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A Defined System Review

of Curriculum Design and Delivery
of the
Richmond County School System

Augusta, Georgia

I. INTRODUCTION

This document constitutes the final report of a Defined System Review of Curriculum Design and Delivery of
the Richmond County School System. The review was commissioned by the Superintendent of Schools within
the scope of her leadership authority. The review was conducted during the time period of October 23-27,2017.
Document analysis was performed off site, as was the detailed analysis of findings and site visit data.

As a defined review of curriculum design and delivery, not all aspects of the school system’s operations were
examined. Not included in the scope of this review were district governance functions and district support
functions associated with facilities maintenance and adequacy, food service, and transportation.

A System Review is designed to reveal the extent to which officials and professional staff of a school system
have developed and implemented a sound, valid, and operational system of curriculum management. Such a
system, set within the framework of adopted board policies, enables the school system to make maximum use
of its human and financial resources in the education of its students. When such a system is fully operational, it
assures the district taxpayers that their financial support is optimized under the conditions in which the school
district functions.

Background

The Richmond County School System is located in historic Augusta, Georgia, the state’s oldest city. Chartered
in 1783, The Richmond County School System serves consolidated Augusta-Richmond County, Georgia, and
the cities of Hephzibah and Blythe. Recognized as having the fifth oldest existing public high school in the
United States, and the oldest existing public high school in the Southern United States, the Richmond County
School System currently enrolls 30,858 students, attending 33 elementary schools, 10 middle schools, 8 high
schools, 4 magnet schools, and 3 special schools.

Situated at the head of the navigable waters of the Savannah River, Augusta-Richmond County has an estimated
population of roughly 201,000 and is the second-largest metropolitan area in the state of Georgia. Best known
for hosting the Masters Golf Tournament, each spring this annual event attracts over 200,000 visitors from
around the world to this historic city with its diverse culture, active arts community, and mild southern climate.

After decades of economic decline, the Augusta-Richmond area is undergoing an economic resurgence.
Augusta is a major regional medical center, which annually contributes $1.8 million to the area’s economy. The
area is home to Augusta University, the state’s only public health sciences graduate university, and University
Hospital, which is the second-oldest hospital in Georgia that provides a wide variety of primary care and
specialty medical care. Besides a regional medical center, Augusta is also home to a variety of companies
that maintain their headquarters or facilities in the area, including CareSouth, T-Mobile, Covidien, Solo Cup
Company, Automatic Data Processing, International Paper, Teleperformance, Sitel, E-Z-Go, Elanco, Club Car,
John Deere, Procter & Gamble, Kellogg’s, and Delta Air Lines baggage call center.

The economic outlook for the Augusta-Richmond area is improving as the area is becoming a major center for
cybersecurity in the United States. In 2016 it was announced that a new Cyber Command Headquarters would
be located at Fort Gorton, potentially bringing 10,000 cybersecurity jobs to the area. To further solidify the area
as a leader in national cybersecurity, Georgia Governor Nathan Deal in September 2017 announced the state
of Georgia would invest $50 million for a world-class cyber training facility that will be located at the Augusta
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University’s Riverfront Campus. The Georgia Cyber Innovation and Training Center will focus on developing
the cyber workforce through education, public-private partnerships, and research.

The Richmond County School System is a diverse school system that has experienced many of the challenges
associated with trying to increase student achievement while meeting the needs of a changing student
demographic and changing state expectations. The federal and state investment in making the Augusta-
Richmond area a national cybersecurity center will quickly increase the demands for a highly educated local
workforce. The need for a highly educated workforce has focused increased attention on the performance
disparities that exist within the Richmond County School System. The Richmond County School System has
some of the highest performing schools in the area as well as some of the lowest performing schools in the
state of Georgia. Confronted with a significant number of students that are performing below grade level, the
Richmond County School System leadership is engaged in strategic efforts to improve the overall operational
effectiveness of the school system.

Vision-Mission Strategic Direction

In September 2015, Superintendent Dr. Angela Pringle initiated a strategic planning process. The strategic
planning process produced the following mission and vision statements, goal areas, and performance objectives,
which were adopted by the board of education on October 20, 2015.

Vision: RCSS will create a world-class, globally competitive school system where all students will graduate
and are college/career ready.

Mission: Building a world-class school system through education, collaboration, and innovation.

Goals and Performance Objectives: Exhibit 0.1 presents the strategic goals and performance objectives adopted
by the board of education.

Exhibit 0.1

System Strategic Goals and Performance Objectives
Adopted by the Board of Education
Richmond County School System
October 2015

Strategic Goal Areas Performance Objectives

I.  High Academic
Achievement and
Success for All

Increase graduation rate
Increase student performance at or above grade level
Increase college, career, and workforce readiness

II. Community
Engagement

Establish internal and external community engagement initiatives
Improve perceptions of RCSS
Pursue and attract collaborative partnerships

III. Communications . Establish and implement systems of communication for all divisions and schools
. Identify varied resources for two-way communications

. Increase effective communications

. Hire and support a highly effective staff

. Develop and implement staff high standards and expectations

. Create succession planning

IV. High performing
culture and
workforce

V. Operational
Effectiveness

. Establish and monitor policies and procedures for effectiveness
. Increase service responsiveness and timeliness

. Improve the safety and orderliness of environments

. Develop a collaborative and efficient budgeting process.

CERERREREREEREEREE
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Governance Structure

The Richmond County School District is governed by a 10-member board of education. Members of the board
are elected to four-year terms on a staggered basis, with elections held in even-numbered years. At the time of
the review, the members of the board of education included:

Name District Term Expires
Marion Barnes District 1 2020
Charlie Hannah District 2 2018
Alex Howard District 3 2018
Wayne Frazier District 4 2020
Patsy Scott District 5 2020
Jack Padgett District 6 2018
Vacant* District 7 2018
Jimmy Atkins District 8 2020
Venus Cain District 9 2018
Helen Minchew District 10 (At Large) 2020
* Board member Frank Dolan resigned on October 3, 2017

Superintendent

The superintendent is employed by the board of education under a written contract for a term not more than three
years. The superintendent is responsible for administering the policies adopted by the board and providing the
board with professional advice. The board of education appointed Dr. Angela Pringle as superintendent of the
Richmond County School System on August 19,2014. Dr. Pringle replaced Dr. Frank Roberson, who had served
as the superintendent since 2010. Prior to being employed as Superintendent of Schools, Dr. Pringle served in
various professional capacities including a math teacher, principal, and four years as a regional superintendent
in the Dekalb County School District. Dr. Pringle’s appointment as superintendent of the Richmond County
School System is noteworthy in that she is the first female superintendent in the history of the school district.
Following is a list of others who have served as superintendent of the Richmond County School System:

*  Dr. Frank Roberson 2010 -2014
* Dr. Dana Bedden 2007 —2010

* Dr. Charles Larke 1995 -2007

* Dr. John Strelec 1983 —1995
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Student Enrollment

There are 58 schools operating in the Richmond County School System, including 33 elementary schools,
10 middle schools, 8 high schools, and 7 magnet schools and special learning centers. A summary of student
enrollment at each level and for all schools combined for the past five years is presented in Exhibit 0.2:

Exhibit 0.2

October Grade Level School Enrollment
Richmond County School System

2013-2017

Grade Level 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Pre-Kindergarten 1,264 1,273 1,275 1,306 1,306
Elementary (K-5) 15,274 15,320 14,913 14,788 14,604
Middle School (6-8) 7,059 6,897 6,798 6,405 6,404
High School (9-12) 8,714 8,336 1,0998 8,660 8,544
Total 32,311 31,826 | 33,984 | 31,159 | 30,858
Source: Georgia Department of Education and district officials

As can be seen in Exhibit 0.2, total student enrollment in the Richmond County School System has declined
each year since 2013, except for 2015 when student enrollment increased from 31,826 to 33,984, or 6.8%. The
October student enrollment of 30,858 is 4.5% lower than the October 2013 student enrollment.

The Richmond County School System serves a racially diverse student population. A summary of the
demographic composition of the district enrollment for the 2017-18 school is presented in Exhibit 0.3.

Exhibit 0.3

Student Enrollment by Demographics
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Two or More
p p Races
H
o 3.0% White
Pacific ™77 16.9%
Islander Asian
0.6% 0.7%
§¢ American
y’ Indian
‘ 0.2%

Black
73.7%

Source: Information obtained from district officials

As can be noted in Exhibit 0.3, students identifying themselves as Black comprise the largest racial demographic,
representing 73.7% of the overall student population attending schools in the Richmond County School System.

The Richmond County School System participates in the Community Eligibility Provision district-wide, which
allows all students to eat school meals at no costs. Due to the participation in the Community Eligibility
Provision program, the district does not maintain enrollment data based on a student’s socioeconomic status.
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Employees

During the 2017-18 school year, 3,260.5 individuals were employed by the Richmond County School District.
Exhibit 0.4 depicts the types of positions and number of personnel.

Exhibit 0.4

Personnel Information
Richmond County School District

2017-18
Position Number of
Employees

District Administrator 25
Building Administrator 117
Classroom Teacher 1,845
Professionals Not Assigned to a Classroom 157
Paraprofessionals 389
Secretary/Clerical (Schools Only) 237
Transportation 249
Custodial (Schools Only) 241.5
Total 3,260.5
Source: Information obtained from district officials

Financial Background

For the 2018 fiscal year, the board of education adopted a budget with anticipated receipts of funds from
local, state, and federal sources totaling $245,551,019. Exhibit 0.5 indicates the sources and amount of funds
budgeted by the board.

Exhibit 0.5

Fund Sources and Amounts
Richmond County School System

Fiscal Year 2018
Funding Source Budgeted Amount Percent
Local $93,065,000 37.9
State 151,332,019 61.6
Federal 1,114,000 5
Total $245,511,019 100%
Source: Data extrapolated from Richmond County School District Adopted Budget
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Exhibit 0.6 presents the 2018 fiscal year operational budget by function.

Exhibit 0.6
Operational Budget
Richmond County School District
Fiscal Year 2018
Function Approved Budget Percent

Instruction $160,590,884 65.41
Pupil Services 6,199,391 2.53
Improvement of Instruction 2,709,553 1.10
Educational Media Services 6,154,532 2.51
General Administration 3,079,766 1.25
School Administration 17,133,124 6.98
Support Services Business 1,782,824 0.73
Maintenance and Operations 31,719,903 12.92
Student Transportation 11,297,506 4.60
Support Services Central 4,716,757 1.92
Other Support Services 21,890 0.01
Debt Service 104,890 0.04
Total $245,511,020 100%
Source: Data extrapolated from Richmond County School District Adopted Budget

Review Background and Scope of Work

A System Review is based on the Curriculum Audit™, a process that was developed by Dr. Fenwick W. English
and first implemented in 1979 in the Columbus Public Schools, Ohio. The audit is based upon generally-
accepted concepts pertaining to effective instruction and curricular design and delivery, some of which have
been popularly referred to as the “effective schools research.”

A Curriculum Audit™ is an independent examination of four data sources: documents, interviews, site visits,
and online surveys. These are gathered and triangulated, or corroborated, to reveal the extent to which a school
district is meeting its goals and objectives, whether they are internally or externally developed or imposed. A
public report is issued as the final phase of the auditing process.

The audit’s scope is centered on curriculum and instruction, and any aspect of operations of a school system
that enhances or hinders its design and/or delivery. The audit is an intensive, focused, “postholed” look at
how well a school system such as Richmond County School System has been able to set valid directions for
pupil accomplishment and well-being, concentrate its resources to accomplish those directions, and improve its
performance, however contextually defined or measured, over time.

The Curriculum Audit™ does not examine any aspect of school system operations unless it pertains to the
design and delivery of curriculum. For example, auditors would not examine the cafeteria function, unless
students were going hungry and, therefore, were not learning. It would not examine vehicle maintenance
charts, unless buses continually broke down and children could not get to school to engage in the learning
process. It would not be concerned with custodial matters, unless schools were observed to be unclean and
unsafe for children to be taught.

The Curriculum Audit™ centers its focus on the main business of schools: teaching, curriculum, and learning.
Its contingency focus is based upon data gathered during the audit that impinges negatively or positively on its
primary focus. These data are reported along with the main findings of the audit.
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In some cases, ancillary findings in a Curriculum Audit™ are so interconnected with the capability of a school
system to attain its central objectives, that they become major, interactive forces, which, if not addressed, will
severely compromise the ability of the school system to be successful with its students.

Curriculum Audits™ have been performed in over 500 school systems in more than 41 states, the District of
Columbia, and several other countries, including Canada, Saudi Arabia, New Zealand, Bangladesh, Malaysia,
and Bermuda.

The methodology and assumptions of the Curriculum Audit™ have been reported in the national professional
literature for more than two decades, and at a broad spectrum of national education association conventions and
seminars, including the American Association of School Administrators (AASA); Association of Supervision and
Curriculum Development (ASCD); National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP); Association
for the Advancement of International Education (AAIE); American Educational Research Association (AERA);
National School Boards Association (NSBA); and the National Governors Association (NGA).

This review was conducted in accordance with a contract between Richmond County School System and
Curriculum Management Solutions, inc. All members of the team were certified by Curriculum Management
Solutions, inc.

The curriculum reviewers for this review were:
e Dr. Mary R. Cannie, Consultant
*  Charles T. Carroll, Chief Academic Officer, Fort Worth Independent School District
* Dr. Randall Clegg, Superintendent, retired

*  Melani Edwards, Director of Curriculum, Instruction & Assessment, Casa Grande Union High School
District

*  Dr. Jim Ferrell, Professor, Northeastern State University

*  Dr. Penny Gray, Consultant

* Larry Hunt, Consultant

e Dr. Robert Iuzzolino, Consultant

¢ Dr. JoAnn Pastor, Consultant

¢ Brenda Steele, Consultant

* Jeani Stoddard, Special Programs Coordinator, San Vicente ISD

* Ronnie Thompson, Superintendent, Liberty-Eyalu Independent School District
* Dr. Jeffrey Tuneberg, Consultant

* Olivia Elizondo Zepeda, Consultant

Biographical information about the reviewers is found in Appendix A.

System Purpose for Conducting the System Review

This system review of the Richmond County School System has been conducted upon the request of the
Superintendent. Since her appointment as superintendent in 2014, Dr. Pringle has been focused on refining
the schools system’s focus on learning and obtaining significant increases in students achievement. Dr. Pringle
explains her decision to request a system-wide review to assess how well the Richmond County School System
is supporting the mission of teaching and learning for all students:

“The Richmond County School System is focused on improving student achievement and seeks to ensure that
instructional practices and resources support teaching and learning at high levels. Over the last three years,
Georgia has implemented a more rigorous assessment system, Georgia Milestones Assessment System (GMAS),
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which indicate our need for improvement as well having a number of schools identified as low performing
schools in the state. Our school district also faces many challenges often associated with low performing schools
in a high poverty urban school district including the need for greater intervention and remedial instructional
supports. Changes in the state curriculum over the past few years and changes in the state assessment system
have created a need for development of curriculum materials to support teachers throughout the change,
which has often resulted in a quick turnaround of curriculum development and design. Therefore, we request
a comprehensive external review of our curriculum by Curriculum Management Solutions, both written and
taught, in order to identify possible gaps in instructional resources, professional learning, or other areas of
curriculum design and development needed to assist in developing a 3- to 5-year instructional improvement
plan for the district. We believe a review by CMSi will provide us with a deeper knowledge of our Written,
Tested as well as Taught Curriculum, but also provide feedback and recommendations to improve teaching and
learning for greater student achievement.”

Approach of the Review

This System Review is based on the principles and approach of the CMSi Curriculum Audit™. The audit has
established itself as a process of integrity and candor in assessing public school districts. It has been presented
as evidence in state and federal litigation concerning matters of school finance, general resource managerial
effectiveness, and school desegregation efforts in Arizona, Kansas, Kentucky, New Jersey, and South Carolina.
The Audit served as an important data source in state-directed takeovers of school systems in New Jersey and
Kentucky. The Curriculum Review has become recognized internationally as an important, viable, and valid
tool for the improvement of educational institutions and for the improvement of curriculum design and delivery.

The Curriculum Audit™ represents a “systems” approach to educational improvement; that is, it considers
the system as a whole rather than a collection of separate, discrete parts. The interrelationships of system
components and their impact on overall quality of the organization in accomplishing its purposes are examined
in order to “close the loop” in curriculum and instructional improvement. The methodology employed in the
System Review is presented in the following section.
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Il. METHODOLOGY

The Model for the System Review

The System Review is based on the CMSi Curriculum Audit and its standards. The model for the System
Review is shown in the schematic below. The model has been published widely in the national professional
literature, including the best-selling book, The Curriculum Management Audit: Improving School Quality
(1995, Frase, English, Poston).

A Schematic View of Curricular Quality Control

Assessed Curriculum

General quality control assumes that at least three elements must be present in any organizational and work-
related situation for it to be functional and capable of being improved over time. These are: (1) a work standard,
goal/objective, or operational mission; (2) work directed toward attaining the mission, standard, goal/objective;
and (3) feedback (work measurement), which is related to or aligned with the standard, goal/objective, or
mission.

When activities are repeated, there is a “learning curve,” i.e., more of the work objectives are achieved within
the existing cost parameters. As a result, the organization, or a subunit of an organization, becomes more
“productive” at its essential short- or long-range work tasks.

Within the context of an educational system and its governance and operational structure, curricular quality
control requires: (1) a written curriculum in some clear and translatable form for application by teachers in
classroom or related instructional settings; (2) a taught curriculum, which is shaped by and interactive with the
written one; and (3) a tested curriculum, which includes the tasks, concepts, and skills of pupil learning and
which is linked to both the taught and written curricula. This model is applicable in any kind of educational
work structure typically found in mass public educational systems, and is suitable for any kind of assessment
strategy, from norm-referenced standardized tests to more authentic approaches.

The Curriculum Audit™ assumes that an educational system, as one kind of human work organization, must
be responsive to the context in which it functions and in which it receives support for its continuing existence.
In the case of public educational systems, the support comes in the form of tax monies from three levels: local,
state, and federal.

In return for such support, mass public educational systems are supposed to exhibit characteristics of rationality,
i.e., being responsive to the public will as it is expressed in legally constituted bodies such as Congress, state
legislatures, and locally elected/appointed boards of education.
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In the case of emerging national public school reforms, more and more this responsiveness is assuming a
distinctive school-based management focus, which includes parents, teachers, and, in some cases, students. The
ability of schools to be responsive to public expectations, as legally expressed in law and policy, is crucial to
their future survival as publicly-supported educational organizations. The Curriculum Audit™ is one method
for ascertaining the extent to which a school system, or subunit thereof, has been responsive to expressed
expectations and requirements in this context.

Standards for the Reviewers
While a System Review is not a financial review, it is governed by some of the same principles. These are:

Technical Expertise

CMSi-certified reviewers must have actual experience in conducting the affairs of a school system at all levels
reviewed. They must understand the tacit and contextual clues of sound curriculum management.

The Richmond County School System Review Team included reviewers who have been school superintendents,
assistant superintendents, directors, coordinators, principals, assistant principals, as well as elementary and
secondary classroom teachers in public education systems in several states including: Arizona, California,
Idaho, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas,
and Wisconsin.

The Principle of Independence

None of the System Review Team members had any vested interest in the findings or recommendations of the
Richmond County School System System Review. None of the reviewers has or had any working relationship
with the individuals who occupied top or middle management positions in the Richmond County School System,
nor with any of the past or current members of the Richmond County School System Board of Education.

The Principle of Objectivity

Events and situations that comprise the database for the System Review are derived from documents, interviews,
and site visits. Findings must be verifiable and grounded in the database, though confidential interview data
may not indicate the identity of such sources. Findings must be factually triangulated with two or more sources
of data, except when a document is unusually authoritative such as a court judgment, a labor contract signed and
approved by all parties to the agreement, approved meeting minutes, which connote the accuracy of the content,
or any other document whose verification is self-evident.

Triangulation of documents takes place when the document is requested by the reviewer and is subsequently
furnished. Confirmation by a system representative that the document is, in fact, what was requested is a form
of triangulation. A final form of triangulation occurs when the review is sent to the superintendent in draft
form. If the superintendent or his/her designee(s) does not provide evidence that the review text is inaccurate,
or documentation that indicates there are omissions or otherwise factual or content errors, the review is assumed
to be triangulated. The superintendent’s review is not only a second source of triangulation, but is considered
summative triangulation of the entirety of the review.

The Principle of Consistency

All CMSi-certified system reviewers have used the same standards and basic methods since the initial review
conducted by Dr. Fenwick English in 1979. Reviews are not normative in the sense that one school system is
compared to another. School systems, as the units of analysis, are compared to a set of standards and positive/
negative discrepancies cited.
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The Principle of Materiality

CMSi-certified reviewers have broad implied and discretionary power to focus on and select those findings
that they consider most important to describing how the curriculum management system is functioning in a
school district, and how that system must improve, expand, delete, or reconfigure various functions to attain an
optimum level of performance.

The Principle of Full Disclosure

Reviewers must reveal all relevant information to the users of the review, except in cases where such disclosure
would compromise the identity of employees or patrons of the system. Confidentiality is respected in review
interviews.

In reporting data derived from site interviews, reviewers may use some descriptive terms that lack a precise
quantifiable definition. For example:

“Some school principals said that...”
“Many teachers expressed concern that...”
“There was widespread comment about...”

The basis for these terms is the number of persons in a group or class of persons who were interviewed, as
opposed to the total potential number of persons in a category. This is a particularly salient point when not all
persons within a category are interviewed. “Many teachers said that...,” represents only those interviewed by
the reviewers, or who may have responded to a survey, and not “many” of the total group whose views were not
sampled, and, therefore, could not be disclosed during an review.

In general these quantifications may be applied to the principle of full disclosure:

Descriptive Term General Quantification Range
Some...or a few... Less than a majority of the group interviewed and less than 30%
Many... Less than a majority, more than 30% of a group or class of people interviewed
A majority... More than 50%, less than 75%
Most...or widespread | 75-89% of a group or class of persons interviewed
Nearly all... 90-99% of those interviewed in a specific class or group of persons
All or everyone... 100% of all persons interviewed within a similar group, job, or class

It should be noted for purposes of full disclosure that some groups within a school district are almost always
interviewed in toto. The reason is that the review is focused on management and those people who have policy
and managerial responsibilities for the overall performance of the system as a system. In all reviews an attempt
is made to interview every member of the board of education and all top administrative officers, all principals,
and the executive board of the teachers’ association or union. While teachers and parents are interviewed, they
are considered in a status different from those who have system-wide responsibilities for a district’s operations.
Students are rarely interviewed unless the system has made a specific request in this regard.

Interviewed Representatives of the Richmond County School System

Superintendent Deputy Superintendent
Associate Superintendent Assistant Superintendents
Directors Coordinators

Central Office Administrators Building Administrators
Program Specialists Facilitators

District Teachers District Parents

Teachers (voluntary, self-referred) Parents (voluntary, self-referred)

Approximately 228 individuals were interviewed during the site visit phase of the review.
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Data Sources of the System Review

A System Review uses a variety of data sources to determine if each of the three elements of curricular quality
control is in place and connected one to the other. The review process also inquires as to whether pupil learning
has improved as the result of effective application of curricular quality control.

