage dropout rate 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	
	
	
	

	Percentage student attendance rate
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of discipline incidents coded as 900 as reported to state
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of truants
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage teacher attendance rate
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Distribution of Certified Staff by Performance Level

as Designated on the LEA’s Certified Staff Evaluation System

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Number of certified staff
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of certified staff  evaluated
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Certified Staff Evaluated at Each Performance Level

	Percentage rated Satisfactory 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage rated Unsatisfactory
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage non-renewed
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT Reading

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT Reading

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT Reading

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT English Language Arts

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT English Language Arts

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT English Language Arts

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT Mathematics

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 



Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT Mathematics
Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 3 CRCT Mathematics

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008***
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 



Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT Reading

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT Reading

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT Reading

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT English Language Arts

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT English Language Arts

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT English Language Arts

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT Mathematics

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 



Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT Mathematics

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 4 CRCT Mathematics

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008***
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 



Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT Reading

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT Reading

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT Reading

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT English Language Arts

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile

	Grade 5 CRCT English Language Arts

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT English Language Arts

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT Mathematics

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 



Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT Mathematics

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1a - Elementary School Profile
	Grade 5 CRCT Mathematics

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008***
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 

Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

LEA Name:




School Name: 



Grades: 


 

School Enrollment Total: 



NOTES:  EDFacts data that is housed at the Georgia Department of Education will be provided in noted areas. 


Enter “NA” for any fields for which you do not have data. 

	School Data

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	AYP status 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AYP targets the school met
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AYP targets the school missed
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	School improvement status
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	  
	 
	 

	Number of days within the school year
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of minutes within the school day
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of minutes within the school year
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 



Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

	Student Outcome/Academic Progress Data

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage of limited English proficient students who attain English language proficiency 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage dropout rate 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage student attendance rate
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of discipline incidents coded as 900 as reported to state
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of truants
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage teacher attendance rate
	  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

	Distribution of Certified Staff by Performance Level

as Designated on the LEA’s Certified Staff Evaluation System

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Number of certified staff
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of certified staff  evaluated
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	  
	 

	Certified Staff Evaluated at Each Performance Level

	Percentage rated Satisfactory 
	 
	 
	  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage rated Unsatisfactory
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage non-renewed
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

	Grade 6 CRCT Reading

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

	Grade 6 CRCT Reading

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

	Grade 6 CRCT Reading

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

	Grade 6 CRCT English Language Arts

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 6 CRCT English Language Arts

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 6 CRCT English Language Arts

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 6 CRCT Mathematics

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile

	Grade 6 CRCT Mathematics

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 6 CRCT Mathematics

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT Reading

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT Reading

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT Reading

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT English Language Arts

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT English Language Arts

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT English Language Arts

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT Mathematics

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT Mathematics

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 7 CRCT Mathematics
Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT Reading

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT Reading

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT Reading

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT English Language Arts

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT English Language Arts

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT English Language Arts

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT Mathematics

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 



Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT Mathematics

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1b - Middle School Profile
	Grade 8 CRCT Mathematics

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008***
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards)


Attachment 1c - High School Profile

LEA Name: ​​​​​​​​​​​​​




School Name: 





















Grades: 



















 

School Enrollment Total: 



NOTES:  EDFacts data that is housed at the Georgia Department of Education will be provided in noted areas. 


Enter “NA” for any fields for which you do not have data. 

	SCHOOL DATA

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	AYP status 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AYP targets the school met
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AYP targets the school missed
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	  

	School improvement status
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of days within the school year
	 
	 
	  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of minutes within the school day
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of minutes within the school year
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	 STUDENT OUTCOME/ACADEMIC PROGRESS DATA

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage of limited English proficient students who attain English language proficiency 
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Graduation rate (percentage)
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Dropout rate (percentage)
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	  

	Student attendance rate (percentage)
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of students completing advanced coursework (AP)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage of students completing advanced coursework (AP)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of students completing advanced coursework (IB)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage of students completing advanced coursework (IB)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of students completing advanced coursework (early-college high schools)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage of students completing advanced coursework (early-college high schools)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	  




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	 STUDENT OUTCOME/ACADEMIC PROGRESS DATA

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Number of students completing advanced coursework (dual enrollment classes)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage of students completing advanced coursework (dual enrollment classes)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	College enrollment rate
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	  
	 

	Number of discipline incidents coded as 900 as reported to state
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of truants
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	 EDFacts
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Teacher attendance rate
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	Distribution of Certified Staff by Performance Level

as Designated on the LEA’s Certified Staff Evaluation System

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Number of certified staff
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of teachers evaluated
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Certified Staff Evaluated at Each Performance Level

	Percentage rated Satisfactory 
	 
	 
	  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage rated Unsatisfactory
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage non-renewed
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	GHSGT Spring First-time 11th Grade Test-Takers English Language Arts

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	GHSGT Spring First-time 11th Grade Test-Takers English Language Arts

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	GHSGT Spring First-time 11th Grade Test-Takers English Language Arts

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	GHSGT Spring First-time 11th Grade Test-Takers Mathematics

Percent of Students Who Met or Exceeded

	Subgroups
	N
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	FAY Students 
with Test Scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 



Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	GHSGT Spring First-time 11th Grade Test-Takers Mathematics

Student Participation Rate

	Subgroups
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011***
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Students 
with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percentage Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	GHSGT Spring First-time 11th Grade Test-Takers Mathematics

Average Scale Score

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011***
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Achievement Quartiles
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th
	1st
	2nd
	3rd
	4th

	FAY students with test scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Black
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiracial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students with Disabilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


***State assessment changed to align with the new curriculum implementation. (Georgia Performance Standards) 


Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	Mathematics I: Algebra/Geometry/Statistics

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage passed course
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage passed EOCT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Mathematics II: Geometry/Algebra II/Statistics

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage passed course
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Percentage passed EOCT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


***This data will not be available for Mathematics I and Mathematics II until 2010. 



Attachment 1c - High School Profile
	English Language Arts: Ninth Grade Literature and Composition

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage passed course
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	
	
	
	

	Percentage passed EOCT
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	
	
	
	


	English Language Arts: American Literature and Composition

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2008-2009
	2009-2010
	2010-2011
	2011-2012
	2012-2013

	Percentage passed course
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	
	
	
	

	Percentage passed EOCT
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	EDFacts
	
	
	
	




Attachment 2a - Turnaround Model

LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
The LEA must:

	A1.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A2.  Using 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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A3.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A4.  Provide staff 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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:



Attachment 2a - Turnaround Model
	A5.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A6.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A7.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A8.  Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time (as defined in this notice).