The major sources of data for the Richmond County School System System Review were:
Documents

Documents included written board policies, administrative regulations, curriculum guides, memoranda, budgets,
state reports, accreditation documents, and any other source of information that would reveal elements of the
written, taught, and tested curricula and linkages among these elements.

Interviews

Interviews were conducted by reviewers to explain contextual variables that were operating in the school
system at the time of the review. Such contextual variables may shed light on the actions of various persons
or parties, reveal interrelationships, and explain existing progress, tension, harmony/disharmony within the
school system. Quotations cited in the review from interviews are used as a source of triangulation and not
as summative averages or means. Some persons, because of their position, knowledge, or credibility, may be
quoted more than once in the review, but they are not counted more than once because their inclusion is not part
of a quantitative/mathematical expression of interview data.

Site Visits

All building sites were toured by the CMSi review team. Site visits reveal the actual context in which curriculum
is designed and delivered in a school system. Contextual references are important as they indicate discrepancies
in documents or unusual working conditions. Reviewers attempted to observe briefly all classrooms,
gymnasiums, labs, playgrounds, hallways, restrooms, offices, and maintenance areas to properly grasp accurate
perceptions of conditions, activities, safety, instructional practices, and operational contexts.

Online Surveys

Online surveys were administered to stakeholder groups, such as principals, teachers, parents, and sometimes
students. The surveys allow stakeholders to provide reviewers with valuable feedback regarding strengths and
weaknesses in the system.

Standards for the System Review

The CMSi System Review used five standards against which to compare, verify, and comment upon the
Richmond County School System’s existing curricular management practices. These standards have been
extrapolated from an extensive review of management principles and practices and have been applied in all
previous System Reviews.

As a result, the standards reflect an ideal management system, but not an unattainable one. They describe
working characteristics that any complex work organization should possess in being responsive and responsible
to its clients.

A school system that is using its financial and human resources for the greatest benefit of its students is one that
is able to establish clear objectives, examine alternatives, select and implement alternatives, measure results
as they are applied against established objectives, and adjust its efforts so that it achieves a greater share of the
objectives over time.
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The five standards employed in the CMSi System Review in Richmond County School System were:
1. The school district demonstrates its control of resources, programs, and personnel.
2. The school district has established clear and valid objectives for students.

3. The school district demonstrates internal consistency and rational equity in its program development
and implementation.

4. The school district uses the results from district-designed or -adopted assessments to adjust, improve,
or terminate ineffective practices or programs.

5. The school district has improved productivity.

A finding within a System Review is simply a description of the existing state, negative or positive, between an
observed and triangulated condition or situation at the time of the CMSi review and its comparison with one or
more of the five review standards.

Findings in the negative represent discrepancies below the standard. Findings in the positive reflect meeting
or exceeding the standard. As such, review findings are recorded on nominal and ordinal indices and not ratio
or interval scales. As a general rule, reviews do not issue commendations, because it is expected that a school
district should be meeting every standard as a way of normally doing its business. Commendations are not given
for good practice. On occasion, exemplary practices may be cited.

Unlike accreditation methodologies, reviews do not have to reach a forced, summative judgment regarding the
status of a school district or subunit being analyzed. Reviews simply report the discrepancies and formulate
recommendations to ameliorate them.
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lll. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A System Review is basically an “exception” report. That is, it does not give a summative, overall view of the
suitability of a system. Rather, it holds the system up to scrutiny against the predetermined standards of quality,
notes relevant findings about the system, and cites discrepancies from review standards. Recommendations are
then provided accordingly to help the district improve its quality in the areas of noted deficiency.

The reviewers subjected the Richmond County School System to a comparison of predetermined standards and
indicators of quality, and discrepancies were noted. These constitute the findings of the review. The reviewers
then provided recommendations to help the district ameliorate the discrepancies noted in the report. The
recommendations represent the reviewers’ “best judgement” about how to meet the discrepancies disclosed in
the report. It is expected that the superintendent, or her staff, may demur with the recommendations. However,
they form the starting point for a discussion of how to deal with the documented findings.

Located in historic Augusta, Georgia, the state’s oldest city, the Richmond County School System serves over
30,000 students, grades K-12, in 58 schools. Steeped in history, but not rooted in the past, the Augusta-Richmond
County area is thriving and considered one of the top 100 places in which to work and live in the United
States. Economic growth in the area seems assured as the Augusta-Richmond County area is becoming a major
center for cybersecurity in the United States with the potential for thousands of new high skill cybersecurity
jobs and significant investments in workforce development through education and public-private partnerships.
Although there is economic vitality in the Augusta-Richmond County area, the vast majority of students
enrolled in the Richmond County School System are considered economically disadvantaged. With high
student poverty, the Richmond County School System is confronted with the challenges typically associated
with economically disadvantaged student populations, including disparities in academic achievement, access to
advantaged programs, expectations for student success, and the application of effective instructional strategies.
While some students in the Richmond County School System are excelling academically, a majority of the
students are lagging behind their peers on national and state measures of academic achievement. Persistent
and significant achievement gaps have resulted in public criticism of the Richmond County School System
by elected state leaders and have prompted some parents to seek what are perceived to be more effective and
desirable educational opportunities elsewhere for their children.

Expectations and demands placed on public schools are constantly changing. As expectations change, as they are
in the Augusta-Richmond County area, local school boards are ultimately responsible for effectively managing
the affairs of the school system. When school boards have in place a comprehensive framework of governance
policies that supports effective planning and decision making, the school system will benefit from the board’s
forward thinking and proactive leadership. However, when there is not enough specificity of clarity regarding
the roles of governance and management, and absence of organizational structures focused around the mission
of teaching and learning, school systems run the risk of being unable to serve the needs of their students.

In order for school system administrators to meet increasing expectations and demands for improved student
achievement, they need to consistently engage in short- and long-range planning, planning that focuses on how
the work and practices of the organization need to change over time to achieve different results. Obtaining
different organizational results, particularly in large complex organizations, requires comprehensive change
management processes. It is through a comprehensive change management process that district leaders are able
to carefully consider options of action, anticipate potential consequences for each course of action, and determine
how to most effectively align organizational resources toward meeting clearly defined goals. Leadership in the
Richmond County School System are acutely aware of the expectations that need to be met in order to rebuild
confidence and credibility in the community and the need to improve overall student achievement. However,
while district leaders have taken steps to plan for organizational change, a cohesive change management process
is not in place to ensure that district initiatives are strategically aligned with district goals and decision-making
parameters are clearly understood, communicated, and implemented.

The Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 is the primary document for guiding change in the Richmond
County School System. However, the strategic plan does not communicate a focused, compelling vision for
unified action to increase student achievement and narrow persistent achievement gaps. While there is planning
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at the departmental and school levels, current planning efforts need a clear and decisive set of strategies to
systematically address disparities in student achievement. Planning for critical functions such as curriculum
management and student and program assessment has not yet occurred, and the planning for professional
learning, interventions, and technology is not comprehensive enough to inform decision making and has not
been coordinated into a unified effort focused on increasing student achievement and closing achievement gaps.
Communications is a critical element for any organization and critical for organizations undertaking significant
changes in how they operate to achieve different results. Because no comprehensive communications strategy
is in place, the organization is limited in its ability to leverage communication resources as part of an overall
change management process. Communications planning in the Richmond County School System is often
executed as an afterthought instead of as a proactive part of the district’s strategic planning work.

The ability to promote high expectations for all students is a challenge for many school systems and teachers
across the country. Accountability measures, as currently required at the state and federal level, increase
the importance of having in place well-documented curriculum management and student assessment plans.
Without comprehensive curriculum documents that precisely delineate desired learning outcomes, suggested
instructional strategies, and appropriate evaluation methods that are implemented consistently district-wide, the
learning experience of students may become fragmented and lack sufficient focus. Without a comprehensive
curriculum management system in place, student achievement as measured by required assessments becomes
less an outcome of the curriculum taught and more a factor of the student’s background and prior experiences.
The Richmond County School System does not have a cohesive, planned approach to the design, development,
implementation, and monitoring of the district’s curriculum. The scope of the written curriculum is inadequate
across all levels of the school system and for almost all content areas. District curriculum documents are also
not of sufficient quality to direct teaching and ensure rigorous educational programming for all students. Most
of the existing curriculum documents analyzed do not have the precision and specificity needed to enhance
teacher planning and curriculum delivery and are not tightly aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.
The scope of the formal assessment system is not complete enough to guide decision making in the district
concerning curriculum design, instruction, or initiatives designed to improve student achievement.

To meet the varied needs of all students, the teacher’s role is to determine the learning sequence, pacing, and
instructional strategies necessary to ensure that all students achieve mastery of the essential content standards.
Sustained implementation of teaching strategies that have the potential of increasing student achievement
requires ongoing professional learning for all staff who affect student learning. Training focused on instructional
strategies and deepening teacher content knowledge makes it possible for teachers to move their students to
deeper understanding of the content. Well-designed professional learning programs support adult learning
by using a variety of training approaches, including job-embedded learning and professional coaching with
constructive feedback. The design of the Richmond County School System’s professional learning programs
does not have sufficient focus or coordination to inform instructional practices district-wide. While there is a
professional learning departmental plan in place, there is no process to ensure professional learning is driven by
disaggregated student achievement data, student achievement goals, or an assessment of classroom instructional
practices. No indication was found that the district’s approach to professional learning has resulted in increasing
the number of students achieving proficiency on the Georgia Milestones Assessments.

A comprehensive student and program assessment system is critical to informing district decision making.
Utilizing a variety of formative and summative assessment approaches, a comprehensive assessment program
provides district decision makers timely feedback specific to the progress students are making toward clearly
defined learning outcomes. An assessment program that does not provide adequate coverage of the taught
curriculum limits the ability of decision makers to know how well the curriculum is functioning to improve
student learning. A student and program assessment plan is not in place in the Richmond County School
System. The scope of assessments available for the ongoing diagnosis of student acquisition of the curriculum
is inadequate. A systematic, planned approach to using data for decision making regarding the selection,
implementation, monitoring, or termination of district programs is not in place. Specifically, the district does
not have sufficient infrastructure to aggregate, analyze, or report leading or lagging system indicators. The lack
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of a centralized data warehouse is limiting accessibility to district performance data, and limiting the depth and
sophistication of analysis completed to inform district decision making.

Increasingly, school systems are investing in educational technologies and technology-based interventions in
the hope that such investments will positively affect student achievement. Selecting instructional technology
resources or interventions that facilitate curriculum delivery and student learning will be a challenge if school
systems do not have protocols in place for evaluating these resources and guiding their implementation to
ensure they are fully aligned with the district’s adopted curriculum. In the Richmond County School System, a
significant investment has already been made to equip classrooms with a variety of technology resources, and
district leadership has announced plans to expand the district’s investment in one-to-one computer technology.
The technology plan that is in place is inadequate in several key areas to provide direction regarding the
integration of technology as teaching and learning tools.

Changing economic priorities at the state and federal levels have significantly reduced the predictability
of educational funding. Predictable funding at the state level has been replaced by year-to-year volatility.
Increases in state school aid, if realized, are either insufficient to cover inflationary increases in operating costs
or are earmarked for specific state-mandated initiatives, thus limiting the spending authority of local school
boards. School systems that operate with an effective, multi-year, curriculum-driven budgeting process are
better positioned to adapt to uncertainties in funding while maintaining a clear focus on their strategic mission
and priorities. In the Richmond County School System, a traditional budget development process is in place
that does not have clear linkages between the district’s strategic priorities and budget allocations. Financial
allocations have not been driven by clearly established program priorities, achievement needs, or cost-benefit
analysis of educational programs and services.

The efficacy of the recommendations contained in this review rests on the development of a comprehensive
and focused policy framework. Of all the requisite conditions necessary to put into place the components of a
comprehensive curriculum management system, board policies are fundamental. When board policies are absent
or unclear, it allows individuals to make decisions as they see fit, increasing the likelihood of inconsistency
and organizational conflict. Board policies in the Richmond County School System are not complete enough
in scope and content to serve as a framework for institutionalizing expectations, roles, responsibilities, and
decision making. Board policies necessary for guiding all aspects of curriculum management and the educational
programs of the school district are mostly absent. Few administrative regulations are in place to ensure the
consistent implementation of board policies.

The recommendations offered by the review team to ameliorate the conditions outlined in the findings are
based on practices known to have been effective in similar school systems and were developed in response to
an analysis of the organization’s intent and mission. All should help bring the school system closer to review
standards and improve student achievement results over time. Effective change in the Richmond County
School System in terms of decisions making, professional practices, and student achievement, however, will
require more than simply implementing the recommendations outlined in the review report. In order to address
persistent gaps in student achievement, the board, district leadership, and district staff will need to address
approaches to decision making and the institutional practices that have limited the ability of all students to
benefit from the district’s educational programs and achieve at high levels. Implementation of the review
recommendations included in this report will require systemic planning and will take months to several years to
implement. Full implementation of the recommended actions by the board and professional staff will increase
the likelihood that every child will experience high quality, personalized learning success in the Richmond
County School System.
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IV. FINDINGS

STANDARD 1: The School District Demonstrates Its Control of Resources,
Programs, and Personnel.

Quality control is the fundamental element of a well-managed educational program. It is one of the major
premises of local educational control within any state’s educational system.

The critical premise involved is that, via the will of the electorate, a local board of education establishes local
priorities within state laws and regulations. A school district’s accountability rests with the school board and
the public.

Through the development of an effective policy framework, a local school board provides the focus for
management and accountability to be established for administrative and instructional staffs, as well as for its
own responsibility. It also enables the district to make meaningful assessments and use student learning data as
a critical factor in determining its success.

Although educational program control and accountability are often shared among different components of a
school district, ultimately fundamental control of and responsibility for a district and its operations rests with
the school board and top-level administrative staff.

What the Reviewers Expected to Find in the Richmond County School System:

A school system meeting CMSi System Review Standard One is able to demonstrate its control of resources,
programs, and personnel. Common indicators are:

* A curriculum that is centrally defined and adopted by the board of education;
* Aclearsetofpolicies that establish an operational framework for management that permits accountability;

* A clear set of policies that reflect state requirements and local program goals and the necessity to use
achievement data to improve school system operations;

* A functional administrative structure that facilitates the design and delivery of the district’s curriculum;

* A direct, uninterrupted line of authority from school board/superintendent and other central office
officials to principals and classroom teachers;

*  Organizational development efforts that are focused to improve system effectiveness;

*  Documentation of school board and central office planning for the attainment of goals, objectives, and
mission over time; and

* A clear mechanism to define and direct change and innovation within the school system to permit
maximization of its resources on priority goals, objectives, and mission.

Overview of What the Reviewers Found in the Richmond County School System:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard One. Details follow within
separate findings.

District leadership is engaged in the process of implementing a strategic plan for the school district focused
on creating a world-class school system where all students will graduate college and career ready. While
attempting to change the focus and direction of the school system, current planning efforts are not yet complete
enough in either design or deployment to focus the district’s resources and energies effectively toward improved
student academic achievement. Numerous improvement initiatives are being implemented that are not clearly
aligned with the strategic goals of the school system and collectively did not create a clear and unifying focus
around district goals and priorities.
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Reviewers found that board policies are not complete enough in content and specificity to guide all necessary
aspects of curriculum management and the educational program and to establish quality control. Specifically,
policies in the curriculum management areas of control, direction, consistency, feedback, and productivity were
missing or did not have sufficient content to communicate expectations.

When examining the table of organization and job descriptions, reviewers found that the current table of
organization does not meet review criteria for sound organizational management. Job descriptions reviewed
did not have clear linkages to roles and responsibilities associated with the design and delivery of curriculum.

Reviewers found appraisal systems in place for teachers and building administrators, directed by statutory
expectations. In examining a sample of teacher and administrator evaluations, reviewers found the evaluation
feedback did not have a high enough degree of specificity to provide teachers and administrators with specific
feedback concerning their professional practices. The current teacher evaluation system does not discriminate
sufficiently among the performance ratings received by teachers. Building administrators reported a greater
number of teachers as “marginal” than reviewers noted in formal teacher evaluation ratings.

Finding 1.1: A tightly aligned organizational decision-making process is needed to support the creation,
communication, and implementation of system initiatives focused on closing pervasive gaps in student
achievement.

Public schools, like the Richmond County School System, are confronted with the challenge of educating
a diverse student population. Regardless of a child’s personal background and prior experience, there is an
expectation, both at the national level and in the state of Georgia, that all students will master essential knowledge
and skills considered important for college and careers. In Georgia, public schools and school districts are
evaluated through state imposed assessments ,including the Georgia Milestones Assessment System.

Highly centralized state accountability systems, such as the type currently employed in Georgia, require a tightly
coordinated district response in terms of focus, priorities, curriculum, and performance standard, and a localized
response that encourages instructional differentiation in individual schools. The curriculum (the content of the
classroom) must be tightly held by the system to ensure congruity, consistency, and continuity. Conversely, the
means to attain such ends must be loosely held to encourage sufficient variation and differentiation necessary to
meet the individual needs of all children.

The purpose of the Georgia Milestones Assessment System is to measure student achievement of the state-adopted
content standards and inform efforts to improve teaching and learning. Results of the assessment program
are utilized to identify students who are not achieving mastery of content, to provide teachers with feedback
about instructional practice, and to assist school districts in assessing the quality of educational opportunities
provided, identifying strengths and weaknesses, and establishing priorities in planning educational programs.

To establish a school system capable of functioning within the context of a state accountability system,
organizational practices and operating structures that contribute to organizational fragmentation must be
carefully and systematically eliminated by a clear and unwavering focus on student achievement. A systemic
response to state-defined accountability systems requires school systems to have in place:

*  Acomprehensive policy framework that directs district leadership and instructional personnel to employ
practices that have the highest potential to close the academic achievement gap.

* Anorganizational plan that reflects through its stated mission and goals an unwavering focus on student
achievement.

* A strong curriculum management system that clearly establishes guidelines and procedures to manage
the development, implementation, evaluation, monitoring, and revision of a centrally defined curriculum
aligned with state frameworks and assessment systems, and which does not permit exceptions that may
jeopardize the achievement of students based on race, gender, or socioeconomic status (the achievement

gap).
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* A comprehensive approach to curriculum delivery that expects and supports instructional delivery
at high levels of cognition and encourages a wide umbrella of instructional differentiation, which
encourages creative teacher responses to student learning needs.

* An expectation that student performance results are used to determine the effectiveness of district
improvement efforts in order to demonstrate consistent gains in student achievement over time.

*  An expectation that staff development is connected to the content of the adopted curriculum.

» Evaluation of all adopted programs against the explicit expectations of a board-adopted curriculum and
strategic goals of the school system.

* A funding structure that reflects the priorities of the district’s educational programs and program
evaluation data.

*  Acomprehensive approach to change management and communications, not only to convey a compelling
vision for the school system, including its goals and priorities, but also a compelling rationale for
changes in professional practices.

In the Richmond County School System, reviewers found district leaders in the process of implementing a
strategic plan for the school district focused on creating a world-class school system where all students will
graduate college and career ready. While there are external pressures to improve student achievement and
district leadership is focused on doing whatever is necessary to systemically address persistent gaps in student
achievement, the organizational structures in place and the practices noted are not sufficiently engaged or
aligned to achieve improved system performance.

School systems are complex organizations and require clear decision-making processes in order to achieve
desired goals and maximize the use of available resources. The Richmond County School System’s leadership
has not established a consistent process through which critical organizational decisions are considered, made,
communicated, or implemented. Not having a specific, planned approach in place to manage change at the district
level is restricting the ability of district leaders to consider multiple interpretations of available information,
potential consequences of any given decision, how to move from ideas to decision making to implementation,
or how to align organizational resources and efforts to clearly defined goals and objectives. When alternative
courses of action are considered, which may have significant implications for the organization, there is no clear
delineation of how decisions will be implemented, resulting in surprises and confusion among those responsible
for implementation and accountability. The reviewers did not find a standardized process for communicating
decisions and implementation strategies to school level administrators, faculty, or constituents.

The system’s strategic plan does not have sufficient tactical detail to inform how the system is strategically
addressing persistent gaps in student achievement through improved instruction, focused allocation of human
and financial resources, use of leading system indicators, or a prioritized set of actions that will align essential
district functions to a desired vision. While reviewers found district, school, and department level improvement
plans have been developed, collectively the plans do not effectively translate the system’s strategic plan into
clear, focused strategies that link all district school functions and initiatives (see Finding 1.2).

High standards and expectations for all students were not clearly evident across the Richmond County School
System. The district’s curriculum does not have sufficient quality to promote a highly focused and consistent
education program. Successful school systems pay close attention to state-mandated standards for curriculum
content, student achievement, and school performance. Inconsistencies in curriculum binders hinders sharing
of experiences between classrooms and schools, makes it difficult for students transferring among schools,
and fragments district professional development efforts, all of which interfere with improvement in student
learning. Observed classroom instructional approaches and strategies indicated that individual campuses have
not taken advantage of the flexibility afforded by site-based autonomy to sufficiently differentiate instruction in
order to address disparities in student achievement (see Finding 3.3). The focus on implementing interventions
has not resulted in improved achievement for students (see Findings 4.4 and 5.2).
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No system is in place to provide data necessary to support and assess progress toward a narrative of improved
instruction, improved student achievement, or narrowing of the student achievement gap (see Finding 4.1).
While student progress is being monitored by periodic diagnostic assessments and state summative assessments,
a system of formative assessments is just beginning to be implemented although there is no clear plan for how
an ongoing cycle of formative assessments will be used to identify needs, implement an early warning system,
or identify students who are off-track and adjust teaching. A well-designed, well-executed data warehouse
system is not in place to support the systematic analysis of student and program achievement data. Successful
school systems invest resources in developing their capacity to assess the performance of students, teachers, and
schools and to utilize these assessments to inform decision making about needs and strategies for improvement
and progress toward goals at the classroom, school, and district level. Commitment to data-informed decision
making linked to district standards translates into support for local educators to develop the capacity to use data
well (see Findings 4.1 and 4.4).

A school system with an unwavering focus on student achievement has to ensure the highest quality of instruction
for all students. Classroom instruction is the delivery point of a school district’s mission, and changes in
classroom practice are critical in order to close existing gaps in student achievement. To improve student
learning, educators need to have the ability to implement effective and appropriate strategies for ensuring
student mastery. A cohesive approach to professional learning is not in place to support the refinement of
professional teaching in the Richmond County School System (see Finding 3.1). The professional learning
that is provided does not have sufficient focus, structure, monitoring, and accountability to ensure all teachers
are receiving the knowledge and support they need to positively affect student learning. While monitoring
of teaching by building administrators and central office level administrators is taking place, there is not a
consistent focus on instruction.