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A9.  Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for students.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:



Attachment 2a - Turnaround Model
	B.  Conduct a rigorous review process to recruit, screen, and select an external provider to ensure quality.  

	Actions:

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the turnaround model.
	Timeline:
	Budget:


	B-1.  Describe proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-implementation period, including a proposed budget.  

	Actions:

	Timeline:
	Budget:


	C.  Align additional resources with the interventions. 

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	D.  Modify practices or policies, if necessary, to enable the school to implement the interventions fully and effectively.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	E.  Sustain the reform after the funding period ends.  

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:



Attachment 2a - Turnaround Model
LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
	Annual Goals:  The LEA must establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics to be used to monitor Tier I and Tier II schools.  Write the annual goals below.

	Reading/English Language Arts

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year



	Mathematics

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year



	Graduation Rate

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year






Attachment 2b - School Closure Model

LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
School Closure Model:  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. 

The LEA must:

	A.  Define the process used for closing the school.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	B.  Conduct a rigorous review process to recruit, screen, and select an external provider to ensure quality.  

	Actions:

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.
	Timeline:
	Budget:


	B-1.  Describe proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-implementation period, including a proposed budget.  

	Actions:

	Timeline:
	Budget:


	C.  Align additional resources with the interventions. 

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


Attachment 2b - School Closure Model
	D.  Modify practices or policies, if necessary, to enable the school to implement the interventions fully and effectively.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	E.  Sustain the reform after the funding period ends.  

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:



Attachment 2b - School Closure Model

LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
	Annual Goals:  The LEA must establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics to be used to monitor Tier I and Tier II schools.  Write the annual goals below.

	Reading/English Language Arts

	2010-2011 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	2011-2012 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	2012-2013 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	Mathematics

	2010-2011 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	2011-2012 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	2012-2013 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	Graduation Rate

	2010-2011 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	2011-2012 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.

	2012-2013 School Year

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the school closure model.




Attachment 2c - Restart Model

LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
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.

The LEA must:

	A.  Design and implement the interventions consistent with the final requirements of the model selected for each school based on the outcomes to be achieved by the external management providers.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	B.  Conduct a rigorous review process to recruit, screen, and select a charter school operator, a charter management organization (CMO), or an education management organization (EMO).  List potential charter school operators, CMO and/or EMO and the qualifications of each.  

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	B-1.  Describe proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-implementation period, including a proposed budget.  

	Actions:

	Timeline:
	Budget:


	C.  Align additional resources with the interventions. 

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


Attachment 2c - Restart Model
	
D.  Modify practices or policies, if necessary, to enable the school to implement the interventions fully and effectively.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	E.  Sustain the reform after the funding period ends.  

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:



Attachment 2c - Restart Model
LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
	Annual Goals:  The LEA must establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics to be used to monitor Tier I and Tier II schools.  Write the annual goals below.

	Reading/English Language Arts

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year



	Mathematics

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year



	Graduation Rate

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year






Attachment 2d - Transformation Model

LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
The LEA must:

	A1.  Replace the principal who led the school prior to commencement of the transformation model.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A2.  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 multiple 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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:


	Budget:


	A3.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:




Attachment 2d - Transformation Model
	A4.  Provide staff 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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A5.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A6.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A7.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A8.  Establish schedules and strategies that provide increased learning time (as defined in this notice).

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:




Attachment 2d - Transformation Model
	A9.  Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A10.  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.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	A11.  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).

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	B.  Conduct a rigorous review process to recruit, screen, and select an external provider to ensure quality.  

	Actions:

Do not complete this section.  This item does not apply to the transformation model.
	Timeline:
	Budget:


	B-1.  Describe proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-implementation period, including a proposed budget.  

	Actions:

	Timeline:
	Budget:


	C.  Align additional resources with the interventions. 

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


Attachment 2d - Transformation Model
	D.  Modify practices or policies, if necessary, to enable the school to implement the interventions fully and effectively.

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:


	E.  Sustain the reform after the funding period ends.  

	Actions:


	Timeline:
	Budget:




Attachment 2d - Transformation Model
LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
	Annual Goals:  The LEA must establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics to be used to monitor Tier I and Tier II schools.  Write the annual goals below.

	Reading/English Language Arts

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year



	Mathematics

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year



	Graduation Rate

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year






Attachment 3 - Tier III Schools

LEA Name: __________________________________________________________________________
School Name: _________________________________________________________________________
	Describe the services the school will receive and/or the strategies the Tier III school will implement.

	


	Annual Goals:  The LEA must establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics to be used to monitor Tier III schools.  Write the annual goals below.

	Reading/English Language Arts

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year



	Mathematics

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year






Attachment 3 - Tier III Schools
	Graduation Rate

	2010-2011 School Year



	2011-2012 School Year



	2012-2013 School Year






Attachment 4 - Budget Detail
	LEA Name:

	School Served: 



	Intervention Model:                                                                         Tier Level: 

	Fiscal Year: July 1,      through June 30,      

	Instructions:  Please provide a comprehensive three-year budget for each school to be served with SIG funds.  Each fiscal year should be represented by a separate budget detail page.  Please provide an accurate description of the services, personnel, instructional strategies, professional learning activities, extended learning opportunities, contracted services, and any other costs associated with the implementation of the chosen intervention model. Please reference Appendix A. 


	Object Class
	Item Description
	Costs
	

	100
	Personal
	 
	 
	

	 
	Services
	 
	 
	

	 
	(Salaries)
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   

	200
	Benefits
	 
	 
	

	
	
	 
	 
	

	 
	
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   

	300
	Purchased
	 
	 
	

	
	Professional
	 
	 
	

	 
	& Technical
	 
	 
	

	 
	Services
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   

	500
	Other
	 
	 
	

	 
	Purchased
	 
	 
	

	 
	Services
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   

	600
	Supplies
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   

	700
	Property
	 
	 
	

	 
	(Capitalized
	 
	 
	

	 
	Equipment)
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   


	800
	Other 
	 
	 
	

	 
	Objects
	 
	 
	

	 
	
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   

	900
	Other 
	 
	 
	

	 
	Uses
	 
	 
	

	 
	
	 
	 
	 Object Total 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                 -   

	
	
	
	
	 

	
	
	School Total
	
	 $                 -   




Attachment 4a - Budget Template

	LEA       BUDGET

	
	Year 1 Budget
	Year 2 Budget
	Year 3 Budget
	Three-Year Total

	
	Pre-Implementation
	Year 1 – Full Implementation
	
	
	

	School Name
	
	
	
	
	

	School Name
	
	
	
	
	

	School Name
	
	
	
	
	

	LEA-level Activities
	
	
	
	

	Total Budget
	
	
	
	




Attachment 5 - Checklist

	Section A.  SCHOOLS TO BE SERVED

	The chart is complete:
	

	· All Tier I, II, and III schools are identified.
	(

	· Intervention models are selected for each Tier I and Tier II school.
	(

	· If more than nine schools will be served, only 50 percent or less have selected the transformation model.
	(

	· An explanation for the Tier I schools that the LEA is not applying to serve has been provided.
	(

	
	

	Section B.  DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION
	

	1. Data Sources and Narrative 
	

	· All sections of the School Profile are complete (Attachment 1a:  Elementary School Profile, Attachment 1b:  Middle School Profile, Attachment 1c:  High School Profile).  Minimum requirement
	(

	· The narrative reflects the analysis of multiple sources of data to determine school needs. If the narrative reflects the analysis of additional sources of data, such as process, demographic and/or perception data, summary reports for the data must be attached to the application. 
	(

	· A rationale for selection of intervention model is provided.
	(

	2. Capacity

· Description identifies multiple resources (e.g., human, material, technical, etc.) and related support (e.g., commitment of school board to remove barriers, credentials of staff, recruitment process, area technical colleges and universities, job-embedded professional learning, etc.).

· Complete all parts of Section B. 2.

· Attachment 7a:  Capacity Factor Chart, Attachment 7b:  Restructuring Team Checklist, and Attachment 7c:  Selecting Turnaround Leaders are tools that you may use to assist in determining the LEA’s capacity to provide adequate resources and related support.

· To ensure the quality of an external provider chosen by the LEA, the SEA will look for specific examples of the following actions for:

· Demonstrating capacity to devote staff, facilities, funding, services, and other resources exclusively to the management contracting function.

· Demonstrating flexibility in removing barriers for the contract schools.

· Ensuring that the LEA’s central office staff will support successful implementation of the contract.
	(
(
(
(




Attachment 5 – Checklist
	· To ensure that the LEA will modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the interventions fully and effectively, the SEA will look for specific examples of the following actions for:

· Reviewing local board policies which would restrict a school’s ability to implement requirements of the intervention models for Tier I and Tier II schools.

· Ensuring that the LEA’s central office staff will support successful implementation of the interventions and school improvement strategies.

· Demonstrating flexibility in removing barriers that will interfere with the intervention models selected.
	(


	3. Description

· The appropriate portion of Attachment 2 (2a:  Turnaround Model, 2b:  School Closure Model, 2c:  Restart Model, 2d:  Transformation Model) is complete and provides specific examples of actions that the LEA has taken or will take to implement the selected model for each Tier I and Tier II school applying for this grant.

· To ensure the quality of an external provider chosen by the LEA, the SEA will look for specific examples of the following actions for:

· Developing a written policy and procedure for selecting external providers and utilizing the process.

· Demonstrating that it has used a rigorous selection process to choose contract school providers, which will include: 

· A Public Notice of Intent process.

· An assessment of the applicant provider’s knowledge of, skill with, and success rate related to the intervention model selected.

· A thorough review of each applicant’s administrative, organizational structure, legal, and financial perspectives.

· Documentation that references have been contacted to verify prior successful implementation of the selected intervention model.

· Ensuring that the providers know how to choose and manage school leaders who have the competencies to work effectively in a reform environment.

· Clarifying the roles for the school provider and LEA that will be a part of the contract.

· Defining a process for cancelling the contract and restructuring when a contract provider is not successful.  

· Including stakeholders such as parents and community groups throughout the entire process.

· Establishing clear goals and closely monitoring school performance.

· Establishing a clear timeframe for measuring gains in student achievement.
	(
(



Attachment 5 - Checklist
	· To ensure alignment of other resources with the interventions, the SEA will look for specific examples of actions the LEA has taken or will take for:

· Developing a plan complete with strategies that focus on the individual school’s student achievement needs.

· Ensuring Title I schoolwide schools are consolidating ESEA funds to upgrade the entire educational system of the school.

· Providing job-embedded professional learning for teachers.

· Ensuring that each school has developed the intervention model that aligns all funding available to the school to implement specific strategies. 

· To ensure that reforms are sustained after the funding period ends, the SEA will review the LEA process for:

· Developing a plan with a timeline for continued implementation of the intervention strategies.

· Measuring progress and adjusting strategies that have not proven to be effective.

· Aligning funds to continue supporting successful intervention efforts and progress.