The importance of a sound, comprehensive, and relevant policy framework cannot be overestimated in efforts
to increase student success and close academic achievement gaps. Effective policies that provide direction for
a curriculum management system must do more than mimic minimal state and legal requirements. The current
policies of the Richmond County School System are not adequate in scope and content to guide essential aspects
of curriculum management and the district’s educational programs (see Finding 1.2). Effective policies, which
will direct administrative and instructional personnel, have to be based on research-informed practices, and these
usually are scaffolded on minimal state and legal requirements. From this perspective, it is easy to see how a
school system can be in legal compliance with all state laws, but still not be able to maximize achievement for
all of its students. Unless policies included practices that will actually lead to closing achievement gaps, merely
following the law or a mission regarding such attainment does not provide enough direction and constancy to
be successful.

The function of effective policy as it pertains to a systemic response provides clarity, a framework for curriculum
management system, a framework for establishing consistency, a requirement to use feedback, and an expectation
that results will become the focal point for subsequent change. Such expectations are essential, especially in
situations where a state defined and driven accountability system exists. Centralized accountability requires
a centralized system in regards to curriculum, and a localized response as it pertains to instruction. What this
means is, a school system functioning within the type of state accountability system legislated by Georgia
must clearly define its curriculum in order to create congruity, consistency, and continuity, but encourage wide
instructional differentiation in the individual school units.

While organizational changes are a constant fact, many organizational changes are not achieving desired
results, in part, due to poorly managed communications, which result in uncertainty, rumors, and resistance to
change. Successful organizational change depends on the willingness of individuals within the organization to
change their behaviors sufficiently to achieve different results. If organizational change depends on individuals
changing, then communications about the change are critical. Communications with employees should be
an integral part of any change effort. The information given employees about desired change should address
the rationale for change and address concerns that those within the school community might have. Without
effective employee communications, change is difficult to achieve, if not impossible.
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The Richmond County School System does not have a comprehensive, planned approach to communications.
A recent Communication Review, completed in March 2017, found that the school system does not have
a strategic communications plan. The authors of the communications review comment on the lack of a
strategic communications plan, stating, “Above and beyond anything else in this review, the lack of a strategic
communications plan and a brand document are holding back the district and its leadership team from sharing
the accomplishments of the school system, which impacts everything from community relations to employee
morale to recruiting quality employees.”

Reviewers were provided a draft copy of a district communications plan. This draft communications plan does
not fully address or incorporate the recommendations contained within the Communications Review report.
Based on their review of the draft communication plan, reviewers noted the following:

The draft communications plan does not explicitly address or link communication efforts to the school
system’s strategic plan goals or initiatives.

The draft communications plan does not address how various stakeholder groups within the county
receive information about the Richmond County School System. For example, a communications plan
that places emphasis on social media, without careful analysis, may miss the fact that some stakeholders
may rely on information about the school system shared during social events such as youth sporting
events or church gatherings upon which to form their opinions and perceptions of the school system.
Also, the draft communications plan does not address the role of community influencers as part of a
comprehensive communications strategy.

The draft communications plan does not identify key messages that will form the foundation of the
school system’s communications strategy.

During interviews with school system staff, reviewers received many comments about the problems
with communications within the school system, among departments, and between the central office
and those directly responsible for implementing change in the system. The draft communications
plan does not address internal communications as part of a comprehensive communications strategy.
Specifically, the plan does not address how decisions and directives made by school system leaders will
be effectively communicated from the central office to building level administrators and school system
teachers.

While the draft communications plan references two-way communications as a goal and strategy, the
plan does not have a sufficient scope of direct communication strategies to ensure effective and direct
communications with the diverse and widely dispersed stakeholder groups found within the Richmond
County School System. “Let’s Talk,” which is a difficult to locate “Contact Us” on the school system’s
website, is referenced several times as part of a two-way communications strategy. While “Let’s Talk”
may be one tool for allowing stakeholders to communicate complements and/or complaints, it is not a
strong strategy for engaging stakeholders to become involved in the school system’s efforts to achieve
a vision for improved student performance.

Effective organizational change includes involving individuals responsible for carrying out change
plans in the development of such plans. The draft communication plan does not address strategies for
facilitating communications from internal stakeholders about proposed system changes.

During interviews with building level administrators, parents, and stakeholders who no longer have
children attending school in the Richmond County School System, reviewers received many comments
indicating there are multiple notification systems in use across the school system that are not coordinated
or actively managed. While technology can be an effective tool for quickly communicating key
information to parents, to be effective such systems need to efficient and actively managed. The draft
communication plan lists as a strategy implementing Peachjar, which is a commercial product through
which parents are able to receive digital flyers and email blasts from their children’s schools. The draft
communication plan does not have sufficient detail to inform how Peachjar would be implemented
within the school system.
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* Research, planning, and implementing a strategic communications plan require some financial investment
on behalf of the school system. The draft communications plan contains no references to the financial
supports that will be necessary to effectively implement the plan as drafted.

*  The draft communications plan does not outline the roles and responsibilities associated with defining and
implementing a strategic communications plan. It would be expected that the roles and responsibilities
of the superintendent, board members, central office staff, building administrators, teachers, and support
staff would be clearly delineated as they relate to a strategic approach to communications.

Overall, reviewers found that the draft communications plan does not have sufficient specificity and content to
drive a comprehensive communications strategy capable of clearly conveying the school system’s vision for the
future and its mission as an organization. The absence of a planned approach to communications, particularly
communications around change initiatives in the school system, limits communication strategies to being reactive
instead of proactively anticipating communication needs and challenges.

During interviews with district stakeholders, reviewers received many comments regarding communications
within the district. Following is a sampling of the comments received:

*  “We have poor communication. There’s a breakdown somewhere.” (Teacher)

*  “Communications when rolling new things out teachers need to be told and trained in everything not
figure it out on the fly.” (Teacher)

*  “Communication is a major issue that needs to be addressed; various departments do not communicate.
This lack of communication produces inconsistent delivery of expectations and desired outcomes, which
results in the district appearing to be inadequate and ignorant.” (Building Administrator)

*  “The communication piece is poor; sometimes it breaks down.” (Building Administrator)

*  “The lack of communication creates animosity and frustration by lots of dedicated professionals.”
(Building Administrator)

*  “Time and Communication are barriers to how things should be rolled out.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “Communication is a problem among departments. Too much of a silo focus. They live in their own
world.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “The Board of Education is not very good at communicating with the community.” (Parent)
»  “Before change communicating this with parents.” (Parent)

When organizations undertake initiatives to improve performance, they often require changes in policies and
processes, job responsibilities, organizational structures, resource allocations, and professional practices. Change
management is the process of continually renewing a school system’s direction, structure, and capabilities to
serve the changing needs of its students. When well executed, change management ensures the following:

* A thoughtful and planned approach to change designed to minimize negative impact on students and
stakeholders.

* A strategic communications plan to communicate the rationale and need for change, with the goal of
increasing awareness and understanding of proposed changes across the school system.

* Change developed from a “total” organizational view that considers the effect proposed changes will
have on district functions, departments, schools, and resources.

* Involvement of stakeholders who will be directly responsible for implementing proposed changes in the
planning process within declared limits of unacceptable strategies, methods, or options.

* Change monitored against measurable benchmarks and modified as necessary to address unforeseen
issues to ensure that intended results are attained.

*  Clearly defined action steps, roles and responsibilities, and assigned resources.
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Organizational change cannot be separated from strategic planning. Strategic plan initiatives, intended to increase
the capacity of the school system to overcome barriers to student learning and shift the organizational focus from
teaching to student learning, ultimately require those working within the system to change how they do their
jobs. Ifthose working within the school system are unsuccessful in adjusting their professional practices, desired
changes no matter how well intentioned will most likely not be successful. Resistance to change, however, is a
critical factor that influences the success of changes in a school system. The implementation of strategic plan
initiatives that occur with minimal resistance does not necessary mean the change was good or well managed.
Resistance to planned initiatives could be a warning mechanism that aspects of the change may not have been well
planned, or perhaps the strategic initiative is the wrong solution for a given problem. In a workplace marked by
passivity, implementing change effectively can be a difficult task. A critical aspect of a well implemented change
management process is identifying potential resistance during the planning process and using that resistance to
examine more closely the problems that exist and consider more thoroughly the proposed changes.

Within the Richmond County School System, reviewers noted that system leadership was primed to make changes
within the organization but did not have a comprehensive, planned approach to managing and implementing
change. An initiative listed in the school system’s strategic plan is to implement standards-based report cards in
grades K-3. The purpose for implementing standards-based report cards, as expressed by district leadership and
posted to the school system’s website, is as follows:

“The purpose of the new reporting system is to provide parents, teachers and students with more
accurate information about students’ progress toward meeting standards. Parents will be more
aware of what their children should know and be able to do by the end of each grading period.”

Reviewers received many comments from district administrators, teachers, and parents regarding the
implementation of the standards-based report initiative during on-site interviews and through online surveys.
Following is a sampling of the comments received by the reviewers regarding implementation of standards-based
report cards in the Richmond County School System:

*  “This is the very first time we’ve done it [referring to using standards-based report cards]. There’s
confusion, there’s questions, there’s uncertainty. Teachers had a one-day training on it. I just think we
rolled it out a little too soon too fast.” (Building Administrator)

*  “The teachers got a preview [of standards based report cards] during the summer, and we [administrators]
got nothing. It kept changing. We had a brief [training] the first day back.” (Building Administrator)

*  “There were even standards changed this week when report cards went out. When teachers went in, there
were different standards there than what had been there.” (Building Administrator)

* “Standards based Report cards, couple of disconnects, it is a great idea, unfortunately our teachers did
not have a good understanding and some of the information has changed and the full roll out did not
happen until after we were in school.” (Building Administrator)

» “Rapidly changing to a new report card that had to be redone four times that neither parents or teachers
understand. Instruction on how to do the new report card varied by who was teaching the class.” (Teacher)

*  “Richmond County waits until the last second to tell you anything and to train you. Examples are the
progress reports and report cards . They sent out e-mails giving assistance when the grades were already
supposed to be done.” (Teacher)

*  “More intense training provided beforehand prior to something new being implemented such as the new
Standards based report card grading. Some of the standards to be graded in Infinite Campus in math do
not match the curriculum guide.” (Teacher)

*  “The county often rolls out new programs before the people who are to implement them are fully trained.
For example, there was not adequate time to prepare for the implementation of standards based report
card . This makes teachers look and feel incompetent, increases teacher frustration, and negatively
impacts the public’s confidence in the teachers and school system.” (Teacher)
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“I wish that the board would have gotten parent feedback before they adopted the Standards Based
Report Cards and grading system for 3rd grade. Here is why; there are too many standards shown on
the report card at one time.” (Parent)

“Those standard based reports are a mess.” (Parent)

“The new grading scale is absurd. This system is a set up for failure.” (Parent)

Reviewers examined documents provided by district leaders related to the design and implementation of the
strategic plan initiative for standards-based report cards. Based on their review of district documents, reviewers
noted the following:

Reviewers did not find, nor were they provided, any form of executive statement from district leaders
that communicated a rationale for changing to a standards-based grading system, a description of
current conditions, desired results, or a timeline for making implementation decisions.

An implementation timeline was available that lists general action steps, starting with research into
grading practices in February 2017, and culminating with implementation of standards-based grading
in October 2017.

Roles and responsibilities were listed in generic terms by department, such as Curriculum & Instruction,
Area Superintendents, Information Technology, Professional Learning, Communications and Schools.
No delineation was found describing specific roles and responsibilities for each department or who
within each department was responsible for carrying out specific actions steps.

There is indication a development team comprised of teachers and principals was established in
March 2017. Reviewers were not provided any documentation that outlined the specific scope of
responsibilities assigned to the development team. Reviewers found no documentation of whether the
design team was given any parameters regarding what strategies, methods, or options they could not
pursue in developing a standards-based report system.

Reviewers were provided no documentation regarding what budgetary resources had been allocated in
support of the development and implementation of a standards-based report card system.

Reviewers were provided some documentation that would indicate teachers were provided a general
overview to standards-based report cards during a part of a one-day summer professional learning
session. Reviewers were provided copies of a series of five webinars that were developed to support
teacher implementation of the standards-based report cards. The webinars were not dated, but the
implementation timeline indicated the webinars would be sent out to teachers in August or September.
The content of the webinars included general orientation to what are standards-based report cards,
a rationale for changing from the prior report card system to a standards-based report cards, a quick
overview on where to locate information on the Rubicon Atlas™, and how to set up report cards in
Infinite Campus, the school system’s student information system.

Reviewers did not find any documentation that would indicate district leadership had identified potential
obstacles to implementing standards-based report cards or identified any benchmarks that would be
used to monitor implementation.

Reviewers found no documentation that a comprehensive communication plan had been developed as
part of the initial planning for implementing standards-based report cards. Reviewers noted on some
school websites letters to parents explaining standards-based report cards dated September 2017. No
information regarding standards-based report cards were found under the “Parent” tab on the district’s
website. Reviewers were provided a copy of a slide presentation and script that were developed for
parent information meetings, but no information regarding how many meetings were held or many
parents attended the informational meetings was found.
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Overall, reviewers found district leadership’s approach to implementing the strategic plan initiative for
standards-based report cards did not include many of the change management strategies that are generally
associated with the successful implementation of strategic changes in complex organizations such as a school
district. The approach used by school leadership to implement standards-based report cards did not establish a
clear rationale for implementing the desired change or state the desired outcomes. The approach used did not
include a clear delineation of roles and responsibilities or specify the resources that would be necessary. No
strategic approach to communications was noted that would convey a rationale, the strategies, and the desired
outcome to internal and external stakeholders. The involvement of stakeholders who would be responsible for
implementing standards-based reports cards was not clearly defined, nor was there any indication that obstacles
to implementing a change in report systems were identified or addressed.

Summary

School systems such as the Richmond County School System are complex organizations. When school
systems do not have sufficient focus, policies, organizational structures, planning, implementation strategies,
and monitoring of improvement initiatives, it is unlikely that improvement initiatives will impact district
classrooms and result in improved student achievement as measured by state assessments. Desires for change
and investment in change initiatives will not significantly improve student achievement results unless there
is a change in how professionals within the organization are engaged in their work. Reviewers found in the
Richmond County School System the absence of a strategic approach to managing and communicating changes
implemented as part of the district’s strategic plan. The absence of a compelling vision and direction for the
school district, coupled with inconsistent communications regarding changes, is impeding the district’s ability

Finding 1.2: Evidence of planning was found, but improvement plans, implementation strategies, action
steps, and communication protocols are not fully developed and do not yet provide a clear focus to guide
district initiatives, program direction, and system operations.

The needs of society and students are continually evolving. A characteristic of an effective school district is the
ability to engage consistently in long- and short-range planning focused on the attainment of agreed-upon goals
and priorities. Long-range planning provides a process whereby district personnel can anticipate emerging
needs, develop a framework for systematic action toward attainment of organizational goals, and strategically
focus activities that create the future. Planning, when given priority and engaged in consistently throughout the
school system, establishes a mechanism through which results are delivered against strategic goals. Planning
helps define the mission and values of the school organization. Greater organizational focus, improved student
achievement, and greater efficiency and creativity are realized when strategic goals cascade into measurable
elements of those strategies. Effective planning establishes a measure of organizational accountability that
keeps everyone at all levels of the organization focused on district priorities. Effective planning allows for better
use of limited resources and efficiency in the use of those resources. And, effective planning communicates
expectations throughout the system, allowing district staff and students to know what is expected of them in
their work. As school districts develop their goals, priorities, and implementation plans, so must individual
schools and departments within the system engage in planning that aligns their actions in support of the larger
system goals.

School district that are invested in improving teaching and learning focus strongly on district improvement
goals, curriculum and resource adoption, support for the use of specific instructional strategies, deliberate
selection of principals with curriculum knowledge, and systematic monitoring of the consistency between
district goals and expectations and school goals and implementation. Successful school districts use a selection
of strategies to support system-wide success in student learning, and the impact of the strategies depends on their
comprehensive use in a coordinated way, not the elective enactment of some over others or in isolation. District-
wide improvement and success for all student demographics require a clear focus on attaining high standards
of student achievement with explicit goals and targets for student performance, such as achievement measured
on state assessments, attendance, retention, and high school graduation rates. Academically successful school
district also tend to emphasize instructional quality as one of the key elements to improved student learning.
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The district aligns district and school operations, resources, and supports with a focus on student achievement
and instructional quality.

Given disparities in measured student achievement in the Richmond County School System, reviewers expected
a strategic, systemic response designed to improve student achievement over time. To determine how district
leadership is strategically and systematically addressing disparities in student achievement, reviewers examined
board policies, district- and campus-level improvement plans, and other related documents. Interviews were
conducted with district administrators, teachers, and parents regarding the status of planning in the school
system.

Reviewers found that planning does occur in the Richmond County School System. Current planning efforts
are not adequate in design and deployment to focus the district’s resources and energies effectively toward
improved student academic achievement. Numerous improvement initiatives and actions were identified that
were not clearly aligned with the strategic goals of the school system and collectively did not create a clear and
unifying focus around district goals and priorities.

Reviewers examined board policies and other district documents to determine whether clear expectations have
been established regarding short- and long-range planning. The following expectations regarding district
planning were found in board policies:

* Policy GAD: Professional Learning Opportunities assigns to the superintendent responsibility for
preparing and implementing a system-level strategic plan aligned with the priorities established
annually by the board of education. The superintendent is also required to ensure each school in the
district has a school improvement plan that is aligned to the system-level strategic plan. This policy
requires professional learning to be included as a major component of system- and school-level plans.

* Policy BH: Board Code of Ethics establishes an expectation that each member of the board of education
will “Participate in all planning activities to develop the vision and goals of the board and the school
system.”

*  Regulation DCC-R(1): Budget Preparation Procedures states, “It is the policy of the Board of Education
to provide guidance to the superintendent relative to the method, manner and substance of the initial
planning of each proposed annual budget.”

Reviewers found limited guidance in board policies regarding the development of system-wide, long-range,
plans that are congruent and incorporate student achievement data. There is a policy expectation for system-
level strategic and school improvement plans embedded in a professional learning policy, but collectively
district policies do not provide specific direction for planning in the school system. No policy expectation was
noted regarding a collective approach to system-wide and school-level planning, the use of system performance
data to guide planning, the alignment of budget planning with system-level planning, or the monitoring of
progress toward desired goals. No administrative guidelines were found that provided detailed directions to
guide district staff in the development of system-, department-, and school-level plans; the implementation of
plans; or the monitoring of results in terms of state and district performance indicators over time. No policy
expectation was found requiring the development of written plans in the areas of curriculum, assessment, or
facilities planning. An implied expectation for a professional learning plan was noted in Policy GAD.

In order to examine how the Richmond County School System board and leadership approach the development
and implementation of planning, reviewers examined more than 180 district planning documents. Planning
documents presented to the reviewers are included in Exhibit 1.2.1.
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Exhibit 1.2.1

District Planning Documents Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System

October 2017
District Document Date District Document Date
Curriculum and Instructional Department 2015-2019 | ELA Department Improvement Plan NA
Plan
Mathematics Department Improvement Plan | 2015-2019 | Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- | March 2017
2018 District Report
District Improvement Plan 2017-2018 April 2017 | Science Department District Improvement | 2015-2017
Plan
Social Studies Division Plan 2015-2019 | Professional Learning District August 20,
Improvement Plan 2017-2018 2017
Accountability Department Plan Summary NA Accountability and Strategic Wavers August 22,
Office Improvement Plan 2017-2018 2017
CTAE Division Plan Revised September | Curriculum and Instruction 2015-16
2017 District Improvement plan 2015-16
Information Technology Department Plan August 30, | Nutrition Services Plan Summaries 2017- NA
2017-18 2017 2018
Special Education Improvement Plan 2017- | September |2016-2017 Title I Division Plan September
2018 8,2017 | Improvement Plan 2017
2017-2018 Title I Division Plan August 2017 | Butler High School Comprehensive Needs | March 2017
Improvement Plan Assessment 2017-2018 School Report
George P. Butler High School April 2017 | Glenn Hills High School Comprehensive March 2017
School Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School
Report
Jenkins-White Elementary School March 2017 | Josey High School Comprehensive Needs | March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Assessment 2017-2018 School Report
2018 School Report
Laney High School Comprehensive Needs | March 2017 | Meadowbrook Elementary School March 2017
Assessment 2017-2018 School Report Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report
W.S. Hornsby Middle School March 2017 | Academy of Richmond County High March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- School Comprehensive Needs Assessment
2018 School Report 2017-2018 School Report
Alternative Education Center at Lamar March 2017 | Barton Chapel Elementary School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Bayvale Elementary School Comprehensive | March 2017 | Blythe Elementary School Comprehensive | March 2017
Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School
Report Report
Copeland Elementary School March 2017 | Craig-Houghton Elementary School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Cross Creek High School Comprehensive March 2017 | Deer Chase Elementary School March 2017
Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
Report 2018 School Report
Diamond Lakes High School March 2017 | Dorothy Hains Elementary School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Glenn Hills High School Comprehensive March 2017 | Garrett Elementary School Comprehensive | March 2017

Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School
Report

Needs Assessment 2017-2018
School Report
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Exhibit 1.2.1 (continued)

District Planning Documents Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System

October 2017
District Document Date District Document Date

Glenn Hills Elementary School March 2017 | Glenn Hills Middle School Comprehensive | March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Needs Assessment 2017-2018
2018 School Report School Report
Goshen Elementary School Comprehensive | March 2017 | Gracewood Elementary School March 2017
Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
Report 2018 School Report
Hephzibah School Comprehensive Needs March 2017 | Hephzibah High School Comprehensive March 2017
Assessment 2017-2018 School Report Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School

Report
Hephzibah Middle School Comprehensive | March 2017 | Jamestown Elementary School March 2017
Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
Report 2018 School Report
Johnson Magnet Comprehensive Needs March 2017 | Lake Forest Hills Elementary School March 2017
Assessment 2017-2018 School Report Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-

2018 School Report
Lamar — Milledge Elementary School March 2017 | Langford Middle School Comprehensive | March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School
2018 School Report Report
Lighthouse Care Center of Augusta March 2017 | McBean Elementary School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Meadowbrook Elementary School March 2017 | Merry Elementary School Comprehensive | March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School
2018 School Report Report
Monte Sano Elementary School March 2017 | Morgan Road Middle School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Murphey Middle School Comprehensive March 2017 | Performance Learning Center March 2017
Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
Report 2018 School Report
Pine Hill Middle School Comprehensive March 2017 | Richmond County Technical Career March 2017
Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School Magnet School Comprehensive Needs
Report Assessment 2017-2018 School Report
Rollins Elementary School Comprehensive | March 2017 | Sego Middle School Comprehensive March 2017
Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School
Report Report
Southside Elementary School March 2017 | Spirit Creek Middle School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Sue Reynolds Elementary School March 2017 | Terrace Manor Elementary School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Tobacco Road Elementary School March 2017 | Tutt Middle School Comprehensive Needs | March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Assessment 2017-2018 School Report
2018 School Report
W.S. Hornsby Middle School March 2017 | Walker Traditional Elementary School March 2017

Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report

Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report
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Exhibit 1.2.1 (continued)

District Planning Documents Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System

October 2017

District Document Date District Document Date
Warren Road Elementary School March 2017 | Westside High School Comprehensive March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Needs Assessment 2017-2018 School
2018 School Report Report
Wheeless Road Elementary School March 2017 | Wilkinson Gardens Elementary School March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017-
2018 School Report 2018 School Report
Willis Foreman Elementary School March 2017 | Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- | March 2017
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- 2018 School Report
2018 School Report
Comprehensive Needs Assessment 2017- March 2017 | Glenn Hills High School, April 2017
2018 School Report School Improvement Plan 2017-2018
Hornsby Middle School, April 2017 | Jenkins-White Elementary School April 2017
School Improvement Plan 2017-2018 Improvement Plan 2017-2018
T.W. Josey School Improvement Plan 2017- | April 2017 |Lucy C. Laney High School, April 2017
2018 School Improvement Plan 2017-2018
Meadowbrook Elementary School, April 2017 | A. Brian Merry Elementary 2017-2018 August 24,
School Improvement Plan 2017-2018 School Improvement Plan 2017
Alternative School 2017-2018 School August 21, | Academy of Richmond County 2017-2018 | August 22,
Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 2017
Barton Chapel Elementary 2017-2018 August 22, | Blythe Elementary 2017-2018 School August 22,
School Improvement Plan 2017 Improvement Plan 2017
Craig-Houghton Elementary School 2017- August 17, | Copeland Elementary 2017-2018 School August 15,
2018 School Improvement Plan 2017 Improvement Plan 2017
Cross Creek High School 2017-2018 School | August 1, |John S. Davidson Fine Arts High School August 18,
Improvement Plan 2017 2017-2018 School Improvement Plan 2017
Johns S. Davidson Fine Arts Middle School | August 18, | Deer Chase Elementary 2017-2018 School | September
2017-2018 School Improvement Plan 2017 Improvement Plan 26,2017
Diamond Lakes Elementary 2017-2018 September | The Early College at Laney 2017-2018 September
School Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 15,2017
Freedom Park K-8 Elementary School 2017-| August 21, |Freedom Park K-8 Middle School 2017- August 21,
2018 School Improvement Plan 2017 2018 School Improvement Plan 2017
Glenn Hills Elementary 2017-2018 School August 22, | Glen Hills Middle 2017-2018 School August 15,
Improvement Plan 2017 Improvement Plan 2017
Goshen Elementary 2017-2018 School October 2, | Gracewood Elementary School 2017-2018 | August 22,
Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 2017
Hains Elementary 2017-2018 School October 6, |Hephzibah Elementary 2017-2018 August 21,
improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 2017
Hephzibah High School Improvement Plan | August 22, |Hephzibah Middle School, August 13,

2017 School Improvement Plan 2017

W.S. Hornsby Elementary 2017-2018 September | Jamestown Elementary School, August 21,
School Improvement Plan 1,2017 School Improvement Plan 2017
John M. Tutt Middle School 2017-2018 August 23, | Lamar Milledge Elementary August 17,
School Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 2017
Langford Middle School 2017-2018 School | August 24, |Lake Forest Hills Elementary 2017-2018 | August 2017
Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan
McBean Elementary School 2017-2018 August 22, | Morgan Road Middle School 2017-2018 August 22,
School Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 2017
Murphey Middle School, June 29, | Pine Hill Middle School 2017-2018 School | August 2017
School Improvement Plan 2017 Improvement Plan
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Exhibit 1.2.1 (continued)

District Planning Documents Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System

October 2017
District Document Date District Document Date

Performance Learning Center School August 16, | Richmond County Technical Career August 22,

Improvement Plan 2017 Magnet School 2017-2018 School 2017
Improvement Plan

Sue Reynolds Elementary 2017-2018 August 22, | Rollins Elementary School 2017-2018 August 14,

School Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 2017

Reaching Potential Through Manufacturing | August 15, | Spirit Creek Middle School 2017-2018 August 2017

2017-2018 School Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan

Southside Elementary 2017-2018 School September | T. Harry Garrett Elementary School 2017- | October 2,

Improvement Plan 22,2017 |2018 School Improvement Plan 2017

Terrace Manor Elementary 2017-2018 August 22, | Tobacco Road Elementary 2017-2018 September

School Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 19, 2017

CT Walker Elementary School 2017-2018 August 22, | C.T. Walker Middle School 2017-2018 August 22,

School Improvement Plan 2017 School Improvement Plan 2017

Willis Foreman Elementary School August 14, | Westside High School 2017-2018 School September

Improvement Plan 2017 Improvement Plan 25,2017

Wilkinson Gardens Elementary 2017-2018 September | Warren Road Elementary School 2017- August 22,

School Improvement Plan 27,2017 | 2018 School Improvement Plan 2017

Windsor Spring Elementary 2017-2018 August 22, | A.R. Johnson Health Science and August 17,

School Improvement Plan 2017 Engineering Magnet School 2017-2018 2017
School Improvement Plan

Intermediate Literacy and Math Center September | Department of Accountability Parent NA

2017-2018 School Improvement Plan 22,2017 | Engagement Plan Rubric

Department of Accountability School NA AES High School Data Needs Assessment NA

Improvement Plan Rubric

ARC Needs Assessment NA Barton Chapel Needs Assessment NA

Blythe Needs Assessment NA CCHS Needs Assessment NA

CHE Data Needs Assessment NA Davidson High School Needs Assessment NA

Davidson Middle School Needs Assessment NA DCE 2017-18 Elementary Data Needs NA
Assessment

Diamond Lakes Needs Assessment NA Freedom Park K-8 Elementary Needs NA
Assessment

Freedom Park K-8 Middle Needs NA GHES Needs Assessment 2017 NA

Assessment

Goshen Needs Assessment 2017 NA Gracewood Data Needs Assessment 17-18 NA

HES Data Needs Assessment 2017 NA HHS Needs Assessment NA

HMS Needs Assessment NA Hornsby Elementary Data Needs NA
Assessment

Jamestown Elementary Data Needs NA Lamar Milledge Needs Assessment NA

Assessment

Langford Middle School Data Needs NA LFH Elementary Data Needs Assessment NA

Assessment

McBean Needs Assessment NA Merry’s Elementary Data Needs NA
Assessment

Morgan Road Needs Assessment NA Murphey Middle School Needs NA
Assessment

Pine Hill Needs Assessment NA PLC High School Data Needs Assessment NA

RCTCM Data Needs Assessment 2017 NA Rollins Data Needs Assessments NA

RPM Data Needs Assessments NA SCMS Data Needs Assessment SY 18 NA
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Exhibit 1.2.1 (continued)
District Planning Documents Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System
October 2017
District Document Date District Document Date
Southside NA 2017-18 NA T. Harry Garrett Needs Assessment 2017- NA
18
Terrace Manor Needs Assessment NA Tobacco Road Needs Assessment NA
Walker Needs Assessment NA WFES Data Needs Assessment NA
Wilkinson Gardens Needs Assessment September | WSE Data Needs Assessment August 21,
18,2017 2017
Accountability Manual NA 2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA
Inventory Elementary Schools (Pilot
Version)
2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA 2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA
Inventory High Schools (Pilot Version) Inventory Middle Schools (Pilot Version)
2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA 2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA
Inventory Academy of Richmond County Inventory Barton Chapel Elementary
School
2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA 2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA
Inventory Freedom Park 6-8 Inventory Morgan Road Middle School
2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA 2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA
Inventory Roy E. Rollins Elementary School Inventory T.W. Josey High School
2017-2018 Weighted School Assessment NA
Inventory Wilkinson Gardens Elementary
School

Review Approach to Analyzing Planning Process

To determine the quality of the district’s planning process, the reviewers analyzed the district’s planning
documents. Three levels of analysis were used by the reviewers. The first level of analysis dealt with the
district planning process as a whole. This analysis looked at the planning function with the Richmond County
School System and how it has been carried out at various levels within the school system. The second level
of analysis look at what the Richmond County School System considers its key strategic planning document:
Richmond County School System Strategy Map. The third level of analysis focused on the school and department
improvement planning process and used a sample of available school- and department-improvement plans for
analysis.

Reviewers found long- and short-range planning present at all levels of the school district. Current planning
efforts are insufficient to improve student achievement over time. Board policies provide a limited expectation
for planning and do not have sufficient content to clearly communicate expectations regarding coherent,
congruent district planning (see Finding 1.3). There are no administrative regulations in place to provide
guidance to district leaders regarding planning expectations. District and school-level improvement plans
contain numerous activities, which collectively do not convey a clear, focused set of district goals or priorities.
Current planning efforts do not have clear strategies for deployment and evaluation of plan effectiveness. A
system to monitor school improvement plan development and implementation is in place but does not have
sufficient development to ensure coherent and quality planning across the system.

Comprehensive plans are missing in the areas of curriculum management (see Finding 2.1), professional
development (see Finding 3.1), student assessment and program evaluation (see Finding 4.1), and budgeting

(see Finding 5.1).
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The following details the reviewers’ findings on the three levels of analysis.

I. Current planning efforts are not fully adequate to achieve planning purposes

To determine the quality of the planning function within the Richmond County School System, reviewers used
eight characteristics of quality planning for design, deployment, and delivery. This level of analysis approached
the planning functions across the district, at the central office level, across content or department areas, and at
the school level. Exhibit 1.2.2 lists eight review characteristics of quality planning used by the reviewers to
rate the Richmond County School System’s planning process. An “X” placed in the “Met” column indicates
that the characteristic was fully met. “Partial” placed in the “Met” column indicates that there are elements of
the characteristic present but they have not been fully developed or implemented to be rated as “Met.” An “X”
placed in the “Not Met” column indicates that the characteristic was not comprehensively or even partially met.
In order for reviewers to rate the quality of the district planning process as adequate, at least six of the eight
characteristics of quality planning must be evident and fully met. A discussion of the reviewers’ ratings follows
the exhibit.

Exhibit 1.2.2

Reviewers’ Rating of Characteristics of Quality Planning
Design, Deployment, and Delivery
Richmond County School System
October 2017

There is evidence that...

Reviewers’ Rating

Met

Not Met

1.

Policy Expectations: The governing board has placed into policy the expectation

that the superintendent and staff collectively discuss the future and that this thinking
should take some tangible form without prescribing a particular template, allowing for
flexibility as needed.

X

. Vision/Direction: Leadership has implicit or explicit vision of the general direction in

which the organization is going for improvement purposes. That vision emerges from
having considered future changes in the organizational context.

Partial*

. Data-driven: Data influence the planning and system directions/initiatives.

Partial*

. Budget Timing: Budget planning for change is done in concert with other planning,

with goals and actions from those plans driving the budget planning.

. Day-to-Day Decisions: Leadership makes day-to-day decisions regarding the implicit

or explicit direction of the system and facilitates movement toward the planned
direction.

. Emergent/Fluid Planning: Leadership is able to adjust discrepancies between current

status and desired status, facilitates movement toward the desired status, and is fluid in
planning efforts (emergent in nature).

. Deliberate Articulated Actions: Staff are involved in a purposeful way through such

efforts as school/unit improvement planning, professional development councils, and
district task forces that are congruent with the articulated direction of the system or
system initiatives.

Aligned Professional Development: Professional development endeavors are aligned
to system planning goals and initiatives.

Total

Percentage of Adequacy

12.5%

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met.

©2017 CMSi

As noted in Exhibit 1.2.2 district planning was rated fully met on one (12.5%) of the criteria, which does not
meet the review standard for quality planning. The following discussion provides more information on what
the reviewers found with respect to each of the characteristics.
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Characteristic 1: Policy Expectations

This characteristic was rated not met. Reviewers noted within board policy an expectation for system-level
strategic planning and school-level planning that is aligned with the system’s strategic plan. Board policies
were considered weak in communicating an expectation for a future focus in district planning efforts or that
planning be coordinated across the system to attain desired goals. There are no expectations communicated
through district policies or administrative regulations that address the involvement of professional staff, parents,
business representatives, and community members in establishing and reviewing educational plans, goals, and
performance objectives. No expectations are communicated through policies or administrative regulations
regarding the frequency with which plans should be reviewed for effectiveness to ensure they are effectively
structured to positively impact student achievement. No policy expectation was found requiring the development
of written plans in the areas of curriculum, assessment, professional development, or school assessment.

Characteristic 2: Vision/Direction

This characteristic was rated partially met. The district’s mission, vision, and goals were approved by the
board of education on October 20, 2015. Based on an examination of district meeting agenda and meeting
minutes, reviewers found no indication that the board of education was directly or fully engaged in developing
the district’s mission and vision. Board Policy BH indicates that members of the board are to “Participate in
all planning activities to develop the vision and goals of the board and the school system.” Based on meeting
minutes made available to reviewers, two board members participated in a two-day meeting to work on the
mission, vision and belief statements. The mission, vision, and belief statements were found posted on the
district website and in schools across the district. The vision statement “RCSS will create a world-class,
globally competitive school system where all students will graduate and are college/career ready” is similar to
the mission statement “Building a world-class school system through education, collaboration and innovation.”
During interviews, district stakeholders frequently described the district’s vision as being the superintendent’s
vision, with few speaking about the vision in terms of a shared vision for the district. At no time during
interviews with stakeholders was there any reference to the district mission of building world-class schools.

Characteristic 3: Data-driven

This characteristic was rated as partially met. The district does not have a comprehensive central data
warehouse in which to aggregate and store system and school performance data. Reviewers found evidence that
performance data were being collected and used to inform department and school level planning. Reviewers
found no policy expectation that requires the use of data for evaluating the effectiveness of the school district
in improving learning for all students. A review of board meeting minutes indicates the board will periodically
receive summary data reports such as a summary of the district’s College and Career Ready Performance Index,
but there is no indication that the board has engaged in any in-depth discussion regarding district performance
data in light of the district’s strategic map. Reviewers noted there was an expectation communicated by the
superintendent that department- and school-level improvement plans be data driven.

Reviewers noted that most of the school improvement plans they examined included numeric goals for
increasing the percentage of students achieving proficient or above on milestone assessments, and high school
improvement plans included a goal for increasing the percentage of students graduating. School improvement
plans also included a goal for improving the school’s College and Career Ready Performance Index. While
some use of disaggregated milestone data was noted, reviewers were not provided any evidence that district or
school level data had been analyzed at a sufficient level of detail to permit an understanding of factors that may
be related to existing performance gaps noted in the data.

Characteristic 4: Budget Timing

This characteristic was rated not met. Based on an examination of board meeting agendas, meeting minutes,
and board policies, reviewers found no expectation or evidence that budget planning is intentionally coordinated
with the district’s strategic plan, goals, or priorities. Budget considerations are not embedded in the district’s
planning process. District and school improvement planning and budget planning are essentially two separate
processes in the Richmond County School System. School-level budgets are not clearly linked to district
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goals or improvement strategies. According to district leadership, when school improvement plans are being
developed, budget allocations have already been determined.

Characteristic S: Day-to-Day Decisions

This characteristic was fully met. Reviewers noted that district leadership is placing a high degree of emphasis
on the development of department- and school-level improvement plans that are aligned with the district’s
strategic map. Administrators at the district and school level are highly cognizant of the need to improve school
performance across the board on key indicators of school performance. Improvement plans indicate a range of
actions that are to be implemented during the current school year to improve student performance at individual
schools and across the school system. Site visits to schools and interviews with building and district level
administrators further verified that there are efforts across the school system taking place to improve student
performance. However, the data sources referenced most frequently during interviews and noted on school
data walls are primarily summative assessment or diagnostic data obtained through the use of programs such as
i-Ready® . Reviewers did not observe any consistent use of formative assessment data or data disaggregated
at the level of specific skills or concepts.

Characteristic 6: Emergent/Fluid Planning

This characteristic was rated not met. Reviewers found no expectation communicated through board policies
or administrative regulations requiring that district and school improvement planning be emergent and fluid. A
review of board meeting minutes found no indication that the board of education has been actively engaged in
annual goal setting or setting direction for the school district based on identified needs and identified areas for
improvement. An examination of available prior year school improvement plans indicates that, while broad
goals to improve student achievement as measured by state assessments remain similar, the stated action steps
are notably different. Reviewers found no documentation that indicated why school improvement action plans
have changed from one year to the next. Building level teams are required to meet during the summer to review
school performance data and update school improvement plans. No documentation was provided reviewers
that would inform how school improvement plans change or evolve in response to changing student needs at
the individual school level.

Reviewers also examined district job descriptions to determine the extent to which planning functions were
assigned as essential duties or responsibilities. In the job description for the Superintendent, reviewers found an
expectation that the superintendent will assist the school board in developing, formulating, and revising guidance
documents for school program planning and reviewing of educational programs. Assistant Superintendents,
per their job descriptions, are responsible for supporting the planning, coordination, delivery, and monitoring
of school improvement with the purpose of enhancing student achievement. Assistant superintendents are also
responsible for collecting and utilizing data to inform instructional decisions and monitoring plans for academic
interventions. The Deputy Superintendent is responsible for planning, organizing, implementing, directing,
and maintaining the district’s operational business programs and services and non-instructional and operations
support activities, and serving as a resource to school personnel and other departments. Building Principals
are responsible for analyzing and using school and student achievement data to develop and implement school
improvement plans.

Characteristic 7: Deliberate Articulated Actions

This characteristic was rated not met. Articulation between various planning efforts and actions across district
departments and schools was inadequate. Viewed as a collective whole, district, department and school level
improvement plans do not convey a clear, focused response to noted gaps in student achievement. District
strategic initiatives are not fully addressed within school improvement plans. While most school improvement
plans identified goals aligned with one or more of the five strategic plan goals, the initiatives and action steps
noted in school improvement plans were not consistently congruent with stated district initiatives and actions
steps. The Richmond County Strategic Plan, under the goal area of “High Academic Achievement and Success
for All” lists 8 initiatives and 18 action steps. Collectively, within 51 school improvement plans provided
reviewers, reviewers noted 93 initiatives and 605 actions steps listed under the goal of “High Academic
Achievement and Success for All.” The initiatives and action steps listed in the 51 school improvement plans
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are not consistently aligned with the district’s strategic initiatives. One example of an alignment issue can be
noted between school-level initiatives and action steps and the district-level strategic initiative “Structured
RTL.” Reviewers found reference to RTI (Response to Interventions) in only four school improvement plans.
Reviewers found no information or documentation that would explain why so many school did not include RTI
as part of their improvement initiatives.

During interviews, the superintendent and district leadership stated that all departments were to have an
improvement plan that included an instructional focus. Reviewers were provided with nine department plans
for examination. Of the nine department plans examined, only four included a goal, initiative, or action step
that suggested some alignment to an instructional focus.

The office of Accountability and Strategic Waivers is responsible for monitoring school improvement plans. A
rubric has been developed for guiding the review of school improvement plans. One of the areas included in the
rubric is checking if school improvement initiatives are clearly aligned to a goal area and performance objective
on the Richmond Strategic Map. Although requested, reviewers were not provided with any completed school
improvement plan rubrics to see what type of feedback has been given to school leadership teams regarding the
alignment of their school’s improvement initiatives and actions with the district’s strategic goals, initiatives,
and actions.

Characteristic 8: Aligned Professional Development

This characteristic was rated not met. While many professional development opportunities are offered to staff,
staff development planning is inadequate and does not clearly connect student outcomes to staff development
needs either across the district or within schools. There is no comprehensive plan to guide the focused delivery
of professional development in the district to support the district’s strategic goals, initiatives, and action steps.
The Professional Learning School Improvement Department’s improvement plan does not fully address the
action steps listed in the district’s strategic plan. The department’s improvement plan also does not address
how it will support the multitude of professional training topics listed in the various school improvement plans.
There is no indication that the delivery of professional development has been planned in conjunction with the
development of school improvement plans.

Overall, reviewers found evidence of planning and plans at the district and school level in the Richmond
County School System. Board policies were considered weak in directing the coordination of planning at all
levels across the school system. The use of diagnostic and summative performance data to inform development
of the school improvement plans was noted; however, there is no indication that there has been an in-depth
analysis regarding district improvement priorities or strategies in the development of school improvement plans.
The district strategic plan does not provide a clear district-wide focus for improving student achievement or
addressing disparities in student achievement. School improvement plans are not fully aligned with the district
strategic plan. The budget planning process is not formally linked to district improvement planning process.

Current planning efforts are not fully adequate and their implementation is not comprehensive and effective at
bringing about desired change. The reviewers next looked at the quality of district-level plans.

II. The quality of district-level plans is insufficient to guide decisions and create needed change

If the reviewers find planning present in the system, they then proceed to determine if there are written plans,
and, if so, examine these plans for certain characteristics. Reviewers found evidence of planning at the district
and school levels in the Richmond County School System. The Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016, as
presented on the district’s website, was used as the primary plan document for analysis of the district-wide plan.

Development of the Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 was initiated in September 2015 with a meeting of
a Strategic Planning Focus Group. This focus group, consisting of 53 parents, staff, and community members,
met with representatives from the Georgia School Boards Association who facilitated the group’s work. The
Georgia School Boards Association is a voluntary association that provides training, programs, and services
to the state’s 180 locally elected boards of education. The vision, mission, goals, and performance objectives
contained in the Richmond County Strategic Plan were unanimously approved by the board of education
on October 20, 2015. Reviewers found no record indicating that the full strategic plan as displayed on the
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district’s website had been presented to the board of education. No documentation was provided to reviewers
that explained how the initiatives and actions steps contained in the Richmond County Strategic Plan were
identified or selected for inclusion.

Exhibit 1.2.3 lists the characteristics of a quality planning document and the reviewers’ assessment of the
overall adequacy of the Richmond County Strategic Plan. An “X” placed in the “Met” column indicates that
the characteristic was met. “Partial” in the “Met” column indicates that there are elements of the characteristic
present, but they have not been fully developed or implemented to be rated as “Met.” An “X” placed in the “Not
Met” column indicates that the characteristic was not comprehensively met. In order for reviewers to rate the
quality of the district planning process as adequate, at least five of the seven characteristics of quality planning
must be evident and rated as fully met. A discussion of the reviewers’ ratings follows the exhibit.

Exhibit 1.2.3

Characteristics of District-wide Plan Quality (Design, Deployment, and Delivery)
And Reviewers’ Rating of the Richmond County Strategic Plan—2016
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Reviewers’ Rating
Met Not Met

Characteristics

1. Reasonable and Clear: The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number
of goals and objectives for the resources (financial, time, people) available. X
Moreover, the goals and objectives are clear and measurable.

2. Emergent/Fluid: The plan allows for emergent thinking, trends, and changes
that impact the system both internally and externally.

3. Change Strategies: The plan incorporates and focuses on those action
strategies/interventions that are built around effective change strategies (e.g., X
capacity building of appropriate staff).

4. Deployment Strategies: The plan clearly delineates strategies to be used to
support deploying the steps and tasks outlined in the plan (e.g., orientation to
the change, staff development on the proficiencies needed to bring about the
change, communication regarding planned change).

5. Integration of Goals and Actions: All goals and actions in the plan are
interrelated and congruent with one another.

6. Evaluation Plan and Implementation: There is a written plan to evaluate
whether the objectives of the plan have been met (not to evaluate whether
or not the activities have taken place). Evaluation components of plans are
actions to be implemented; plans are evaluated for their effects or results, and
they are then modified as needed. There is both frequent formative evaluation
and annual summative evaluation, so that plans are revised as needed.