· Providing continued professional learning opportunities that link to the intervention strategies and annual goals for student achievement.
	(
(


	4. Timeline
	

	· Found in Attachment 2 (2a:  Turnaround Model, 2b:  School Closure Model, 2c:  Restart Model, 2d:  Transformation Model), the timeline addresses implementation of the basic elements of the selected intervention model and ensures that the basic elements of the intervention model will be initiated by the beginning of the 2010-2011 school year.  The timeline provides a clear picture of implementation of the intervention model throughout the duration of the grant.
	(

	5. Annual Goals
	

	· Annual goals are written for student achievement on the State’s assessments in Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics for Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.  (LEAs applying for Tier I and Tier II schools have completed the portion of Attachment 2 that pertains to annual goals and LEAs applying for Tier III schools have completed Attachment 3.)
	(

	· Annual goals are written for the graduation rate for Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III high schools.
	(

	· Annual goals are written for three years.
	(

	· The annual goals are specific, measurable, attainable, results-oriented, and time bound.
	(


Attachment 5 - Checklist
	6. Tier III Schools
	

	· The services the school will receive and/or the activities the school will implement are clearly described in Attachment 3.
	(

	7. Stakeholder Representation
	

	· Relevant stakeholders have been consulted regarding the LEA’s application and plans for implementation of school improvement models selected for its Tier I and Tier II schools.
	(

	· Evidence is provided addressing stakeholder notification and involvement (e.g., agendas and minutes from school council meetings, web postings, newsletters, etc.).
	(


	B-1.  Pre-Implementation Activities and Budget  

	· Pre-implementation activities are described. 

· A proposed budget is included. 
	(
(


	Section C.   DEVELOP A BUDGET
	

	· The LEA has completed a budget on Attachments 4 and 4a for each Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III school.
	(


	Section D.  ASSURANCES
	

	· The superintendent agrees to the assurances for the School Improvement Grant.
	(

	
	

	Section E.  WAIVERS
	

	· The superintendent agrees to the waivers included in the School Improvement Grant.
	(




Attachment 6 - Rubric
	Concept
	Not Evident
	Needs Revision
	Meets

	Rationale
	There is no evidence to support that data was analyzed to determine school needs and select the most appropriate intervention model.
	Data has been collected; however, there is limited evidence that the data collected has been sufficiently analyzed to determine school needs resulting in the selection of an appropriate intervention model.
	Sufficient data, including student achievement, process, demographic, and perception data, has been collected and analyzed to support the selection of the intervention model.  The rationale clearly justifies the selection of the intervention model based on data analysis and school needs.

	Capacity
	There is no evidence in the application that indicates the LEA has the capacity to provide adequate resources and support to fully and effectively implement the intervention model selected.
	Actions described in the application lack the detail necessary to ensure the LEA is prepared and committed to fully and effectively implement the selected intervention model.  More specific information regarding resources, support, and commitment is needed.  
	Actions described in the application indicate that the LEA is prepared and committed to provide the necessary resources and support to implement the selected intervention model fully and effectively.  In addition, the application indicates the LEA is prepared and committed to provide the school sufficient operational flexibility to fully implement a comprehensive approach to substantially improve student achievement outcomes.

To ensure the quality of an external provider chosen by the LEA, the SEA will look for specific examples of the following actions for:

· Demonstrating capacity to devote staff, facilities, funding, services, and other resources exclusively to the management contracting function.

· Demonstrating flexibility in removing barriers for the contract schools.

· Ensuring that the LEA’s central office staff will support successful implementation of the contract.    


	Concept
	Not Evident
	Needs Revision
	Meets

	Capacity
	
	
	      To ensure that the LEA will modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the interventions fully and effectively, the SEA will look for specific examples of the following actions for:

· Reviewing local board policies which would restrict a school’s ability to implement requirements of the intervention models for Tier I and Tier II schools.

· Ensuring that the LEA’s central office staff will support successful implementation of the interventions and school improvement strategies.

· Demonstrating flexibility in removing barriers that will interfere with the intervention models selected.


	Concept
	Not Evident
	Needs Revision
	Meets

	Implementation
	There is no evidence in the application that indicates implementation of the intervention model has been thoroughly planned.
	Actions described in the application are not fully aligned with the final requirements of the intervention model selected.  Actions lack innovation and do not reflect a strong focus on improving student achievement.
	Actions described in the application reflect comprehensive and strategic planning to ensure implementation of the intervention model.  The actions described include specific processes and strategies that are aligned with the final requirements of the intervention model selected.  The actions are innovative, comprehensive, and focus on improving student achievement.

To ensure the quality of an external provider chosen by the LEA, the SEA will look for specific examples of the following actions for:

· Developing a written policy and procedure for selecting external providers and utilizing the process.

· Demonstrating that it has used a rigorous selection process to choose contract school providers, which will include: 

· A Public Notice of Intent process.

· An assessment of the applicant provider’s knowledge of, skill with, and success rate related to the intervention model selected.

· A thorough review of each applicant’s administrative, organizational structure, legal, and financial perspectives.

· Documentation that references have been contacted to verify prior successful implementation of the selected intervention model.


	Concept
	Not Evident
	Needs Revision
	Meets

	Implementation
	
	
	· Ensuring that the providers know how to choose and manage school leaders who have the competencies to work effectively in a reform environment.

· Clarifying the roles for the school provider and LEA that will be a part of the contract.

· Defining a process for cancelling the contract and restructuring when a contract provider is not successful.  

· Including stakeholders such as parents and community groups throughout the entire process.

· Establishing clear goals and closely monitoring school performance.

· Establishing a clear timeframe for measuring gains in student achievement.

To ensure alignment of other resources with the interventions, the SEA will look for specific examples of actions the LEA has taken or will take for:

· Developing a plan complete with strategies that focus on the individual school’s student achievement needs.

· Ensuring Title I schoolwide schools are consolidating ESEA funds to upgrade the entire educational system of the school.

· Providing job-embedded professional learning for teachers.

· Ensuring that each school has developed the intervention model that aligns all funding available to the school to implement specific strategies.


	Concept
	Not Evident
	Needs Revision
	Meets

	Allocation of Funds
	There is no evidence that sufficient funds are allocated to support implementation of the intervention model, and the actions and strategies funded do not align with the final requirements of the intervention model selected.
	Funds are allocated to support the implementation of the intervention model; however, the actions and strategies funded are not consistently aligned to improving student achievement and/or the final requirements of the intervention model.
	The actions and strategies funded directly support improving student achievement and are aligned to the final requirements of the intervention model.  Funds allocated are sufficient to support implementation of the intervention model selected.  