7. Monitoring: Systems are in place and are being implemented for assessing
the status of activities, analyzing the results, and reporting the outcomes that X
take place as the plan is designed and implemented.

Total 1 6
Percentage of Adequacy 14.3%

©2017 CMSi

As noted in Exhibit 1.2.3, the Richmond County School System’s strategic plan fully met one of the seven
review characteristics for quality district-wide plans; thus the Richmond County Strategic Plan - 2016 did not
meet the review standard for adequacy.
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The following discussion provides more information on what the reviewers found with respect to each of the
characteristics above.

Characteristic 1: Reasonableness

This characteristic was rated fully met. Intended to support attainment of a vision of creating a world-class
school system where all students will graduate and are college/career ready, the Richmond County Strategic
Plan — 2016 is organized around five broad goals: (I) High Academic Achievement and Success for All,
(IT) Community Engagement, (III) Communication, (IV) High Performing Culture and Workforce, and (V)
Operational Effectiveness. The Strategic Plan lists 16 performance objectives, 30 initiatives, and 61 action
steps. Because there are no strategies for implementing specific action steps to guide how the performance
objectives are to be met, a large part of the strategic plan is left open to individual interpretation regarding
intent, design, deployment, and delivery. The Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 is presented as a five-
year plan, and in consideration of the time and resources available, reviewers deemed the scope of the plan
goals, objectives, and actions reasonable.

Characteristic 2: Emergent/Fluid

This characteristic was rated not met. The focus of the Richmond County Strategic Plan- 2016 is to create
world-class schools where all students will graduate and are college and career ready. There is no information
contained within the Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 that clearly articulates how stated goals,
performance objectives, initiatives, and action steps will move the school system toward accomplishing the
stated vision. While a focus group was used to solicit input, development of the strategic plan has been driven
primarily by district-level administrators. No documentation was made available to reviewers that would
indicate the breadth and depth of any data analysis that was used to inform the selection of specific initiatives
and actions steps for inclusion in the plan.

Some emergent practices are in place, exercised through the office of Accountability and Strategic Waivers,
which involve an initial effort to align departmental and school improvement plans to the strategic plan.
However, alignment between the strategic plan and departmental and school improvement plans has not been
realized, as exemplified by the laundry list of initiatives and action steps found in district improvement plans.
Collectively, the improvement plans suggest a “try anything” approach as district leaders attempt to close
achievement gaps and compete with neighboring school systems. The is no plan in place that describes how
the strategic plan will be refined, changed, or modified during its implementation as a direct result of changing
conditions or outcomes within the school system.

Characteristic 3: Change Strategies

This characteristic was rated not met. The goals, performance objectives, initiatives, and action steps listed
in the strategic plan are stated in broad, generic terms and do not invoke a clear sense of how the Richmond
County School System is going to change its professional practices in order to address identified system needs—
particularly in terms of reducing gaps in student academic achievement and increasing overall graduation rates.
While each of the goals and objectives contained within the strategic plan may have merit as part of an overall
improvement process, alone they do not have sufficient content and specificity in terms of desired outcomes or
results to guide the allocation of district resources or the efforts of staff to achieve a defined vision for the future.

Reviewers found no evidence of system-wide discussions of what is impeding students learning or how to
design instruction to overcome barriers to learning. During interviews with district stakeholders, external
factors such as poverty, student mobility, and poor attendance were frequently cited as primary barriers to
student learning. Few comments were received indicating there has been much consideration of internal factors
that could be impeding growth in student achievement, such as quality of instruction, quality of curriculum
design, quality of formative and summative assessments, use of feedback, or alignment of system resources
toward clearly communicated goals.
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Characteristic 4: Deployment Strategies

This characteristic was rated not met. Successful implementation of a comprehensive district strategic
improvement plan involves communicating to staff with a clear, consistent, focused message about identified
needs, key changes that need to take place, how changes are intended to address identified needs, what support
will be provided in implementing changes, and how will changes be evaluated. This also requires keeping
the district improvement plan front and center of all efforts throughout the school system. While district
leadership, during interviews with reviewers, noted efforts to keep a focus on the district improvement plan
during administrative staff meetings and summer leadership conferences, reviewers found no specific strategy
in place for keeping staff focused on key district priorities. In examination of minutes from a variety of district
meetings, reviewers noted few references to the strategic plan, its goals, initiatives, and planned actions.

Within the strategic plan, reviewers noted that there are no specific timelines for implementation of listed
actions steps. Time references were stated in generic terms such as “2016 — ongoing,” “annually,” “summer,”
or “fall 2017.” No specific deadlines for implementation or attainment of action steps were noted. The strategic
plan document also did not identify specific individuals or positions that would be ultimately responsible for
ensuring implementation of specific initiatives or action steps. If responsibilities were assigned for specific
initiatives, they were assigned to groups such as Curriculum Department, Information Technology, Special
Education, Area Superintendents, or Associate Superintendent. No references regarding resources needed to
support implementation of specific initiatives or action steps were found, nor was a delineation of actual costs
associated with fully implementing the listed initiatives or actions steps. There is no documented plan or
process, noted in the strategic plan, which describes expectations for how school improvement plans would
be directly linked to the strategic plan’s performance objectives, initiatives, or action steps. The office for
Accountability and Strategic Waivers is charged with ensuring the alignment of school improvement plans with
district strategic initiatives, but its role is not clearly articulated in the strategic plan.

9% ¢

Characteristic 5: Integration of Goals and Actions

This characteristic was rated not met. The Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 contains 5 goals, 16
performance objectives, 30 initiatives, and 61 action steps. It is unclear how the initiatives and action steps, if
fully executed, are intended to advance the attainment of the stated goals. Many of the initiatives and action
steps do not have sufficient explanation and specificity to clearly communicate the congruence between the
activity and the related performance objective and goal. As an example, for the performance objective “Increase
graduation rate,” there is no explanation of what district leaders have determined to be factors contributing to
students dropping out of school and failing to graduate from a Richmond County high school. The two listed
initiatives, “Vertical Team Improvements” and “Structured RTL,” provide no definition of what each initiative
is, and if fully implemented what it would look like, and how these two initiatives could potentially increase
student graduation rates. The three listed action steps also do not have sufficient detail and definition to inform
stakeholders how each when fully implemented would potentially increase high school graduation rates. One
action step states, “Increase opportunities for feeder school collaboration to increase student outcomes leading
to increase graduation rates.” There is no accompanying description of what effective school collaboration
should look like and what student outcomes, linked to graduation rates, could be positively impacted through
such collaboration. The action step “Provide system-wide PL on effective RTI/SST strategies utilizing a variety
of data sources to improve student outcomes” does not have any explanation of what are effective RTI/SST
strategies or how, if implemented, these would improve specific student outcomes that are linked to increased
graduation rates. The third action step—"“Implementation of effective intervention”—does not define what an
effective intervention is or which interventions are positively linked to graduation results. Because there is no
clear congruence between action steps, initiatives, and performance objectives and overarching district goals, a
great deal of the strategic plan open to individual interpretation regarding intent, design, implementation, and
evaluation, potentially diffusing the district’s intent to focus on changes that will ultimately result in different
system performance.
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Characteristic 6: Evaluation Plan and Implementation

This characteristic was rated not met. The Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 does not contain a written
plan for monitoring or evaluating the implementation of improvement strategies and activities or the attainment
of the improvement plan goals and objectives. While most performance objectives had one or more performance
measures, expressed as a numeric goal for the 2015-16 school year, it was not always apparent what measures
or indicators the numeric goal represented. Assessment of gains in student performance is limited primarily
to overall performance on the Georgia Milestones, with no listed inclusion of other formative and summative
assessments to monitor progress in increasing student achievement. Where the collection of certain types
of data were noted, references to the data sets were vague or generic, such as “curriculum platform,” PL
resources,” mid-year and year-end screener,” “master schedule,” and “credit recover reports,” to list a few noted
by reviewers. None of the plan activities included benchmark data to indicate a current or desired status against
which implementation progress could be measured.

Characteristic 7: Monitoring

This characteristic was rated not met. No specific plan was evident for monitoring the status of strategic plan
initiatives and action steps, analyzing results obtained, or reporting outcomes. Analysis of the impact of the
strategic plan in improving system performance is not clearly required. No clear evidence was found, within
board meeting minutes, that the board of education has received regular reports on the results being obtained as
a result of implementation of the strategic plan initiatives and actions steps. Reviewers noted that the board has
received some reports related to the strategic plan that focused on an area of activities but did not include any
reporting on documented progress toward stated performance objectives and overarching goals. There is no
stated expectation of when plan performance objectives are to be achieved, providing staff with no information
regarding the urgency or priority of district improvement efforts.

Overall, reviewers found the quality of the Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 insufficient to guide
its implementation and ensure attainment of desired system performance in terms of student achievement.
The strategic plan was found to be not adequate in articulating a deployment strategy and the integration of
action steps with initiatives, performance objectives, and strategic goals. The strategic plan was inadequate in
communicating how the stated action steps and initiatives would remediate identified needs within the school
system, and processes were needed to monitor and evaluate the implementation of the plan and the attainment
of results.

II1. The quality of school and department planning documents is limiting their potential to focus district
efforts and resources on improving student achievement

School improvement plans provide direction for aligning school and district resources toward the attainment of
improved student achievement. When school improvement planning is poorly designed, or there is no planning
at all, desired goals may not be attained and resources may not be effectively used. For the planning process to
have maximum impact, there needs to be a tight line of control that provides the necessary structure throughout
district planning efforts and still allows for creativity and flexibility at the school level. When properly structured,
systemic planning reduces the slack within the organization. Slack occurs when connections between district
and schools are not clearly defined.

The approach used for analyzing department and school level plans is the same reviewers used to analyze the
Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016. This analysis traces the connectivity, monitoring, and evaluation of
planning efforts from district documents to school improvement plans. To assess the quality of school-level
planning, reviewers analyzed 59 improvement plans including 30 elementary school, 9 middle school, 12 high
school, and 8 department improvement plans for 2017-18.

Exhibit 1.2.4 lists the characteristics of a quality planning document and the reviewers’ assessment of the
overall adequacy of the Richmond County Strategic Plan. An “X” placed in the “Met” column indicates that
the characteristic was met. “Partial” in the “Met” column indicates that there are elements of the characteristic
present, but they have not been fully developed or implemented to be rated as “Met.” An “X” placed in the “Not
Met” column indicates that the characteristic was not comprehensively met. In order for reviewers to rate the
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quality of the district planning process as adequate, at least six of the eight characteristics of quality planning
must be evident and rated adequate. A discussion of the reviewers’ ratings follows the exhibit.

Exhibit 1.2.4

Characteristics of Department and School Improvement Plan Quality
For Design, Deployment, and Delivery
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Reviewers’ Rating
Met Not Met

Characteristics

1. Congruence and Connectivity: Goals and actions are derived from, explicitly

linked to, and congruent with the district plan’s goals, objectives, and priorities.

2. Reasonable and Clear: The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number of goals
and objectives for the resources available (finances, time, people). The goals and X
objectives of the plan are clear and measurable.

3. Emergent/Fluid: The plan allows for emergent thinking, trends, and changes
that impact the system both internally and externally.

4. Change Strategies: The plan incorporates and focuses on those action strategies/
interventions that are built around effective change strategies (e.g., capacity X
building of appropriate staff).

5. Deployment Strategies: The plan clearly delineates strategies to be used to
support deploying the steps and tasks outlined in the plan (e.g., orientation to the
change, staff development on the proficiencies needed to bring about the change,
communication regarding planned change).

6. Integration of Goals and Actions: All goals and actions in the plan are
interrelated and congruent with one another.

7. Evaluation Plan and Implementation: There is a written plan to evaluate
whether the objectives of the plan have been met (not to evaluate whether or not
the activities have taken place). Evaluation components of plans are actions to
be implemented; plans are evaluated for their effects or results and modified as
needed. There is both frequent formative evaluation and summative evaluation,
so that plans are revised as needed.

8. Monitoring: Systems are in place and are being implemented for assessing the
status of activities, analyzing the results, and reporting outcomes that take place X
as the plan is designed and implemented.

Total 1 7
Percentage of Adequacy 12.5%

©2017 CMSi

As noted in Exhibit 1.2.4, the department and school improvement plans fully met one of the eight planning
characteristics. Plans analyzed did not meet the review standard of being rated adequate on at least six of the
eight planning characteristics.

The following discussion provides more information on what the reviewers found with respect to each of the
characteristics above.

Characteristic 1: Congruence and Connectivity

This characteristic was rated not met. Board policies establish an expectation that there is a connection between
school improvement plans and the system’s strategic plan. Policy GAD requires the superintendent to implement
procedures for assuring that each school has a school improvement plan that is aligned to the strategic plan.
This policy further requires that school improvement plans address comprehensive professional learning as
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a major component. There is no policy expectation requiring the inclusion of student achievement targets in
school improvement plans.

Based on interviews with district administrators and an examination of various district documents, reviewers
determined that there is no clear expectation that school improvement plans be fully congruent with the strategic
plan. During interviews some administrators commented that they believed the expectation was that all school
improvement plans must address three of the five district strategic goals with at least one with an instructional
focus. Other administrators thought the expectation was that school improvement plans must include two goals
based on Strategic Goal I: High Academic Achievement and Success for All and one goal in support of one of
the other four district strategic goals.

Reviewers found district documents do not communicate a consistent expectation regarding the degree of
congruence school improvement plans must have to the strategic plan. The district’s Accountability Manual
does not include any statement regarding the congruence of school-level planning with the district’s strategic
plan. The Accountability Manual does include a statement that “Each school needs to plan on ways to ensure
that parents have substantial and meaningful opportunities to participate in the education of their children.” A
School Improvement Plan Rubric, used by district leadership to provide feedback on school improvement plans,
includes guiding questions and rating rubrics. The guiding questions and rating rubrics places an emphasis on
obtaining internal consistency between an individual school’s needs assessment, initiatives, and action steps.
Only one guiding question asks if school-level initiatives are “...clearly aligned to a goal area and performance
objective on the RCSS Strategy Map.”

Reviewers found that expectations regarding the congruence expected between school improvement plans and
the district’s strategic plan have not been clearly communicated. To determine the degree of congruence that is
present between school improvement plans and the district’s strategic plan, reviewers examined the initiatives
and actions steps listed in 51 school improvement plans and compared them with the initiatives listed in the
Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016 under Goal I: High Academic Achievement and Success for All.
Exhibit 1.2.5 presents a summary of the congruence reviewers noted between district initiatives and school
improvement plan initiatives and action steps.

Exhibit 1.2.5

Reviewers’ Assessment of the Congruence Between
District Strategic Initiatives and School Improvement Plans
For Strategic Goal 1
Richmond County School System

October 2017
DlStl‘l(Et.Stf‘ateglC Campus Improvement Plan Congruence
Initiative
Vertical Team None of the school improvement plans reviewed included a reference to
Improvements vertical teams or vertical team improvements.
Structured RTI Reviewers found reference to RTI in four school improvement plans.
RCK12 icul . . .
c Curriculum References to RCK12 curriculum was noted in three school improvement
Development and
. plans.

Implementation

The use of data was noted in 29 (57%) of school improvement plans reviewed.
The references to data use varied across school improvement plans. Frequent
references to the use of data included data digs, use of data in planning, use of
i-Ready® data, maintenance of data notebooks, selection of interventions based
on data, and teacher training in data analysis.

Utilizing Data to Drive
Instruction
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Exhibit 1.2.5 (continued)
Reviewers’ Assessment of the Congruence Between
District Strategic Initiatives and School Improvement Plans

For Strategic Goal I
Richmond County School System
October 2017
District Strategi
' l'l(i . Fa cele Campus Improvement Plan Congruence
Initiative

References to scheduling was noted in 10 (19.6%) school improvement plans
reviewed. References to scheduling found in improvement plans were split
between scheduling collaborative planning time for teachers and scheduling
time for additional academic support or interventions. The district’s strategic
plan action steps associated with this initiative referenced scheduling students
for the most effective instructional opportunities, providing summer school
opportunities, and providing wrap-around programs.

Scheduling for Effective
Instruction

Standards-Based Report | One reference to standards-based report cards was noted in the 51 school
Cards in Grades K-3 improvement plans reviewed.

District-wide Advisement
Program

One school improvement plan referenced an advisement program.

Reviewers noted only one school improvement plan that made some reference
to an initiative that is vaguely related to increasing post-secondary options
through the International Baccalaureate program.

Increasing Post-Secondary
Options

School improvement efforts that are clearly congruent with district strategic goals and initiatives increase
the likelihood the school system is focused on achieving desired goals. As can be noted from Exhibit 1.2.5,
school improvement plans initiatives and action steps were not fully congruent with district strategic initiatives
intended to increase student achievement. Incongruence among district improvement efforts frequently results
in a fragmented system of initiatives that may or may not be focused on accomplishing desired goals. School
improvement efforts that are congruent with district strategic initiatives increases the likelihood of a unified
system-wide focus on achieving desired goals. None of the district strategic initiatives intended to support
Strategic Goal I: High Academic Achievement and Success for All was found deeply integrated into school
improvement plan initiatives or activities.

District leaders indicated that all departments within the organization were required to have in place a department
improvement plan that included an instructional focus. To determine the degree of congruence that is present
between department improvement plans and the district’s strategic plan, reviewers examined the initiatives
and actions steps listed in eight school improvement plans and compared them with the initiatives listed in
the Richmond County Strategic Plan —2016 under Goal I: High Academic Achievement and Success for All
Exhibit 1.2.6 presents a summary of the congruence reviewers noted between district initiatives and department
improvement plan initiatives and action steps. An “X” indicates which district strategic initiatives were noted
in the respective department improvement plans.
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Exhibit 1.2.6

Reviewers’ Assessment of the Congruence Between
District Strategic Initiatives and Department Improvement Plans

For Strategic Goal 1
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Department
— '§ 2o 3 g E = é g §
o e L = o = ) o o=
DlStnc.t % Z| 5 én g £ | B -§ = § -2 § Department Improvement Plans
Strategic ZR 887 R g 2| = | C
Initiatives | & ¥| 53 5 SE|EE| 2|2z ongruence
= = H |2+ 3 o
HEEE R EEE IR
Al ez S =7 = | 2| o
= o = o
Vertical Team X Initiative: Vertical Team
Improvements Collaboration
Structured RTI X Initiative: Structured RTI
RCK12 X Initiative: RCK12 Curriculum
Curriculum Development and Implementation
Development
and
Implementation
Utilizing X X Action Step: Pull TLE Summative
Data to Drive Data
Instruction Initiative: Uses a collaborative,
data-driven planning process at
the district and school levels for
improving student learning.
Scheduling X X Action Step: Ensure that
for Effective collaborative planning is built into
Instruction master schedule
Initiative: Summer School
Standards- X Action Step: Provide ongoing
Based Report professional learning on standards
Cards in Grades based report cards to employees in
K-3 areas, clusters, school, grade level,
and or content
District-wide
advisement
program
Increasing X Initiative: Improve academic
Post-Secondary achievement in CTAE & increase
Options Post-Secondary options
Action Step: Increase
opportunities for MOWR, Dual
Enrollment, Advanced Curriculum,
Career Pathway Internships, Work
based Learning opportunities. ..
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Departments within a school organization that support the district’s overall efforts to improve student
achievement develop departmental plans that are clearly congruent with district strategic goals and initiatives.
As can be noted from Exhibit 1.2.6, the initiatives and action steps included in department improvement plans
were not fully congruent with district strategic initiatives focused on increasing student achievement.

Incongruence among district and school improvement efforts frequently results in a fragmented system of
initiatives that may not be focused on accomplishing desired goals. When all district, department, and school
improvement efforts are congruent, it increases the likelihood that there will be a unified system-wide focus on
achieving desired goals.

Characteristic 2: Reasonable and Clear

This characteristic was rated not met. School improvement plans examined by reviewers contained 93 initiatives
and 605 actions steps listed under Strategic Goal I: High Academic Achievement and Success for All. All school
improvement plans included action steps associated with professional learning, and most plans addressed one
or more of the remaining four strategic goals found in the Richmond County Strategic Plan — 2016. Reviewers
noted there was little consistency in the initiatives and action steps listed that would indicate a clear direction
for priorities established for the Richmond County School System. The number of initiatives and action steps
found within individual school improvement plans were generally reasonable in number; however, collectively,
the wide variety of initiatives and action steps would be difficult to monitor and evaluate from a system-wide
perspective. All school improvement plans examined listed the source of funding, which was most frequently
listed as Title I; however, most plans did not include any budgetary breakdown indicating how resources would
be used to support implementation of specific action steps or meet the goals of the initiative.

Characteristic 3: Emergent/Fluid

This characteristic was rated not met. None of the school improvement plans examined contained a needs
assessment summary or information to articulate how campus goals, strategies, and activities are directly linked
to specific school needs, priorities, or the improvement of student achievement. The Accountability Manual
contains a timeline and a needs assessment framework that schools were expected to follow in developing
their respective school improvement plans. As part of the needs assessment process, school leadership teams
were expected to complete a “Root Cause Analysis” to aid teams in determining areas to address in the school
improvement plans. Reviewers were not provided with any of the completed need assessments completed by
school leadership teams as part of the process of developing their school improvement plans. Although district
staff spoke of school improvement plans as “living documents,” reviewers found no documentation that would
indicate why school improvement plans have changed or have been modified over time. Reviewers also noted
that none of the school improvement plans reviewed described the initiatives or action steps listed in terms of
the current or desired status. The Office of Accountability and Strategic Waivers is responsible for monitoring
the content and implementation of school improvement plans. Reviewers found no systemic process in place to
ensure school-level improvement plans are evolving to meet the unique learning needs of students.

Characteristic 4: Change Strategies

This characteristic was rated not met. An effective school improvement plan focuses, in part, on building the
capacity of professional staff to achieve different student achievement results because of their professional
practices. Achieving different results often requires engaging in different professional practices. No district-
wide plan is in place that articulates how the district would support changing of professional practices employed
by adults in order to meet the needs of the students. As required by Board Policy GAD, school improvement
plans address professional learning. The professional learning initiatives listed in school improvement plans
include more than 50 discrete topics. Reviewers found no documentation indicating how professional learning
activities would be directly related to the district’s strategic goals or school-level achievement goals. None
of the professional learning strategies indicated specific, desired measurable outcomes or results in terms of
improved professional practice and improved student achievement. Evidence of the impact of professional
learning frequently was stated in terms of artifacts such as lesson plans or sign-in sheets.
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Reviewers noted that implementing “interventions” was a frequent initiative and/or action step listed in
school improvement plans. An example of an intervention frequently cited in the plans reviewed was the
use if iReady® lessons. Reviewers did not note a similar focus on initiatives or action steps that focused on
strategies to enhance instructional practices such as increasing teacher content and pedagogical knowledge
or their knowledge of their students, designing coherent instruction, creating classroom culture for learning,
engaging students, using assessments in instruction, and reflecting on teaching.

Characteristic 5S: Deployment Strategies

This characteristic was rated not met. Successful implementation of a comprehensive school improvement plan
involves communicating to staff and the public the areas in need of improvement, school-level priorities, and
how the improvement plan addresses identified areas of need. While current campus improvement plans are
posted on individual school websites, the school improvement plans posted on the district website are from the
2014-15 school year, making it confusing for the public to either access or understand what are the current goals
and improvement strategies of the school district. While there is a centralized process in place to review school
improvement plans, the criteria are weak in ensuring school improvement plans are directly linked to the goals
and initiatives contained in the Richmond County Strategic Plan —2016. Current school improvement plans are
presented as one-year plans with no stated indication of how initiatives are anticipated to progress from initial
training and learning to initial implementation to adoption as standard practices.

Characteristic 6: Integration of Goals and Actions

This characteristic was rated not met. An analysis of school improvement plan initiatives and action steps
revealed a large number of improvement efforts that were not consistently aligned with district performance
objectives or initiatives. Current monitoring efforts do not have sufficient guidelines to ensure school-level
improvement initiatives are aligned with district strategic initiatives and goals. Many of the initiatives and
action steps found in school improvement plans could be considered traditional or standard work as opposed
to strategic. Traditional or standard work are actions that replicate strategies or practices that have been or are
currently being employed, such as literacy across the curriculum, engaging students in fluency activities, progress
monitoring, small group instruction, parent-teacher conferences, drop everything and read, or collaborative
planning. Initiatives that are strategic focus on creating the capacity to overcome common challenges better
than previously, such as focusing on barriers to learning rather than interventions or shifting the focus from
teaching to student learning.

Characteristic 7: Evaluation Plan

This characteristic was rated not met. School improvement plans do not have clear descriptions of how they
would be evaluated. None of the school improvement plans expressly established an expectation that plan
activities would be evaluated in terms of improved professional practices or student achievement. School
improvement plans all include a listing of data that would be collected to document implementation or
completion of specific action steps. References to data, however, were stated in generic terms such as student
attendance, assessment scores, report cards, progress reports, i-Ready®, Achieve 3000, sign-in sheets, lesson
plans, and student work, with no specific targets against which to monitor progress toward implementation or
improved achievement over time.

Each of the school improvement plans listed performance measures expressed in terms of the percentage of
students that are proficient or above on state assessments, the school’s College and Career Ready Performance
Index (CCRPI), and, at the secondary level, the number of students participating in AP® courses, International
Baccalaureate®, or Move on When Ready courses. Reviewers noted performance targets for the current school
year were inconsistent in terms of expected growth. The target growth ranged from 2.5% to 10%. When
translated into the number of students projected to improve their performance, in many cases it was one to two
students. When the impact of strategic improvement efforts is projected to improve overall performance for
only one or two students per school, per grade level, it does not communicate a collective urgency to improve
across the school system, impeding the ability of the school system to reach state performance targets. None of
the plans reference evaluation in terms of impact on the attainment of stated goals. None of the plans included
benchmark data indicating either a current or desired status against which progress could be measured.
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Characteristic 8: Monitoring

This characteristic was rated as fully met. School improvement plans are monitored through the Office of
Accountability and Strategic Waivers. Although in the early phases of implementation, there is a planned
approach in place for monitoring schools in conducting comprehensive needs assessments and implementing
school improvement plans. The rubric used to guide assessment of school improvement plans addresses several
of the review characteristics for quality planning, but the rubrics are at a topological level and do not have
sufficient granular detail to inform the depth and quality to ensure school improvement plans have the potential
to collectively move the system to desired goals. Reviewers were not provided with any examples of completed
school improvement plan reviews to determine the type and specificity of feedback that has been communicated
to school leadership teams. Reviewers were not provided with any specific details in how the information
obtained through the consistent monitoring of school improvement plans would be used to adjust plan initiatives
or actions steps during the course of the school year or used to inform future planning efforts. There are no
stated expectations of when improvement plan goals are to be met, providing staff with no indication of the
urgency or priority of school improvement efforts.

Overall, reviewers found the quality of school improvement plans was not adequate to guide their implementation
and ensure attainment of improved school performance in terms of student learning and achievement.
Collectively, school improvement plans were not adequate in terms of the reasonableness of the plans within
the context of the limited alignment with the district’s strategic plan. School improvement plans also were
considered not adequate in means to deploy, evaluate, and monitor plan implementation.

During interviews, reviewers received a variety of comments related to improvement planning in the district.
Following is a representative sample of comments received by reviewers regarding planning in the Richmond
County School System.

*  “I believe we have a focus now that everybody is looking at. We have that strategic map that we all
look at now.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “All of our planning stems from the Strategic Plan.” (Building Administrator)

»  “The strategic plan is posted everywhere and you have to show where you are moving toward the plan.”
(Central Office Administrator)

*  “I’m not clear what the vision of the District is.” (Parent)

*  “We’re getting principals to really look at their data and really think about it before making plans. We
need to get it down to the classroom level.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “We need to be a little bit more selective about the number of initiatives we try...jumping off one train,
before the other one stops.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “This school is doing this, another school is doing that. There is no consistency between the schools as
to what they’re doing.” (Building Administrator)

*  “Ineed someone to prioritize things, because right now it’s all a priority.” (Teacher)

e “There are too many new and good initiatives. Teachers are overwhelmed.” (Central Office
Administrator)

*  “Too many initiatives and no follow-through; thus, proficiency is lacking.” (Building Administrator)
*  “We probably need stretch goals to be where we should be.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “Atour school, we don’t have a performance issue, so we don’t feel like the improvement plan matters,
so we just sort of ignore it.” (Teacher)

*  “Our staff is veteran and there’s no urgency. They don’t see need to change.” (Building Administrator)
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Summary

Overall, the reviewers found that current approaches to planning in the Richmond County School System are
not of sufficient quality to lead the school system toward the desired results of improved student achievement.
Board policies have neither comprehensive expectations or clear direction to clearly guide district planning.
Collectively, district-, department-, and school-level plans are not tightly aligned, nor do they communicate
a clear, unifying focus for improving student achievement or addressing disparities in student achievement.
District strategic and department- and school-level improvement plans need clear deployment strategies for
using system performance data to monitor the effectiveness of district improvement efforts over time. The
number of improvement initiatives and action steps in district and school improvement plans exceeds the

A. Brian Merry
School Improvement Plan Goals

1. We will all come to school on time every day.
2. We will improve our iReady and Georgia Milestones

scores.
3. We will communicate using various methods with our

students, teachers, parents, and community
partners.

School improvement goals posted at A. Brian Merry Elementary School

School Improvement Process

The school improvement process used by school administrators was on display at Pine Hill Middle School
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Finding 1.3: Board policies have insufficient scope and content to provide enough direction for the
effective management of curriculum and other district functions.

There are many laws that govern public schools, including constitutional laws enacted by state legislatures,
interpretations of laws by the courts, and rules established by state and national education agencies. While these
various sources of law establish the broad framework within which school districts must operate, local school
boards adopt policies that govern all facets of school district operations, including curriculum and instruction,
educational programs, resource adoptions, employment of staff, administration of public services, finances, and
support services. In order for policies to provide an effective operational framework, they must be useful in
communicating the values and expectations of the school board, ensure compliance with state and federal laws,
direct practices that are appropriate to the school district, and guide administrators in making decisions that
are consistent, uniform, and predictable. In order for policies to drive decision making, they must be specific,
easily referenced, and the first-source documents to provide individual and system guidance. Conversely,
when policies are absent, outdated, vague, or ignored there is no effective guidance for administrators or staff.
The result may be that decisions are made at the discretion of individuals or special interests that may not be
consistent with district values or expectations. In such instances, there may be a lack of coherence in systems,
operations, and actions. Educational outcomes may be unpredictable and/or fragmented and may not reflect the
intent of the school board.

Ensuring a high quality instruction for all students in the Richmond County School System requires a
comprehensive curriculum policy framework that clearly communicates the expectations of the board. A well-
written curriculum policy framework is critical in a school district’s efforts to improve student achievement
and close academic achievement gaps, particularly those that frequently exist among low-income students,
minority students, students with disabilities, and students learning English language learners. The impact of
a fragmented curriculum delivery system is disproportionately felt by these groups of students, frequently
limiting post-secondary educational options, career choices, and potential lifetime income. It is through a
comprehensive curriculum policy framework that the board translates expectations embedded in federal and
state statutes into local implementation.

It is expected that a comprehensive policy framework be in place to ensure constancy of purpose, avoid
curriculum fragmentation, and establish a clear expectation for the following:

* A centrally defined curriculum that is deeply aligned with state content standards and accountability
systems.

*  Variation in how teachers deliver instruction and engage students with the curriculum in order to optimize
student mastery of the adopted curriculum regards of race, gender, disability, or socioeconomic status.

» Use of instructional resources to support delivery of the adopted written curriculum and not become a
substitute or surrogate curriculum. A written curriculum should be developed prior to the adoption of
an instructional resource.

» Use of student assessment data, gathered through the use of both formative and summative assessments,
to guide modifications in the written curriculum and instructional approaches and to ensure consistent
achievement by all students over time.

»  Professional development opportunities that are differentiated based on the professional needs of
teachers and designed to increase the capacity of teachers to effectively deliver the adopted curriculum.

The reviewers examined all policies, administrative regulations, and exhibits provided by the school district.
They selected for further analysis those policies most directly related to curriculum management and
organizational support and assessed them by comparing their content to 26 policy criteria that comprise the
Curriculum Management Improvement Model (CMIM). This model serves as the basis for evaluating key
documents in the review. Interviews were conducted with administrators, and staff to identify the extent to
which board policies are used in the district to guide decisions about educational programs and the curriculum.
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The reviewers found the Richmond County School System’s policies to be incomplete in scope and insufficient
in content and specificity to guide essential aspects of curriculum management and the district’s educational
programs. Most policies in the curriculum management areas of control, direction, consistency and equity,
feedback, and productivity were either weak or absent. A limited scope of centrally defined administrative
regulations hinders the ability of district leadership to ensure board policies are interpreted as intended and
support consistent decision making across the district.

The Richmond Count School System Board of Education is a policy-making body and serves as a legislative
body in the development and evaluation of policies. Chartered in 1872, the board of education has the power
to “make rules and regulations necessary for the conduct of its business and the government of its employees
and the pupils of the schools.” The board of education must comply with the Constitutional Provision and other
laws of the State of Georgia, which require compliance by all school systems. The following provisions of the
Official Code of Georgia were noted granting school boards the authority to manage the school district:

* O.C.G.A. § 20-2-59: “The county school superintendent and county board of education shall make
rules to govern the county schools of their county.”

* O0O.C.G.A. § 20-2-61: “The fundamental role of a local board of education shall be to establish policy
for the local school system with the focus on student achievement.”

The board of education, through its adopted policies, establishes its governance role in developing policies and
directing the superintendent to develop necessary rules and regulations. The following policies reference the
role of the board of education in establishing policies for the school system:

*  Board Policy ABB: Board Powers and Duties states that the board of education shall have the power
“To make rules and regulations necessary for the conduct of its business and the government of its
employees and the pupils of the schools.”

*  Board Policy BD: Policy Development states, “The Board of Education, representing the people of the
community, is the governing body that establishes policies to be implemented in the operation of the
public schools.”

*  Board Policy BBD: Board-School Superintendent Relations states that the function of the board is to
legislate and set policy.

The following policies reference the role of the superintendent in developing rules and regulations for the
implementation of board-adopted policies:

*  Board Policy BD: Policy Development states, “The Board delegates to the Superintendent the authority
to manage the affairs of the school system through the execution of Board policies. The Superintendent
is authorized to establish such administrative processes as will be needed to ensure that board policies
are reviewed periodically and that adequate deliberation by all interested parties precedes any
recommendation by the Superintendent to the Board regarding a proposed policy or policy amendment.”

*  Board Policy BBD: Board-School Superintendent Relations establishes the board’s expectation that the
superintendent will execute and administer the policies passed by the board effectively.

The Richmond County School System Board of Education requires the superintendent to review board policies
at least annually following the legislative session but prior to July of each year. The board attorney may assist in
drafting board policies and shall review all proposed policies for legality, form, and substance. Adopted board
policies are posted to a website hosted by the Georgia School Board Association, and linked to the Richmond
County School System website.
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Reviewers obtained for review and analysis copies of 125 board of education policies and 16 administrative
regulations from the Richmond County School System’s website. Exhibit 1.3.1 lists 67 curriculum management
policies and administrative regulations selected by reviewers for analysis.

Exhibit 1.3.1

Board of Education Policies and Administrative Regulations Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Policy No. Policy and Regulation Title Date ofé(!Option/
Revision
AA School District Legal Status 3/17/2009
AB School Board Legal Status 1/1/1978
ABB Board Powers and Duties 9/9/1999
ABD School Superintendent Legal Status 3/1/1989
AD School Attendance Areas 9/9/1999
AE School Year 3/17/2009
BBA Board Officers 9/11/2008
BBBB New Member Orientation 7/21/2009
BBBC Board Member Development Opportunities 10/14/1999
BBC Board Committee 10/14/1999
BBD Board-School Superintendent Relations 10/14/1999
BBF Advisory Committees 9/1/1991
BBFA Local School Councils 9/20/2016
BD Policy Development 9/11/2008
BDD Policy Dissemination 7/21/2009
BDF Review of Administrative Rules 10/14/1999
BDG Administration in Policy Absence 7/21/2009
BH Board Code of Ethics 12/14/2010
CEA Superintendent Qualifications 5/18/2010
CEE Superintendent Compensation and Benefits 1/1/1989
CEG Superintendent Professional Development Opportunities 1/1/1978
CL Councils, Cabinets, and Committees 8/10/2006
DCC-R(1) |Budget Preparation Procedures 8/10/2000
DCD Budget Preliminary Adoption Procedures 1/1/1991
DCH Budget Periodic Budget Reconciliation 1/1/1991
DCK Level of Budgetary Control 9/11/2008
DFC Federal Funds 10/18/2016
DFF Grants 9/1/2007
DFF-R(1) | Grants 9/1/2007
DIB Financial Reports 9/23/2010
EDC Transportation Safety 9/11/2008
EEE Wellness Program 9/11/2008
FGAD Architect Responsibilities in Facilities Projects 2/16/2010
GAAA Equal Opportunity Employment 1/19/2016
GAC Staff Involvement in Decision Making 1/1/1989
GAD Professional Learning Opportunities 3/15/2016
GBC Professional Personnel Recruitment 9/11/2008
GBRC Professional Personnel Work Loads 9/11/2008
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Exhibit 1.3.1 (continued)
Board of Education Policies and Administrative Regulations Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Policy No. Policy and Regulation Title Date oféd.option/
Revision
IBB Charter Schools 11/19/2013
IDA Basic Program 8/10/1972
IDBA Sex Education 9/11/2008
IDCH Dual Enrollment — Move on When Ready 12/13/2016
IDCH-R(1) | Dual Enrollment Move on When Ready 12/13/2016
IDDD Gifted Student Programs 7/21/2015
IED Scheduling for Instruction 12/13/2016
IED-R(1) | Scheduling for Instruction 12/13/2016
IEDA Unstructured Break Time 9/11/2008
IFBC Media Programs 7/21/2015
IFBG Internet Acceptable Use 2/21/2017
IFBG-R(1) | Internet Acceptable Use 7/10/2014
IFCB Field Trips and Excursions 8/12/1999
HIA Grading Systems 1/17/2017
HIA-R(1) | Grading Systems 1/17/2017
IHE Promotion and Retention 11/18/2014
JAA Equal Educational Opportunities 1/19/2016
JBC(1) Homeless Students 10/16/2010
JBC(1)-R(1) | Homeless Students 10/16/2010
JBC(4) Awarding Units and Transferring Credit 1/17/2017
JBC School Admissions 7/18/2013
JCDA Student Code of Conduct 9/11/2008
JGC Student Health Services 9/11/2008
JGF(2) Seclusion or Restraint of Students 11/15/2016
JGF(2)-R(1) | Seclusion or Restraint of Students 11/15/2016
JGF Student Safety 9/11/2008
KG Use of School Facilities 7/20/2010
KG-R(1) | Use of School Facilities 7/20/2010
LEBA Parental Involvement in Education 9/11/2008

Reviewers analyzed the policies and administrative regulations listed in Exhibit 1.3.1 for congruence with
review standards using 26 criteria, each with three defining characteristics. The reviewers assessed the quality
of the board policies and administrative regulations by comparing the content to review criteria for good
curriculum management. The 26 criteria are organized into five categories—control, direction, consistency
and equity, feedback, and productivity—that mirror the five standards of the review. Relevant policies were
selected from those noted in Exhibit 1.3.1 for further study and review.

The reviewers examined each relevant policy to determine if the review criteria were met. For each criterion,
a score of 0 to 3 points was given based on the characteristics of the policy. If a policy or administrative
regulation (or several considered together) met any of the defining characteristics, the policy or administrative
regulation was given the corresponding score (1-3). If a policy or administrative regulation was considered too
weak to meet the characteristics or if there was no policy or administrative regulation regarding the criterion, a
rating of 0 was given. To be considered adequate, 70% of the total possible points for a standard (set of criteria)
had to be given. Results of this analysis are contained in Exhibits 1.3.2 through 1.3.7
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Exhibit 1.3.2 provides the reviewers’ analysis of board policies for Standard One and the level of control
provided by the policies related to the design and delivery of the written curriculum, long-range planning, and

functional decision-making structures.

Exhibit 1.3.2

Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard One to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Richmond County School System
October 2017

Standard One—Provides for Control:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board

policy to ensure:

Relevant Reviewers’
Review Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
Regulations Rating

1.1 A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district written curriculum

* Requires the taught and assessed curriculum to be aligned to the district’s written IDA 1
curriculum

* Addresses the alignment of the district’s written curriculum with state and national 1
standards for all subject areas and grades (includes electives)

* Directs the district’s written curriculum documents to be more rigorous than state and 0
national standards to facilitate deep alignment in all three dimensions with current and
future high-stakes tests

1.2 Philosophical statements of the district instructional approach

» Has a general philosophical statement of curriculum approach, such as standards- IDA 1
based, competency-based, outcome-based, etc.

+ Directs adherence to mastery learning practices for all content areas and grades 0
involved in local, state, and national accountability

+ Directs adherence to mastery learning practices for all grade levels and content areas, 0
including electives

1.3 Board adoption of the written curriculum

* Requires the annual review of new or revised written curriculum prior to its adoption | IDA 0

+ Directs the annual adoption of new or revised written curriculum for all grade levels ABB 1
and content areas

+ Directs the periodic review of all curriculum on a planned cycle over several years 0

1.4 Accountability for the design and delivery of the district curriculum through roles

and responsibilities

incorporates system-wide student achievement targets; and is evaluated using both
formative and summative measures

+ Directs job descriptions to include accountability for the design and delivery of the 0
aligned curriculum

+ Links professional appraisal processes with specific accountability functions in the 0
job descriptions of central office administrators, building administrators, and regular
classroom teachers

+ Directs professional appraisal processes to evaluate all staff in terms of gains in student 0
achievement

1.5 Long-range, system-wide planning

* As part of the district planning process, policy requires that the superintendent and GAD 0
staff think collectively about the future and that the discussion take some tangible form | BH
(This allows for flexibility without prescribing a particular template)

* Requires the development of a system-wide, long-range plan that is updated annually; 1

» Expects school improvement plans to be congruent with the district long-range plan, to
incorporate system-wide student achievement targets, and to be evaluated using both
formative and summative measures
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Exhibit 1.3.2 (continued)

Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard One to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Standard One—Provides for Control:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Relevant Reviewers’
Review Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
. Rating
Regulations
1.6 Functional decision-making structure
+ Expects an organizational chart that is annually reviewed, presented to the board, and | CL 0
approved by the superintendent BBFA
* Requires that job descriptions for each person listed on the organizational chart be LEBA 0
present and updated regularly to ensure that all review criteria, such as span of control,
logical grouping of functions, etc., are met
+ Directs and specifies the processes for the formation of decision-making bodies 0
(e.g., cabinet, task forces, committees) in terms of their composition and decision-
making responsibilities, to ensure consistency, non-duplication of tasks, and product
requirements
Standard One Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 6
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 33.3%

Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies do not meet any characteristics.

©2017 CMSi

Exhibit 1.3.2 presents the reviewers’ ratings of the district policies and regulations related to Standard One,
which provides for control. Reviewers found that board policies had neither sufficient content, specificity, nor
direction to fully meet this review criterion. At least 70% of the characteristics must be met for the policies to
be considered adequate; the reviewers found that 6 out of 18 (33.3%) of the criteria were met.

The following presents information about the reviewers’ ratings on Standard One:
Criterion 1.1: A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district written curriculum

Reviewers found one policy, Policy IDA, which addresses alignment of the district’s curriculum. Policy IDA
requires teachers to align their units of study, lesson plans, instruction, and assessment to the district published
curriculum guides. Curriculum guides are to be aligned with Georgia Department of Education Standards and
with criterion referenced, norm referenced and system development assessments. The effectiveness of the
curriculum is to be determined in part by student performance on local, state, and national criterion referenced
and norm referenced assessments. No policy expectation was found that would require the district’s written
curriculum to be more rigorous than state and national standards. Two points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 1.2: Philosophical statement of the district instructional approach

Policy IDA states, “It is policy of the Richmond County Board of Education to provide a comprehensive
Richmond County K-12 curriculum, instruction and assessment program (RCK12) to serve the educational
needs of the System’s students. The Board shall utilize and implement a standards based approach to curriculum
and instruction.” No policy statement or administrative regulation was found that clearly defined “standards
based” in terms of expectations for student mastery of the knowledge and skills that are deemed essential. One
point was awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 1.3: Board adoption of the written curriculum

Policy ABB asserts the authority of the board of education “To establish upon the recommendation of the
Superintendent of the schools the course of study for each class and grade in the school system.” Policy IDA
states, “The Board of Education shall approve new courses prior to their implementation.” While board policy
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establishes the authority of the board of education to approve new courses, no policy expectation for a planned
system review process was found. One point was awarded this criterion.

Criterion 1.4: Accountability for the design and delivery of the district curriculum through roles and
responsibilities

Within board policies examined, reviewers found no references to job descriptions or professional appraisal. No
policy expectation was found linking gains in student achievement to the process for evaluating the professional
work of staff. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 1.5: Long-range, system-wide planning

Policy GAD states, “The Superintendent shall cause to be prepared and implemented a system-level Strategic
Plan that includes professional learning as a major component, developed according to priorities that are
determined annually by the local Board of Education. The Superintendent and appropriate staff shall facilitate
the development and implementation of procedures for assuring that each school within the school system has
a School Improvement Plan (SIP) that addresses comprehensive professional learning as a major component
and is aligned with the system Strategic Plan.” While references to system-level strategic plans and school-
level improvement plans were noted in board policy, no policy expectation was found that such planning would
include measurable student achievement targets. Two points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 1.6: Functional decision-making structure

Reviewers found no policy expectations regarding an organizational chart or job descriptions. Policy CL directs
the establishment of a Transportation Council but makes no other reference to establishing standing, temporary,
and/or ad hoc committees. Several policies reference school councils, but none directly addresses establishment
of school councils or the role or function of school councils. No points were awarded this criterion.