	Sustainability
	There is no evidence in the application that indicates actions will be taken to maintain implementation of the processes and strategies that positively impact student achievement.
	An initial plan describes actions the LEA will take to maintain implementation of the processes and strategies required for the intervention model selected; however, the plan does not describe the specific actions the LEA will take after the funding period ends.
	An initial plan describes actions the LEA will take to maintain implementation of the processes and strategies that positively impact student achievement.  The plan identifies preliminary steps that will be taken to retain human, material, and financial resources after the funding period ends.  In addition, the plan addresses LEA support (e.g., policies, professional learning opportunities, protected time, etc.) for the actions and strategies that positively impact student achievement.

To ensure that reforms are sustained after the funding period ends, the SEA will review the LEA process for:

· Developing a plan with a timeline for continued implementation of the intervention strategies.

· Measuring progress and adjusting strategies that have not proven to be effective.

· Aligning funds to continue supporting successful intervention efforts and progress.

	
	
	
	· Providing continued professional learning opportunities that link to the intervention strategies and annual goals for student achievement.




Attachment 7a - Capacity Factor Chart

	Factor:
	Strength:  
We have this or already do this:
	Weakness:  
This is a weakness; but we could improve if:
	Opportunity:  
If these external changes occur, this could be 
a strength:
	Threat:  
If these external changes occur, this could be 
a weakness:

	Team Staff:

Our LEA has staff qualified for a restructuring team.

*Complete the Restructuring Team Checklist
	
	
	
	

	Will:  
Our LEA is willing to take extreme action in failing schools.
	
	
	
	

	Outsiders:  
Our LEA is willing to bring in external support if needed for student learning.
	
	
	
	

	Insiders:  
Our LEA is willing to require central staff to make many changes to support restructured schools.
	
	
	
	

	Flexibility:  
Our LEA is willing to give capable leaders unprecedented freedom to change, even if this creates inconsistency and inconvenience.
	
	
	
	


Note: This table was adapted from The Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement publication, School Restructuring Under No child Left Behind: What Works When? A Guide for Education Leaders, 2006. 



Attachment 7b - Restructuring Team Checklist

Team Members:  Who should be on your team to organize restructuring throughout the LEA?  Readiness and willingness to drive major change are important, but credibility and LEA knowledge are also important.

Lead Organizer:  In a smaller LEA, the superintendent may lead the team.  In a larger LEA, this might be a deputy or assistant superintendent or other senior person who is ready and able to organize a major change process.  In some cases, a credible outsider who is familiar with the LEA schools may be best.  Strong team leadership skills are essential to keep the team motivated, informed, and productive through a challenging change process.

Qualifications to consider for your total working team include people with:
· A Drive for Results

A record of implementing change despite political and practical barriers.
An unyielding belief that all children-no matter how disadvantaged-can learn.
Organizing and planning skills to keep the decision process and implementation for each failing school on track.
· Relationship and Influence Skills

Good relationships with a wide range of district staff, parents, and community organizations.

Willingness and ability to disagree with others politely; a “thick skin.”

Teamwork skills to complete tasks responsibly and support team members.

Strong influence skills.

· Readiness for Change

An open mind about ways to improve student learning.

Willingness to learn about what kinds of big changes work under differing circumstances.

Willingness to try new restructuring strategies.

No political agenda that may interfere with student learning-centered decisions.

· Knowledge to do What Works (or willingness to acquire it quickly)

Knowledge of the formal and informal decision-making processes in your district.

Knowledge of past efforts to change and improve schools in your LEA.

Knowledge of education management, effective schools research with a focus on what has been proven to produce student learning results with disadvantaged children.

Note: This table was adapted from The Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement publication, School Restructuring Under No child Left Behind: What Works When? A Guide for Education Leaders, 2006. 



Attachment 7c - Selecting Turnaround Leaders
Instructions:  Assess leaders available to this school.  Does the school’s current principal or other available leader in the LEA have these competencies?  Have they demonstrated these behaviors?  Can you recruit for these competencies and behaviors?

Summarize your findings here:


We  FORMCHECKBOX 
  do   FORMCHECKBOX 
  do not have a turnaround leader available to this school.


We  FORMCHECKBOX 
 can  FORMCHECKBOX 
 cannot recruit additional turnaround leaders.

Possible turnaround candidates within the LEA:

	Competencies
	Current Principal
	Other Available District Principals
	Can Recruit 
for This
	Do not Have and Cannot Recruit for This

	Driving for results:  setting high goals, taking initiative, being relentlessly persistent to succeed.
	
	
	
	

	Solving problems:  using performance data to identify and solve immediate problems.
	
	
	
	

	Showing confidence:  exhibiting confidence, using failure to initiate problem solving, not excusing failure.
	
	
	
	

	Influence:  influencing immediate action toward the school’s goals.
	
	
	
	

	Teamwork and cooperation:  getting input and keeping others informed.
	
	
	
	

	Conceptual thinking:  connecting the mission, learning standards, and curriculum to clarify for all.
	
	
	
	

	Team leadership:  assuming the role as leader and motivating staff to perform despite challenges.
	
	
	
	

	Organizational commitment:  making personal sacrifices needed for school success.
	
	
	
	

	Communicating a compelling vision:  rousing staff to commit energy to the change.
	
	
	
	


Note: This table was adapted from The Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement publication, School Restructuring Under No child Left Behind: What Works When? A Guide for Education Leaders, 2006. 



Attachment 8 - School Improvement Services

  Division of School Improvement - Services

The Division of School Improvement provides a range of services to districts and schools in Georgia.  The goal of the services is to assist district and school staff with the continuous improvement process so that teaching and learning positively impacts students in Georgia.  

GAPSS Analysis – The GAPSS Analysis: Closing the Gap process provides detailed information for a school on the progress towards full implementation of the School Keys: Unlocking Excellence through the Georgia School Standards.  Any school in Georgia can request a school review from the Division of School Improvement of the Georgia Department of Education.  The review consists of classroom observations, staff surveys, interviews, and document reviews.  The review process involves the following steps.

· Team members introduce themselves at a faculty meeting prior to the beginning of Day 1. They will ease concerns of the staff and convey an understanding of the team’s agenda.