Exhibit 1.3.3 provides the reviewers’ analysis of board policies for Standard Two and the direction provided
by the policies related to the establishment of valid and measurable learning objectives for students through a
written curriculum, aligned assessments, instruction resources, and program interventions.

Exhibit 1.3.3

Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard Two to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Standard Two—Provides for Direction:

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:
Relevant Reviewers’
Review Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
. Rating
Regulations

2.1 Written curriculum with aligned, criterion-referenced formative assessments for all subject areas at all
grade levels

* Requires enough specificity so that all teachers can consistently describe how students | IDA 1
will demonstrate mastery of the intended objective

* Requires formative assessment instruments that align to specific curriculum objectives 1

+ Directs that suggestions be provided to teachers for differentiating curriculum to meet 0

students’ needs as diagnosed by formative assessments

2.2 Periodic review/update of the curriculum and aligned resources and assessments

» Requires the development of procedures to both formatively and summatively review | IDA 1
the written curriculum for all grade levels and content areas

* Requires the annual review of test banks, benchmark assessments, and other 0
assessment instruments for alignment with the district or state accountability system

+ Evaluates assessment instruments for alignment to the district curriculum in all three 0
dimensions: content, context, and cognitive type
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Exhibit 1.3.3 (continued)
Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard Two to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Standard Two—Provides for Direction:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:
Relevant Reviewers’
Review Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
. Rating
Regulations
2.3 Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment
* Requires textbooks/resources to be regularly reviewed and the resource revision/ IFBC 0
adoption cycle to align with the curriculum revision cycle
¢ Directs review of all new instructional resource materials for content, context, and 0
cognitive type alignment to the district curriculum and assessment
» Directs district staff to identify discrete areas where alignment is missing and provide 0
teachers with supplementary materials to address gaps in alignment (missing content,
inadequate contexts, etc.)
2.4 Content area emphasis
» Directs the yearly identification of subject areas that require additional emphasis based 0
on a review of assessment results
»  Within subject areas, requires identification by administration of specific objectives, 0
contexts, cognitive types, and instructional practices to receive budgetary support
* Requires focused professional development and coaching to support the instructional 0
delivery of the identified priorities within the content areas
2.5 Program integration and alignment to the district’s written curriculum
» Directs that all subject-related (e.g., reading, Title I) and school-wide (e.g., tutoring, 0
DARE, AVID) programs be reviewed for alignment to the written and assessed
curriculum
» Requires written procedures for both formative and summative evaluation of all new 0
subject-related and school-wide programs before submission to the board for approval
» Directs administrative staff to prepare annual recommendations for subject-related and 0
school-wide program revision, expansion, or termination based on student achievement
Standard Two Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 3
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 20%
Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies do not meet any characteristics.
©2017 CMSi

Exhibit 1.3.3 presents the reviewers’ ratings of the district policies and administrative regulations related to
Standard Two, which provides for direction. Reviewers found that board policies did not have either sufficient
scope, content or specificity, and direction to meet this review criterion. At least 70% of the characteristics must
be met for the policies to be considered adequate. The reviewers found that 3 of the 15 characteristics (20%) were
met.

The following presents information about the reviewers’ ratings on Standard Two:

Criterion 2.1: Written curriculum with aligned, criterion-referenced formative assessments for all subject
areas at all grade levels

Policy IDA requires curriculum guides to serve as the framework from which teachers will develop their
instruction. This policy requires, “The curriculum will be developed so that it provides an articulated set of
student learning standards, including, but not limited to, clearly defined, measurable academic goals.” Policy IDA
requires the superintendent to “ensure that curriculum guides direct the standards, content and skills to be taught
in each course.” This policy requires the curriculum content to align with criterion referenced, norm referenced,
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and system developed assessments. Reviewers found no expectations within board policies or administrative
regulations regarding differentiation of instruction or that the written curriculum is to contain suggestions for
approaches to instructional differentiation. Two points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 2.2: Periodic review/update of the curriculum and aligned resources and assessments

Policy IDA states, “Assessment of the effectiveness of the curriculum shall be determined, in part, by the
performance of students on local, state and national criterion referenced and norm referenced assessments.” This
policy was considered weak, however, because it did not have a requirement for the review of the curriculum for
all grade levels and content areas. Reviewers found no policy expectation or administrative regulation requiring
review of all assessments for alignment with state assessments or alignment to the written curriculum in terms
of content, context, and cognitive type. One point was awarded this criterion.

Criterion 2.3: Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment

Reviewers found no board policies or administrative regulations that address the selection of textbooks and
other instructional resources aligned with the curriculum revision cycle, or that require that all instructional
resources be reviewed for content, context, and cognitive type aligned to the district curriculum and district
assessments. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 2.4: Content area emphasis

No board policies were found that require professional development in support of curriculum delivery or require
identifying subject areas that need additional emphasis and budgetary support. No points were awarded this
criterion.

Criterion 2.5: Program integration and alignment to the district’s written curriculum

Reviewers found no board policies or administrative regulations addressing program alignment, evaluation,
revision, expansion, or termination. No policy expectation was found that programs such as special education
programs, gifted programs, and compensatory programs be evaluated for effectiveness or that district programs
be revised or modified based on effectiveness in terms of students achievement. No points were awarded this
criterion.

Exhibit 1.3.4 provides the reviewers’ analysis of board policies for Standard Three and the direction provided
by the policies related to curriculum articulation and coordination, professional development to deliver the
approved curriculum, monitoring the delivery of the curriculum, and equitable student access to the curriculum,
instructional resources, and the learning environment.

Exhibit 1.3.4

Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard Three to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Three—Provides for Consistency and Equity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:
Relevant Reviewers’
Review Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
. Rating
Regulations

3.1 Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another
* Requires the vertical articulation and horizontal coordination of the curriculum within | IDA 1

schools
» Requires vertical articulation across grade levels and horizontal coordination among 0

schools at a given level for all content areas
» Directs the identification of prerequisite skills and their placement in the written 0

curriculum at the appropriate grade/instructional level
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Exhibit 1.3.4 (continued)
Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard Three to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Standard Three—Provides for Consistency and Equity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:
Relevant Reviewers’
Review Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
. Rating
Regulations
3.2 Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum
» Directs the development and implementation of a district professional development GAD 0
plan, focused on effective curriculum delivery, that is congruent with the district long- | IDA
range plan and annual goal priorities
* Requires a process whereby staff are coached over time in the implementation of 0
professional development initiatives
» Directs the regular evaluation of the impact of professional development on student 0
achievement, using both formative and summative measures
3.3 Delivery of the adopted district curriculum
* Requires all staff to deliver the curriculum as approved by the board IDA 1
* Requires building principals and all central office staff with curriculum responsibilities 0
to review disaggregated assessment results and identify areas where curriculum
delivery may be ineffective
* Requires an annual report for the board regarding the status of curriculum delivery 0
3.4 Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum
» Directs building principals to develop and implement a plan to monitor the delivery of | IDA 1
the district curriculum on a weekly basis
» Directs central office curricular staff to assist the principal in monitoring the delivery 0
of the district curriculum
* Requires periodic school and classroom data-gathering reports from administrators 0
detailing the status of the delivery of the curriculum across the district, with
recommendations for the creation of professional development activities or curricular
revisions
3.5 Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional resources, and learning environment
* Requires equal student access to the curriculum, appropriate instructional materials GAAA 1
for a variety of learning levels and modes, and appropriate facilities to support the IDA
learning environment necessary to deliver the district curriculum IDCH
» Directs the development of procedures for fast-tracking students who lack sufficient IDDD 0
prerequisite skills for courses such as AP, honors, etc., but need more challenging JAA
content
* Requires an annual review of equity data (such as access, racial isolation, rigor), the 0
subsequent reporting to the board of those data, and the development of a plan for
correcting equity issues
Standard Three Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 4
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 26.7%
Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies do not meet any characteristics.
©2017 CMSi

Exhibit 1.3.4 presents the reviewers’ ratings of the district board policies and administrative procedures related
to Standard Three, which provides for consistency and equity. Reviewers found that board policies do not have
sufficient content, specificity, and direction to meet this review criterion. At least 70% of the characteristics
must be met for the policies to be considered adequate. The reviewers found that 4 of 15 (26.7%) characteristics
were met.
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The following presents information about the Reviewers’ ratings on Standard Three:
Criterion 3.1: Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another

Reviewers found within Policy IDA a requirement that the curriculum will provide an articulated set of student
learning standards that promotes continuity and cumulative acquisition of skills and knowledge from grade to
grade and from school to school. Reviewers, however, found no policy requirement for horizontal coordination
of the curriculum among schools at a given grade level or an expectation that prerequisite skills will be identified
and placed in the written curriculum at the appropriate level. One point was awarded for this criterion.

Criterion 3.2: Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum

Policy GAD communicates the importance of establishing, coordinating, and maintaining professional
learning programs that enhance the skills and knowledge of district personnel to improve student achievement.
Policy IDA indicates the board of education encourages professional development as it relates to curriculum
implementation. No policy expectation was found that would require the development and implementation of a
professional development plan focused on curriculum delivery. No policy was found that specifically addressed
how professional development needs would be identified and addressed at the school and district level or how
professional development efforts would be evaluated for effectiveness in terms of student achievement. No
points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 3.3: Delivery of the adopted curriculum

Reviewers found within Policy IDA an explicit expectation that all teachers are required to teach the curriculum.
While there is a policy expectation that the superintendent will keep the board informed regarding curriculum
efforts and student achievement in the school system, there is no policy expectation that the superintendent will
report to the board at least annually regarding the status of curriculum delivery in the school system. Reviewers
found no policies that required the use of disaggregated assessment results to identify areas for curriculum
delivery that may be ineffective, although Policy IDA states curriculum effectiveness will be determined, in
part, by student performance on local, state, and national criterion and norm referenced assessments. One point
was awarded this criterion.

Criterion 3.4: Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum

Policy IDA provides a general expectation that “The principal shall be responsible for monitoring the delivery
of the curriculum based on the System’s published curriculum guides.” Board policies, however, do not
explicitly require a plan for the systematic monitoring of curriculum delivery in the district, or the involvement
of system level curricular staff in assisting principals in monitoring the delivery of the adopted curriculum. No
policy expectation was found that requires the aggregating of school and classroom data detailing the status of
curriculum delivery across the district. One point was awarded this criterion.

Criterion 3.5: Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional resources, and learning
environment

Several policies were found that establish an expectation that students are not to be denied access to the district’s
educational programs. Policy GAAA and Policy JAA both state the following: “It is the policy of the Richmond
County Board of Education not to discriminate on the basis of sex, gender, sexual orientation, age, race,
disability, religion or national origin in the educational programs and activities of or admissions to facilities
operated by the Board or in the employment practices of the Richmond County Education Agency.” Policy IDA
states, “There will be only one core curriculum with equal access for all students regardless of program funding
source.” Policy IDDD states, “The System offers programs for K-12 gifted education to facilitate exceptional
academic achievement. Programs for the gifted students assure that the education environment provides
students the opportunity to extend competencies in the areas of cognitive skills, learning skills, research skills,
communication skills, and metacognitive skills beyond the regular classroom.”

While several policies require that students not be denied access to the educational programs of the school
system, board policies were considered weak in establishing an expectation that students will have equal
access to the appropriate materials and instructional differentiation necessary to support delivery of the district
curriculum. Reviewers found no references requiring the review of equity data or differentiation of curriculum
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for different learning levels and needs in the classroom or fast-tracking students who do not have sufficient
skills for courses such as AP or honors courses. One point was awarded this criterion.

Exhibit 1.3.5 provides the reviewers’ analysis of board policies for Standard Four and the direction provided by
the policies for student and program assessment and the use of data to determine program and curriculum and
efficiency.

Exhibit 1.3.5

Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard Four to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Richmond County School System
October 2017

Standard Four—Provides for Feedback:

Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Review Criteria and Characteristics

Relevant
Policies and
Regulation

Reviewers’
Rating

4.1 A student assessment process

Requires the development and implementation of a district student assessment
process that goes beyond the state accountability assessment system and includes both
formative and summative measures

Requires the development and implementation of a district student assessment process
that is differentiated to address variations in student achievement (both above and
below grade level) and includes both formative and summative assessment measures

Requires assessment instruments to be more rigorous in content, context, and cognitive
type than external, high stakes assessments

4.2 A program assessment process

Directs the development and implementation of a district program evaluation process

Requires each proposed program to have an evaluation process (The process includes
both formative and summative evaluations) before that program is adopted and
implemented

Directs the program assessment process to link with district planning initiatives,
including site improvement plans and the strategic/long-range plan

4.3 Use of data from assessments to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and efficiency

Requires the disaggregation of assessment data at the school, classroom, student
subgroup, and student level to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and
efficiency

Requires classroom teachers to track and document individual student mastery in core
content areas

Requires the development of modifications to the curriculum and/or programs as
needed in response to disaggregated assessment data to bring about effectiveness and
efficiency

IDA

4.4 Reports to the board about program effectiveness

Requires yearly reports to the board regarding program effectiveness for all new
programs for the first three years of operation

Requires reports to the board every three years for long-term programs

Requires summative reports to the board every five years for all content areas before
any curriculum revisions or major materials acquisition, with the reports delivered prior
to the curricular adoption cycle

IDA

Standard Four Rating (number of points for the four criteria with a possibility of 12)

0

Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—12)

0%

Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies do not meet any characteristics.

©2017 CMSi
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Exhibit 1.3.5 presents the reviewers’ ratings of the district board policies and administrative procedures related
to Standard Four, which provides for feedback. Reviewers found that board policies did not have sufficient
content, specificity, and direction to meet this review criterion. At least 70% of the characteristics must be met
for the policies to be considered adequate. The reviewers found that none of the 12 characteristics were met.

The following presents information about the reviewers’ ratings on Standard Four:
Criterion 4.1: A student assessment process

Reviewers found no policy references that require development and implementation of a student assessment
process, a differentiated approach to student assessment, or assessment instruments that are more rigorous than
external assessments. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 4.2: A program assessment process

Reviewers found no policies requiring implementation of a program assessment process that is linked to district
planning initiatives, or includes the use of both formative and summative assessments, or is linked to district
planning initiatives. No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 4.3: Use of data from assessments to determine program and curricular effectiveness and
efficiency

Reviewers found no policies requiring the use of disaggregated student assessment data to determine program
and curriculum effectiveness or requiring modifications to the curriculum based on such data. No points were
awarded this criterion.

Criterion 4.4: Reports to the board about program effectiveness

Reviewers found no policies requiring annual reports regarding the effectiveness of all new programs or
summative reports to the board prior to the start of any curriculum revision cycle. No points were awarded this
criterion.

Exhibit 1.3.6 provides the reviewers’ analysis of board policies for Standard Five and the direction provided
by the policies for program-centered budgeting, resources allocation tied to curriculum priorities, environment
support of curriculum delivery, data-driven decision making to increase student learning, change processes, and
a support system focused on curriculum design and delivery.
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Exhibit 1.3.6

Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard Five to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Richmond County School System
October 2017

Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board |

policy to ensure:

Review Criteria and Characteristics

Relevant
Policies and
Regulations

Reviewers’
Rating

5.1 Program-centered budgeting

Directs development of a budget process that requires program evaluation,
identification of specific measurable program goals before the budget process begins,
and documented costs to ensure that expenditures are aligned within revenues and
cost-benefit analysis is facilitated

DCC-R(1)
DCD
DCH
DCK

Requires adherence to a program-centered budgeting process that includes incremental
budgeting based on different program types, delivery, and quality for all curriculum
areas (The process provides evidence of tangible connections between allocations and
anticipated program outcomes or accomplishments.)

Directs full implementation of a program-centered budgeting process that includes
incremental funding possibilities, a process for evaluating options, and the use of
program evaluation data linked to budget allocations (This process enables program
budget decisions to be based upon documented results and performance.)

5.2 Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities

Requires a budget that allocates resources according to documented needs, assessment
data, and established district curriculum and program goals and priorities

DCC-R(1)
DCD

Requires a budget that may be multi-year in nature, provides ongoing support for
curriculum and program priorities, and connects costs with program expectations and
data-based needs

DCH
DCK

Directs a budget that provides resources needed to achieve system priorities over
time and demonstrates the need for resources based on measurable results and/or
performance of programs and activities

5.3 Environment to support curriculum delivery

Directs facilities that enable teachers to work in an environment that supports adequate
delivery of the curriculum

DFN
ABB

Directs consideration of multi-year facilities planning efforts to adequately support the
district curriculum and program priorities

Directs facilities planning linked to future curriculum and instructional trends and to
the teaching-learning environment incorporated in the documented system mission and
vision statements

5.4 Support systems focused on curriculum design and delivery

Provides a clear connection between district support services and the achievement of
the district curriculum design and delivery, and evidence of optimization within the
system

EDC
EEE

Requires formative and summative evaluation practices for each support service to
provide data for improving these services and documented evidence of improvement
over time

Requires periodic reports to the board with recommendations for continuing, revising,
and/or developing new support services to enhance fulfillment of the mission,

including needs-based data
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Exhibit 1.3.6 (continued)
Reviewers’ Analysis of Board Policies and Administrative Regulations
On Review Standard Five to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:
Relevant Reviewers’
Review Criteria and Characteristics Policies and .
. Rating
Regulations

5.5 Data-driven decisions for the purpose of increasing student learning
» Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 0

improved student learning for the core curriculum areas and electives
» Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 0

improved student learning for all curriculum areas and grade levels (including

electives)
» Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 0

improved student learning for all operations of the district
5.6 Change processes for long-term institutionalization of district priority goals
* Requires the identification of strategies, grounded in documented assessment 0

of program success or efficacy, to be used by the district to ensure long-term

institutionalization of change
» Directs the development of school improvement plans that address the use of specific 0

change strategies at the building level to ensure the institutionalization of change and

improved results or performance
* Directs that all district, department, and program plans incorporate procedures for 0

change strategies to ensure the institutionalization of change for improvement and

include procedures with formative and summative practices that provide data about

change implementation and effectiveness
Standard Five Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 0
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 0%
Note: One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points. No points are
awarded when policies do not meet any characteristics.
©2017 CMSi

Exhibit 1.3.6 presents the reviewers’ ratings of the district board policies and administrative procedures related
to Standard Five, which provides for productivity. Reviewers’ found that board policies had neither sufficient
content, specificity, or direction to meet this review criterion. At least 70% of the characteristics must be met
for the policies to be considered adequate. The reviewers’ found that none of the 18 characteristics were met.

The following presents information about the reviewers’ ratings on Standard Five:
Criterion 5.1: Program-centered budgeting

Reviewers found no policy requiring implementation of a program-centered approach to budgeting that
requires alignment of organizational goals and priorities with budgetary expenditures and revenues. Regulation
DCC-R(1) states, “It is the policy of the Board of Education to provide guidance to the superintendent relative
to the method, manner and substance of the initial planning of each proposed annual budget.” Policy DCD
states, “The Board shall meet at least annually in a regular or special board meeting for the purpose of studying
the annual operating budget.” No points were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 5.2: Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities

Reviewers found no policy expectations that would require the development of a multi-year budget or that
budget allocations be based, in part, on student assessment data or evidence of program effectiveness, with
resources allocated to achieve district priorities. No points were awarded this criterion.
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Criterion 5.3: Environment to support curriculum delivery

In their examination of district policies, reviewers found no expectation that district facilities maintain
a work environment that supports the delivery of curriculum. No policy expectation was found requiring
the development of a multiyear facilities plan or facility planning linked to the district’s anticipated future
instructional needs. A reference to a facilities five-year plan that had been noted in Policy DFN was removed
when the board approved a policy revision immediately prior to the review site visit. No clear definition was
found within policy identifying what types of five year plans this policy would apply to. No points were
awarded this criterion.

Criterion 5.4: Support systems focused on curriculum design and delivery

Reviewers found no policy references connecting supporting services such as transportation, food services,
nursing services, or technology services to student learning. No policy expectations were found that would
require the evaluation of support services with a goal of improving services over time. No points were awarded
this criterion.

Criterion 5.5: Data-driven decisions for the purpose of increasing student learning

No policy statements were found that referenced the use of data analysis to improve student learning. No points
were awarded this criterion.

Criterion 5.6: Change processes for long-term institutionalization of district priority goals

No policies were noted that referenced change or implementing change processes. No points were awarded
this criterion.

Exhibit 1.3.7 shows the percentage of adequacy of board policies for each of the five standards and an overall
percentage of adequacy for all five standards.

Exhibit 1.3.7

Summary Ratings of the Reviewer’s Analysis of Board Policy
And Administrative Procedures to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Number . Percentage of Points
Standard Ng'r'i‘g;ria“f of Possible E‘i‘v‘gj Relativge to 70%
Points Standard for Adequacy
One 6 18 6 333
Two 5 15 3 20.0
Three 5 15 4 26.7
Four 4 12 0 0
Five 6 18 0 0
Overall Ratin
for All Criterii 26 8 13 16.7%
©2013 CMSi

As can be noted in Exhibit 1.3.7, district policies and administrative procedures scored 13 out of a possible 78
points. Scores for each of the five categories are as follows: Control — 6 out of 18, Direction — 3 out of 15,
Consistency and Equity — 4 out of 15, Feedback — 0 out of 12, and Productivity — 0 out of 18. To be considered
adequate, an overall score of 57 points or 70%, is required. With an overall score of 13 points, or 16.7%,
reviewers determined that the policies and administrative procedures of the Richmond County School System
did not meet the review standard for effective governance and are considered inadequate.
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Summary

The reviewers compared governing policies and administrative regulations to review criteria for quality in
the areas of control, direction, consistency and equity, feedback, and productivity. It was determined that
board policies and administrative regulations are not yet adequate in scope, content, and specificity to
direct the superintendent and staff for effective management of curriculum and other district functions (see

Finding 1.4: The table of organization does not fully align with principles of organizational effectiveness
needed for the general management of the school district. Job descriptions do not meet all review criteria
for accurate and clear delineation of relationships in the district.

Administrative roles and responsibilities are important to an educational organization in the productive
assignment and management of its tasks and functions. Without this grouping, there can be no economy of scale
in administrative deployment. A functional, accurate, and timely delineation of administrative relationships is
generally depicted in graphic form and called an Organizational Chart or Table of Organization.

An efficient and effective organization has an administrative structure that arranges personnel to ensure that
processes are in place and personnel identified to manage curriculum. This structure establishes system
operations and clear functioning across departments and among positions. Administrative operations, which
are solely under the superintendent’s authority, provide the mechanism for the board to translate its values,
goals, policies, and intentions into action.

In an educational institution, positions are required in five key areas:
* Defining organizational focus, goals, and purposes (policy and planning);

* Designing the work with authorized outcomes and suggesting ways and means to accomplish
organizational objectives (curriculum);

* Implementing the work within organizational specifications and guidelines (instruction);
*  Measuring achievement of the work and providing feedback on results (assessment); and
* Managing functions to support the work (finance, human resources, support services).