· The principal should plan to do a 15-20 minute presentation of the data to the review team using Guiding Questions as provided by the team leader.

· Interviews of various school stakeholders are conducted during the review process. 

· Classroom observations using the observation instrument are completed in all classrooms, with all teachers. 

· The review team meets to compile, discuss, chart and share the collected data from the review sorted by the eight strands of the School Keys.

· Using the shared data, the team determines the school’s implementation level for each element/row in the GAPSS Summary Report.

· The team may include clarifying comments relative to elements as needed.

· The team identifies next steps for identified areas of need to support the school leadership in the school improvement effort. 

· The team leader and designated members of the review team meet with the principal and school leadership team, and, if applicable, the system contact person, to discuss the summary.
Instructional Coach Training – This training is offered to school-based instructional coaches.  The training is designed to provide participants with tools and resources to enhance the impact school-based instructional coaches have on teacher practice and student achievement.  The training helps to clarify and explicitly define expectations of instructional coaches and ensures that coaches have the knowledge and skills to facilitate high quality, job-embedded professional learning that improves teacher practice and student achievement.  Instructional coaches learn to engage teachers in the following job-embedded learning strategies.

· Explicit instruction

· Modeling

· Facilitation of collaborative learning and planning

· Observations with feedback

Analysis of student work

· Summer Leadership Academy – Each summer, the Division of School Improvement provides an intensive, weeklong professional learning opportunity for school-based leadership teams  Schools may send a team of ten to participate in the academy.  Schools may send additional staff members as space permits.  The purpose of the academy is to strengthen the school improvement planning process.  School teams are engaged in the school improvement planning process throughout the academy.  Sessions provide support to school teams with the following actions.
· Engaging leadership teams in the right work

· Collecting and analyzing the four types of data (student achievement data, process data, demographic data, and perception data)

· Developing SMART goals

· Selecting appropriate strategies, actions, and interventions to meet school improvement goals

· Identifying artifacts and evidence of implementation 

· Creating a professional learning plan to support implementation

· Designing a plan for monitoring implementation of the school improvement plan

Leadership teams complete the academy with a product, a systematically and deliberately developed school improvement plan that is ready to be refined, implemented, and monitored immediately.

Data Teams Training – The Division of School Improvement provides a one-day training to teams of teachers that focuses on building the capacity of teacher teams to engage in a cycle of data analysis to improve teaching and learning.  The data team process engages collaborative teacher teams in results-driven, job-embedded professional learning.  Teams of teachers learn the following steps in the data team cycle.

· Collect and chart data

· Analyze strengths and obstacles

· Establish goals

· Select instructional strategies to help them meet the goals

· Determine what is expected when the strategy is implemented 

Formative Assessment Training – The Division of School Improvement offers a series of three formative assessment professional learning opportunities.  The first session provides an overview of effective formative assessment strategies and practices.  The second session addresses the development of common assessments and actions educators may take to analyze the results from common assessments.  The third and final session is focused on the development of effective test items that serve as a foundation for lessons.  

School Improvement Specialists – The Division of School Improvement employs field-based school improvement specialists who provide on-site support and guidance to school staff as they engage in the continuous improvement process.  School improvement specialists provide support by engaging in the following actions.

· Guiding leaders in developing and sustaining a leadership team that is focused on continuous improvement in order to increase student achievement

· Guiding leaders, the leadership team, and collaborative learning teams with the development of structures and processes that support standards-based, job-embedded, results-driven professional learning and brokering professional learning resources as needed with emphasis on Thinking Maps®, Data Teams, formative assessment, and Active Literacy

· Assisting the leadership team in maximizing the use of Title I School Improvement Grant funds, if applicable

· Guiding school leaders in creating and sustaining a culture of data-driven decision making

· Guiding the leadership team and collaborative learning teams in creating school improvement plans that are action plans with measurable goals

· Guiding the leadership team and collaborative learning teams with:

· Implementing the GPS within standards-based classrooms

· Monitoring the implementation of the GPS within standards-based classrooms

· Facilitating the leadership team and collaborative learning teams’ development, implementation, and continuous monitoring of a formalized system of data-driven intervention(s)

· Assisting the leadership team in continuously assessing progress toward fully-operational high impact practices

· Guiding leaders in sustaining the school improvement process through all strands of the School Keys: Unlocking Excellence through the Georgia School Standards in order to increase student achievement

· Guiding the leadership team, collaborative learning teams, and individual teachers (through observation, modeling, and feedback) in best practices that will directly lead to increased academic achievement for individual students and subgroups in relation to AYP targets
· Guiding the leadership team in interventions to monitor and improve student and teacher attendance
· Guiding the leadership team in the development of action plans
Thinking Maps® Training – This training is organized by the Division of School Improvement in an effort to reduce costs for schools that are interested in implementing Thinking Maps® as an instructional strategy to improve student engagement and student achievement.  The Division of School Improvement staff members are trained in Thinking Maps® and can facilitate and support implementation of the instructional strategy.  Thinking Maps® provides leaders, teachers, and students with a common visual language for learning within and across disciplines that supports eight cognitive thinking processes.

· Defining

· Classifying

· Describing

· Comparing/Contrasting

· Sequencing

· Analyzing cause and effect

· Identifying part to whole relationships

· Seeing analogies

Active Literacy Training – This training is offered to teachers and leaders.  The training shows teachers – at every grade level and in every subject area – how to integrate the teaching of literacy skills into their daily curriculum.  With an emphasis on schoolwide collaborative planning, the training shows how curriculum mapping sustains literacy between grade levels and subjects.  The training offers teaching strategies to help students in primary through high school do the following.

· Learn, retain, and use vocabulary

· Take better notes in class 

· Edit and revise their writing 

· Speak and listen more effectively

Graduation Coach Support – The Division of School Improvement offers support to districts and schools with the implementation of Graduation Coach programs and other best practices and strategies to support increasing the graduation rate in Georgia.  The Graduation Coach Work Management System (WMS) was designed not only to improve the quality of data available to the state program office, but also to serve as a tool to enable graduation coaches to make data-driven decisions about which services to deliver and to whom.  The Graduation Coach Work Management System assists in the identification of students at risk of dropping out of school or otherwise not earning a high school diploma. 
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SEA ALLOCATIONS TO LEAS AND LEA BUDGETS
Continuing Impact of ARRA School Improvement Grant Funding in FY 2010

Congress appropriated $346 million for School Improvement Grants in FY 2010. In addition,
most States will be carrying over a portion of their FY 2009 SIG allocations, primarily due to the
requirement in section I1.B.9(a) of the SIG final requirements that if not every Tier I school in a
State was served with FY 2009 SIG funds, the State was required to carry over 25 percent of its
FY 2009 SIG allocation, combine those funds with the State’s FY 2010 SIG allocation, and
award the combined funding to eligible LEAs consistent with the SIG final requirements. In

FY 2009, the combination of $3 billion in School Improvement Grant funding from the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and $546 million from the regular FY 2009
appropriation created a unique opportunity for the program to provide the substantial funding
over a multi-year period to support the implementation of school intervention models. In
response to this opportunity, the Department encouraged States to apply for a waiver extending
the period of availability of FY 2009 SIG funds until September 30, 2013 so that States could use
these funds to make three-year grant awards to LEAs to support the full and effective
implementation of school intervention models in their Tier I and Tier II schools. All States with
approved FY 2009 SIG applications applied for and received this waiver to extend the period of
availability of FY 2009 SIG funds and, consistent with the final SIG requirements, are using FY
2009 funds to provide a full three years of funding (aka, “frontloading”) to support the
implementation of school intervention models in Tier I and Tier II schools.

The Department encouraged frontloading in FY 2009 because the extraordinary amount of SIG
funding available in FY 2009 meant that, if those funds had been used to fund only the first year
of implementation of a school intervention model, i.e., to make first-year only awards, there
would not have been sufficient funding for continuation awards in years two and three of the SIG
award period (i.e., SIG funding in FY 2009 was seven times the amount provided through the
regular appropriation). Similarly, the estimated nearly $1.4 billion in total SIG funding available
in FY 2010 (an estimated $825 million in FY 2009 SIG carryover funds plus the $546 million
FY 2010 SIG appropriation) is larger than the expected annual SIG appropriation over the next
two fiscal years; if all funds available in FY 2010 were used to make the first year of three-year
awards to LEAs for services to eligible Tier I and Tier II schools, there would not be sufficient
funds to make continuation awards in subsequent fiscal years.
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Continuing the practice of frontloading SIG funds in FY 2010 with respect to all SIG funds that
are available for the FY 2010 competition (FY 2009 carryover funds plus the FY 2010
appropriation) would, in many States, limit the number of Tier I and Tier II schools that can be
served as a result of the FY 2010 SIG competition. For this reason, the Department believes that,
for most States, the most effective method of awarding FY 2010 SIG funds to serve the
maximum number of Tier I and Tier II schools that have the capacity to fully and effectively
implement a school intervention model is to frontload FY 2009 carryover funds while using FY
2010 SIG funds to make first-year only awards.

For example, if a State has $36 million in FY 2009 carryover SIG funds and $21 million in

FY 2010 funds, and awards each school implementing a school intervention model an average of
$1 million per year over three years, the SEA would be able to fund 12 schools with FY 2009
carryover funds (i.e., the $36 million would cover all three years of funding for those 12
schools), plus an additional 21 schools with FY 2010 funds (i.e., the $21 million would cover the
first year of funding for each of those schools, and the second and third years would be funded
through continuation grants from subsequent SIG appropriations). Thus, the State would be able
to support interventions in a total of 33 schools. However, if the same State elected to frontload
all funds available for its FY 2010 SIG competition (FY 2009 carryover funds and its FY 2010
allocation), it would be able to fund interventions in only 19 schools ($57 million divided by $3
million per school over three years).

LEAs that receive first-year only awards would continue to implement intervention models in
Tier I and Tier II schools over a three-year award period; however, second- and third-year
continuation grants would be awarded from SIG appropriations in subsequent fiscal years. This
practice of making first-year awards from one year’s appropriation and continuation awards from
funds appropriated in subsequent fiscal years is similar to the practice used for many U.S.
Department of Education discretionary grant programs.

States with FY 2009 SIG carryover funds are invited to apply, as in their FY 2009 applications,
for the waiver to extend the period of availability of these funds for one additional year to
September 30, 2014. States that did not carry over FY 2009 SIG funds, or that carried over only
a small amount of such funds, need not apply for this waiver; such States will use all available
FY 2010 SIG funds to make first-year awards to LEAs in their FY 2010 SIG competitions.

Continuation of $2 Million Annual Per School Cap

For FY 2010, States continue to have flexibility to award up to $2 million annually for each
participating school. This flexibility applies both to funds that are frontloaded and those that are
used for first-year only awards. As in FY 2009, this higher limit will permit an SEA to award
the amount that the Department believes typically would be required for the successful

2



[image: image3.jpg]implementation of the turnaround, restart, or transformation model in a Tier I or Tier II school
(e.g., a school of 500 students might require $1 million annually, whereas a large, comprehensive
high school might require the full $2 million annually).

In addition, the annual $2 million per school cap, which permits total per-school funding of up to
$6 million over three years, reflects the continuing priority on serving Tier I or Tier II schools.
An SEA must ensure that all Tier I and Tier II schools across the State that its LEAs commit to
serve, and that the SEA determines its LEAs have capacity to serve, are awarded sufficient
school improvement funding to fully and effectively implement the selected school intervention
models over the period of availability of the funds before the SEA awards any funds for Tier III
schools.

The following describes the requirements and priorities that apply to LEA budgets and SEA
allocations.

LEA Budgets

An LEA’s proposed budget should cover a three-year period and should take into account the
following:

1. The number of Tier I and Tier II schools that the LEA commits to serve and the
intervention model (turnaround, restart, closure, or transformation) selected for each
school.

2. The budget request for each Tier I and Tier II school must be of sufficient size and scope
to support full and effective implementation of the selected intervention over a period of
three years. First-year budgets may be higher than in subsequent years due to one-time
start-up costs.

3. The portion of school closure costs covered with school improvement funds may be
significantly lower than the amount required for the other models and would typically
cover only one year.

4. The LEA may request funding for LEA-level activities that will support the
implementation of school intervention models in Tier I and Tier II schools.

5. The number of Tier III schools that the LEA commits to serve, if any, and the services or
benefits the LEA plans to provide to these schools over the three-year grant period.

6. The maximum funding available to the LEA each year is determined by multiplying the
total number of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools that the LEA is approved to serve by
$2 million (the maximum amount that an SEA may award to an LEA for each
participating school).
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An SEA must allocate the LEA share of school improvement funds (i.e., 95 percent of the SEA’s
allocation from the Department) in accordance with the following requirements:

1.

The SEA must give priority to LEAs that apply to serve Tier I or Tier II schools.

An SEA may not award funds to any LEA for Tier III schools unless and until the SEA
has awarded funds to serve all Tier I and Tier II schools across the State that its LEAs
commit to serve and that the SEA determines its LEAs have capacity to serve.

An LEA with one or more Tier I schools may not receive funds to serve only its Tier III
schools.

In making awards consistent with these requirements, an SEA must take into account
LEA capacity to implement the selected school interventions, and also may take into
account other factors, such as the number of schools served in each tier and the overall
quality of LEA applications.

An SEA that does not have sufficient school improvement funds to allow each LEA with
a Tier I or Tier II school to implement fully the selected intervention models may take
into account the distribution of Tier I and Tier II schools among such LEAs in the State
to ensure that Tier I and Tier II schools throughout the State can be served.

Consistent with the final requirements, an SEA may award an LEA less funding than it
requests. For example, an SEA that does not have sufficient funds to serve fully all of its
Tier I and Tier II schools may approve an LEA’s application with respect to only a
portion of the LEA’s Tier I or Tier II schools to enable the SEA to award school
improvement funds to Tier I and Tier II schools across the State. Similarly, an SEA may
award an LEA funds sufficient to serve only a portion of the Tier III schools the LEA
requests to serve.

Note that the requirement in section IL.B.9(a) of the SIG requirements, under which an
SEA that does not serve all of its Tier I schools must carry over 25 percent of its FY 2009
SIG allocation to the following year, does not apply to FY 2010 SIG funds.

An SEA’s School Improvement Grant award to an LEA must:

1.

Include not less than $50,000 or more than $2 million per year for each participating
school (i.e., the Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools that the LEA commits to serve and
that the SEA approves the LEA to serve).

Provide sufficient school improvement funds to implement fully and effectively one of
the four intervention models in each Tier I and Tier II school the SEA approves the LEA

to serve or close, as well as sufficient funds for serving participating Tier III schools. An
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in one or more schools that the SEA does not approve the LEA to serve (i.e., because the
LEA does not have the capacity to serve the school or because the SEA is approving only
a portion of Tier I and Tier II schools in certain LEAs in order to serve Tier I and Tier II
schools across the State). An SEA also may reduce award amounts if it determines that
an LEA can implement its planned interventions with less than the amount of funding
requested in its budget.

Consistent with the priority in the final requirements, provide funds for Tier III schools
only if the SEA has already awarded funds for all Tier I and Tier II schools across the
State that its LEAs commit to serve and that the SEA determines its LEAs have capacity
to serve.

Include any requested funds for LEA-level activities that support implementation of the
school intervention models.

Apportion any FY 2009 carryover school improvement funds so as to provide funding to
LEAs over three years (assuming the SEA has requested and received a waiver to extend
the period of availability to September 30, 2014).

Use FY 2010 school improvement funds to make the first year of three-year grant awards
to LEAs (unless the SEA has received a waiver of the period of availability for its

FY 2010 funds). Continuation awards for years 2 and 3 would come from SIG
appropriations in subsequent fiscal years.
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Schools an SEA MUST identify
in each tier

Newly eligible schools an SEA MAY identify
in each tier

Tier I

Schools that meet the criteria in paragraph (a)(1) in
the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving
schools.”

Title I eligible” elementary schools that are no higher
achieving than the highest-achieving school that meets the
criteria in paragraph (a)(1)(i) in the definition of
“persistently lowest-achieving schools” and that are:
o in the bottom 20% of all schools in the State based
on proficiency rates; or
o have not made AYP for two consecutive years.

Tier IT

Schools that meet the criteria in paragraph (a)(2) in
the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving
schools.”

Title I eligible secondary schools that are (1) no higher
achieving than the highest-achieving school that meets the
criteria in paragraph (a)(2)(1) in the definition of
“persistently lowest-achieving schools” or (2) high schools
that have had a graduation rate of less than 60 percent over a
number of years and that are:

e in the bottom 20% of all schools in the State based

on proficiency rates; or
e have not made AYP for two consecutive years.

Tier III

Title I schools in improvement, corrective action,
or restructuring that are not in Tier L1

Title I eligible schools that do not meet the requirements to
be in Tier I or Tier IT and that are:
e in the bottom 20% of all schools in the State based
on proficiency rates; or
e have not made AYP for two years.

§ “Persistently lowest-achieving schools” means, as determined by the State--

(a)(1) Any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that--

@

(6] Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring or the lowest-achieving five Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring in the State, whichever number of schools is greater; or

(i1) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60

percent over a number of years; and

Any secondary school that is eligible for, but does not receive, Title I funds that--

(6] Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of secondary schools or the lowest-achieving five
secondary schools in the State that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I funds, whichever

number of schools is greater; or

(i1) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60

percent over a number of years.

" For the purposes of schools that may be added to Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III, “Title I eligible” schools may be
schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I, Part A funds or schools that are Title I participating (i.e.,
schools that are eligible for and do receive Title I, Part A funds).

Tt Certain Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not in Tier I may be in Tier IT
rather than Tier III. In particular, certain Title I secondary schools in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring that are not in Tier I may be in Tier Il if an SEA receives a waiver to include them in the pool of
schools from which Tier IT schools are selected or if they meet the criteria in section LA.1(b)(11)(A)(2) and (B) and
an SEA chooses to include them in Tier IT.
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