Job descriptions are clearly written descriptions of duties and qualifications of persons employed by the school
district. They provide employees with information regarding the background needed to successfully fulfill the
responsibilities of the job and how positions are to function within the organization, including assignment of
supervisory relationships and the critical components of the job. A clear set of job descriptions supports the
district’s internal and external communications by explaining who performs what duties within the organization.
Adequately designed job descriptions should also align with the district’s graphically depicted administrative
relationships on the table of organization.

The reviewers examined relevant board policies and other supporting documents to identify the board’s direction
regarding job descriptions. Job descriptions were reviewed to determine the extent to which they are adequate
in content to provide clear role direction for the organizational functions to support the design and delivery
of curriculum. In addition, survey and interview data were used to gain perspective on the content of job
descriptions and to understand their accuracy.

What the reviewers found were job descriptions that are not strong in communicating qualifications, linkages
to chain of command, roles and responsibilities, and curriculum linkages. The organization chart presented
to reviewers did not reflect sound general management of the school system when evaluated against review
criteria. No board policies were found requiring the development of job descriptions or the development of an
organizational chart.

In examining board policies, reviewers found no policy expectations requiring the superintendent to maintain an
organizational chart depicting the organizational structure of the district with clear lines of authority established.
No policy expectation was found requiring that job descriptions be maintained for each position listed on the
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organizational chart, listing the content that must be included in written job descriptions, or requiring that job
descriptions be periodically reviewed for all positions in the district.

Organizational Structure

In order to analyze the adequacy of the Richmond County School System’s organizational chart, reviewers
reviewed board policies, district provided compensation schedules, and job descriptions. In addition, they also
analyzed survey data and conducted interviews with district administrators and staff.

During interviews with district administrators, the Richmond County School System’s organizational chart was
described as a work in progress, reportedly revised several times over the past three years, including revisions
made just prior to the system review site visit. The analysis and findings by reviewers reflect the status of the
organizational chart as presented to reviews at the time of the site visit.

Reviewers were presented with the organizational chart for the 2017-18 school year, as depicted on the district’s
website, displayed in Exhibit 1.4.1. Reviewers were also presented with a more detailed organizational chart,
which is displayed in Appendix C.

Exhibit 1.4.1

Organizational Chart
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Citizens of Richmond County

Board of Education (10)

I Board of Education Attorney

Superintendent

Deputy Superintendent of
Operations and

Associate Superintendent of Administrative Services
Curriculum & Instruction and Senior Executive Senior Executive
Technology Administrative Administrative Assistant
Assistant to the Board to the Superintendent
of Education and

Director of Internal Auditing

Superintendent

Coordinator of Instructional Technology
(2 years)

Assistant Superintendent for Assistant Superintendent for Assistant Superintendent for Chief Financial Officer
Areal Arealll Areallll

Reviewers used the CMSi principles of sound organizational management to critique the Richmond County
School System’s organizational structured depicted in the documents reviewed. The principles used by
the reviewers to examine the district’s organizational structure are presented in Exhibit 1.4.2. The review
expectation is that all principles listed in the exhibit will be met.
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Exhibit 1.4.2

Principles of Sound Organizational Management

Principle Explanation

The range of superiors to subordinates should be 7-12 as a maximum number of persons

Span of Control who are supervised on a daily face-to-face-basis.

Chain of A person should have only one superior to avoid being placed in a compromised
Command decision-making situation.
Logical . o . . . .
Grouping of The clustering of similar duties/tasks is employed in order to keep supervisory needs to
. a minimum (ensuring economy of scale).
Functions

Those administrators carrying out the primary mission of the district are not confused
with those supporting it. Also, note that in reporting relationships, line administrators
report only to other line administrators, never staff administrators. This keeps the line of
accountability for the primary mission of the district uncomplicated.

Separation of
Line and Staff
Functions

Scalar Roles of the same title and remuneration should be depicted graphically on the same
Relationships | general horizontal plane.
All persons working within the district carrying out its essential functions should be
depicted on the table of organization.

Full Inclusion

The reviewers examined the organizational chart presented in Exhibit 1.4.1 and Appendix C, district job
descriptions, and list of district personnel. In addition, the reviewers discussed the organizational structure
during interviews with the superintendent and district staff. The reviewers found that the depiction of the
organizational structures, as presented, did not meet CMSi criteria in all areas and is not adequate to provide for
sound curriculum and instructional management. Specifically, the district’s organizational chart did not meet
CMSi criteria in the following areas:

*  Span of control,

¢ Chain of command,

* Logical groups of functions,

*  Separation of line and staff functions,
*  Scalar relationships, and

*  Full inclusion.

The following is the reviewers’ assessment of the current Richmond County School System organizational chart
(see Exhibit 1.4.1 and Appendix C) based on the six criteria presented in Exhibit 1.4.2.

Span of Control (Not Met)

Several positions appear to have a number of direct reports that exceed the range for this criterion. The range
of subordinates reporting to the Superintendent, as depicted on the organizational chart, exceeds the range for
this criterion. The organizational chart depicts the Deputy Superintendent, the Associate Superintendent, three
Area Superintendents, and the Chief Financial Officer as direct reports. The board members are included in
the Superintendent’s span of control because of the impact they have on the time of the administrative leader,
not because they are “supervised” by the superintendent. The range of subordinates reporting to the three Area
Superintendents, 18, 29, and 20 principals, respectively, exceeds the range for this criterion. All other positions
as depicted on the organizational chart did not exceed the span of control for effective day-to-day supervision.

Chain of Command (Not Met)

The chain of command as depicted on the organizational chart indicated no positions with multiple reporting
lines. Reviewers noted several job descriptions that listed more than one direct report. Discrepancies were
noted between the chain of command as depicted on the organizational chart and as described by district staff for
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positions depicted under the Director of Transportation. Area Lieutenants, listed under the Assistant Director of
School Safety and Security, are depicted without any reporting relationship.

Logical Grouping of Functions (Not Met)

A functional organizational structure arranges personnel by function and responsibility to ensure the effective
and efficient design and delivery of the curriculum. The organizational structure needs to reflect the resources
needed to operate the school system. The reviewers examined the organizational structure to determine the
extent to which there were logical groupings of functions and noted the following:

* GLRS is depicted on the organizational chart under the Director of Curriculum and Instruction. East
GLRS is a state agency, for which Richmond County serves as the fiscal agent, charged with assisting local
school systems in meeting federal requirements and improving the academic performance of students
with disabilities and other students who struggle to learn. With no accountability to the Richmond
County School System Board of Education, GLRS should not be included on the organizational chart.

*  The Director of Technology is depicted as a direct report to the Associate Superintendent of Curriculum
& Instructional and Technology. The functions depicted under the Director of Technology are not
instruction but rather operational and should be depicted as a staff function.

Separation of Line and Staff Functions (Not Met)

A “line function” is one that directly advances the core work of the school organization, that of delivering
teaching and learning to students. A “staff function” is one that provides services and assistance to other parts
of the organization, but is not directly involved in achieving the primary mission of the organization. On
the organizational chart, reviewers expected to find a direct, uninterrupted line of authority extending from
the board of education, through the superintendent and other central office officials, to school principals and
classroom teachers. This separation is to be visually illustrated with the “line” relationship located at the
center of the page. The line of authority depicted on the organizational chart for the Richmond County School
System does not fully meet this review criterion. Teachers are not depicted in the central line of authority. The
Director of Athletics is depicted as a staff function reporting to the Deputy Superintendent of Operations and
Administrative Services rather than in a line function position.

Scalar Relationships (Not Met)

It is expected that the location of a position on the organizational chart would be consistent with the level of
responsibility and compensation associated with each position from the superintendent downward. There is no
consistency in how positions with varying degrees of responsibilities are depicted on the organizational chart,
and job titles do not consistently reflect these differences. Reviewers were not presented with guidelines for
defining the scope of responsibility associated with the various job titles depicted on the organizational chart.

Following are selected examples of some of the inconsistencies noted by the reviewers:

*  The Senior Director of Maintenance & Facilities and the Senior Director of Transportation are depicted
at the same level as the Directors of Athletics, Communications, Human Resources, School Nutrition,
and School Safety and Security.

*  The Human Resources Coordinator and Benefits and Workers Compensation Coordinator are depicted
at the same level as the Assistant Director of Human Resources.

*  The Coordinator of Instructional Technology and the Director of Internal Auditing are depicted at a
higher level than the Assistant Superintendents and Chief Financial Officer.

*  The System Data Coordinator is depicted at the same level as Community Engagement, Accountability
Program, and District Improvement Specialists.

* The table of organization contains numerous examples of the violation of scalar relationships, both in
the structure of reporting relationships and in the graphic arrangement of the table of organization.
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Full Inclusion (Not Met)

An organizational chart depicts the relationship of one official, or one position, to others within the school
district. Not all positions involved in the instructional program, such as assistant principals and teachers, are
depicted on the organizational chart.

In summary, the reviewers found the organizational chart, as presented in Exhibit 1.4.1, does not fully adhere to
the review criteria for span of control, chain of command, logical grouping of functions, separation of line and
staff functions, scalar relationships, and full inclusion.

Job Descriptions

To analyze job descriptions, reviewers examined policies, existing job descriptions, and other related documents.
They also interviewed and surveyed staff regarding their job descriptions, responsibilities, and the supervision/
reporting structure.

Reviewers were presented with a set of electronic files from the Department of Human Resources containing
977 job description documents. Reviewers found that many of the job description files presented appeared to
be duplicates, with some files containing different versions of the same job description but frequently with no
indication of which version was the most current. In addition to the electronic job description files provided,
reviewers also identified, within board of education meeting minutes, numerous job descriptions that had been
approved by the board of education over the past three years but were not included in the files provided by the
Department of Human Resources. Given the disparate set of job descriptions presented, reviewers were able
to identify 486 different job descriptions. Due to how the job description files were organized and the number
of apparent duplicate job descriptions, reviewers were required to make judgements calls in selecting a set of
unduplicated job descriptions.

From the set of 486 unduplicated job descriptions, reviewers selected 151 job descriptions for closer analysis.
These were positions that may have direct or indirect responsibility for the delivery of curriculum. Due to the
subjectivity involved in selecting a set of unduplicated job descriptions for review, the job descriptions selected
for analyses should not be taken as definitive in detail, but rather as representative of the general status of the
district’s job descriptions at the time of the system review. The 151 job descriptions selected for analysis by
reviewers are presented in Exhibit 1.4.3.

Exhibit 1.4.3

Job Descriptions: Administrative, Instructional, and Instructional Support
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Date
Job Description Adopted/
Revised

21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor 2012
21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor (Summer) 2012
21st Century Community Learning Center District Project Coordinator 2009
21st Century Community Learning Center School Site Coordinator 2009
8.5 High School Broadfield Science Teacher 2017
8.5 High School English Teacher 2017
8.5 Middle Grades English Teacher 2017
8.5 Middle Grades Math Teacher 2017
Academic Supervisor for Performance Learning Center 2012
Accountability and IE? Officer 2015
Accountability Program Specialist 2015
Adapted Music Teacher 2009
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Exhibit 1.4.3 (continued)
Job Descriptions: Administrative, Instructional, and Instructional Support
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Date
Job Description Adopted/
Revised

Adapted Physical Education Teacher 2009
Administrative Intern 2015
After School Lead Teacher 2010
After School Teacher 2010
Afterschool Academic Program Instructor 2011
Assistant Principal 2009
Assistant Principal for Career, Technical, Agricultural Education 2009
Assistant Superintendent (Area I, 11, and I1I) 2015
Assistant Superintendent of Instruction 2013
Assistant Superintendent of Student Services 2013
Assistive Technology Facilitator 2009
Associate Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Technology 2015
Band Director 2009
Career, Technical and Agricultural Education (CTAE) Program Specialist 2009
Chief Financial Officer 2012
Chief Technology Officer 2008
Coordinator for Assessments and Research 2015
Coordinator for School Improvement/Professional Learning 2013
Coordinator of College and Career Readiness 2017
Coordinator of Counseling, Safe and Drug Free Schools 2015
Coordinator of Instructional Technology 2017
Coordinator of Special Education Services 2008
Coordinator of Student Information and Data Analyst 2009
Curriculum Coordinator 2015
Deputy Superintendent of Schools 2012
Director of Alternative Education 2009
Director of Career, Technical and Agricultural Education (CTAE) 2009
Director of Certified Trades 2017
Director of Curriculum 2009
Director of Human Resources 2017
Director of Internal Auditing 2008
Director of Non-Certified Trades 2017
Director of Operations 2017
Director of Professional Learning 2009
Director of School Nutrition Program 2009
Director of School Safety and Security (Chief) 2012
Director of Student Services 2017
Director of Transportation 2009
Early College English Teacher 2009
Early College History Teacher 2009
Early College Math Teacher 2009
Early College Science Teacher 2009
Early College Spanish Teacher 2009
Elective Program Specialist 2015
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Exhibit 1.4.3 (continued)
Job Descriptions: Administrative, Instructional, and Instructional Support
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Date

Job Description Adopted/

Revised
Elementary School Principal 2009
Employee Evaluation Specialist 2009
English Language Arts Coordinator K-12 2009
ESOL Itinerant Teacher 2009
Fine Arts Coordinator 2009
Flexible Learning Program Coordinator 2014
Flexible Learning Program Manager 2014
Georgia Learning Resource System Program Specialist 2009
GNETS Paraprofessional 2008
GNETS Social Worker 2009
Graduation and Attendance Specialist 2015
Grant Program Specialist 2015

Head Football Coach Undated
High School Principal 2009
Instructional Materials (Textbook) Manager 2010
Instructional Technology and State Reporting Specialist 2015
Instructional Technology Specialist 2008

JROTC Senior Navy Instructor Undated

Lead Co-ordinator East Georgia Regional Learning Resource System (GLRS) Undated
Lead School Social Worker 2009
Literacy and Math Center Media Teacher 2016
Literacy and/or Mathematics Teacher 2016
Literacy or Mathematics Paraprofessional 2016
Literacy/Mathematics Teacher 2016
Math and/or Literacy Title I Intervention Teacher 2015

Math Teacher on Special Assignment Undated
Math, Science, or Literacy Academic Support Specialist 2015
Mathematics Coordinator 2009
Media Specialist 2009
Middle School Counselor 2009
Middle School Graduation Coach 2009
Middle School Principal 2009
Paraprofessional 2008
Paraprofessional (General Education) 2008
Paraprofessional (Pre-K) 2011
Paraprofessional (Special Education) 2008
Part-Time Lead Teacher (K-8) Boys and Girls Clubs of Augusta After School Programs 2009
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Program Specialist 2017
Pre-K Lead Teacher 2011

Pre-K Lead Teacher Facilitator Undated
Pre-K Program Manager 2013
Preschool Special Education Teacher 2009
Preschool Special Education Teacher-Evaluator 2009
Principal 2009
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Exhibit 1.4.3 (continued)
Job Descriptions: Administrative, Instructional, and Instructional Support
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Date

Job Description Adopted/

Revised
Professional Learning Facilitator — English Language Arts (Elementary) 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator — Mathematics (Elementary) 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator — Social Studies K-12 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator for Leader Quality 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator for Teacher Quality 2015
Professional Learning Instructional Technology Specialist 2008

Professional Learning Specialist Undated
Professional Learning Specialist - Social Studies 2011
Professional Learning Specialist — STEM 2015
Program Coordinator (Sand Hills GNETS Program) 2012

Program Manager [RT3] Undated
Program Specialist (Special Education) 2009
Project Director Teaching American History Grant 2009
RCSS Project Plus Summer Program Teachers 2009
Reading or Math Intervention Teacher 2017
Response To Intervention (RTI) Program Specialist 2015
Sand Hills Program Director, Georgia Network for Educational and Therapeutic Services (GNETS) 2009
School Psychologist 2009
School Social Worker 2009
Science, Health, Physical Education, and Family Dynamics Coordinator 2009
Senior Director of Facilities Services 2009
Senior Director of Transportation 2016
Social Studies Teacher on Special Assignment 2009

Social Studies/Foreign Language Coordinator Undated
Special Education Autism Facilitator 2009
Special Education Paraprofessional 2009
Special Education Preschool Paraprofessional 2009
Speech Language Pathologist 2009
Substitute Teacher 2016
Summer School Principal 2010
Summer School Teacher 2009
Superintendent of Schools 2008
Teacher 2009
Teacher Contract Monitored School Tubman Middle School 2009
Teacher for Early Intervention Program 2009
Teacher for Special Education 2009
Teacher on Special Assignment — Core Content Areas 2009
Title I Department Coordinator 2017
Title I District School Improvement Specialist 2015
Title I Instructional Provider 2009
Title I Program Specialist 2009
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) 2012
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Automotive Service Technology 2012
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Broadcast & Video Production 2012
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Exhibit 1.4.3 (continued)
Job Descriptions: Administrative, Instructional, and Instructional Support
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Date
Job Description Adopted/
Revised

Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Collision Repair 2012
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Culinary Arts 2012
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Electronic Technology 2012
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) - Information Technology 2012
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Manufacturing & Engineering Sciences 2012
Transition/Community-Based Instruction Facilitator 2009
Varsity Boys Head Basketball Coach 2009

To determine the quality of the Richmond County School System’s job descriptions, reviewers examined each
job description for four critical elements:

e Qualifications;

¢ Links to Chain of Command;

*  Functions, Duties, and Responsibilities; and

» Relationship to the Curriculum (where relevant).

Reviewers assigned a rating to each element using five indicators ranging from Missing to Exemplary. The
rating indicators are presented in Exhibit 1.4.4.

Reviewers found that the district’s job descriptions do not provide clear and accurate information about the
deployment of human capital.

Exhibit 1.4.4
CMSi Rating Indicators for Job Descriptions

Rating Explanation
Missing | No statement made.
Inadequate | A statement made, but is incomplete and missing sufficient detail.

A more or less complete statement usually missing curricular linkages or sufficient detail

Adequate . . ) .
q regarding curricular linkages/alignment.
Stron A clear and complete statement, including linkages to curriculum where appropriate or, if
£ not appropriate, otherwise quite complete.

A clear, complete statement with inclusive linkages to curriculum indicated in exemplary

Exemplary
scope and depth.

©2017 CMSi
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Exhibit 1.4.5 presents the job descriptions examined by the reviewers and their assessment of the adequacy of
each job description. For a job description to be considered strong, the four critical elements must be rated as

adequate or higher.

Exhibit 1.4.5

Reviewers’ Assessment of Selected Job Descriptions

Richmond County School System

October 2017
. Chain of Curriculum

Job Title Qual. Command Resp. Link
21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate
21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor Tnadequate | Tnadequate | Tnadequate | nadequate
(Summer)
21st C.entury Community Learning Center District Project Adequate | Tnadequate Strong Adequate
Coordinator
éﬁ:ﬁﬁg&)ﬂy Community Learning Center School Site Adequate | Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate
8.5 High School Broadfield Science Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
8.5 High School English Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
8.5 Middle Grades English Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
8.5 Middle Grades Math Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Academic Supervisor for Performance Learning Center Adequate | Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Accountability and IE? Officer Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Accountability Program Specialist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Adapted Music Teacher Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Adapted Physical Education Teacher Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Administrative Intern Adequate | Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate
After School Lead Teacher Strong Adequate | Adequate Adequate
After School Teacher Strong Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Afterschool Academic Program Instructor Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate
Assistant Principal Adequate | Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Assistant Principal for Career, Technical, Agricultural Education | Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Assistant Superintendent (Area I, II, and IIT) Adequate | Adequate Strong Strong
Assistant Superintendent of Instruction Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Assistant Superintendent of Student Services Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Assistive Technology Facilitator Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Associate Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment Adequate | Adequate Strong Strong
and Technology
Band Director Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Caret?r, 'Technical and Agricultural Education (CTAE) Program Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Specialist
Chief Financial Officer Adequate | Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Chief Technology Officer Adequate | Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Coordinator for Assessments and Research Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate
Coordinator for School Improvement/Professional Learning Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate
Coordinator of College and Career Readiness Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Coordinator of Counseling, Safe and Drug Free Schools Inadequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Coordinator of Instructional Technology Inadequate | Inadequate Strong Strong
Coordinator of Special Education Services Adequate | Adequate Strong Strong
Coordinator of Student Information and Data Analyst Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Curriculum Coordinator Adequate | Inadequate Strong Strong
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Exhibit 1.4.5 (continued)
Reviewers’ Assessment of Selected Job Descriptions
Richmond County School System

October 2017
. Chain of Curriculum
Job Title Qual. Command Resp. Link
Deputy Superintendent of Schools Strong Adequate | Inadequate Missing
Director of Alternative Education Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Director of Career, Technical and Agricultural Education (CTAE) | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Director of Certified Trades Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Director of Curriculum Adequate | Inadequate Strong Strong
Director of Human Resources Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Director of Internal Auditing Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Director of Non-Certified Trades Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Director of Operations Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Director of Professional Learning Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Director of School Nutrition Program Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Director of School Safety and Security (Chief) Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Director of Student Services Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Director of Transportation Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Early College English Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Early College History Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Early College Math Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Early College Science Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Early College Spanish Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Elective Program Specialist Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate Missing
Elementary School Principal Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Employee Evaluation Specialist Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Missing
English Language Arts Coordinator K-12 Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate Strong
ESOL Itinerant Teacher Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Fine Arts Coordinator Adequate | Inadequate Strong Strong
Flexible Learning Program Coordinator Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Flexible Learning Program Manager Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Georgia Learning Resource System Program Specialist Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Missing
GNETS Paraprofessional Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
GNETS Social Worker Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Graduation and Attendance Specialist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Grant Program Specialist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Head Football Coach Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
High School Principal Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Instructional Materials (Textbook) Manager Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Instructional Technology and State Reporting Specialist Adequate | Adequate Strong Strong
Instructional Technology Specialist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
JROTC Senior Navy Instructor Inadequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Ié}e]:i rio(o(;ilfrieslt)or East Georgia Regional Learning Resource Adequate | Tnadequate | Tnadequate | Adequate
Lead School Social Worker Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Literacy and Math Center Media Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Missing
Literacy and/or Mathematics Teacher Strong Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Literacy or Mathematics Paraprofessional Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Literacy/Mathematics Teacher Strong Adequate | Adequate Adequate
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Exhibit 1.4.5 (conti

nued)

Reviewers’ Assessment of Selected Job Descriptions
Richmond County School System

October 2017
. Chain of Curriculum
Job Title Qual. Command Resp. Link
Math and/or Literacy Title I Intervention Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Math Teacher on Special Assignment Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Math, Science, or Literacy Academic Support Specialist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Mathematics Coordinator Inadequate | Inadequate Strong Strong
Media Specialist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Middle School Counselor Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Middle School Graduation Coach Adequate | Adequate Strong Adequate
Middle School Principal Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Paraprofessional Inadequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Paraprofessional (General Education) Inadequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Paraprofessional (Pre-K) Inadequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Paraprofessional (Special Education) Inadequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Z?E}Téglﬁolgf %i;;iiﬂ:r (K-8) Boys and Girls Clubs of Augusta Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Posit'ive? Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Program Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Specialist
Pre-K Lead Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Pre-K Lead Teacher Facilitator Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Pre-K Program Manager Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Preschool Special Education Teacher Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Preschool Special Education Teacher-Evaluator Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Principal Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Professional Learning Facilitator — English Language Arts Strong Tnadequate | Adequate Strong
(Elementary)
Professional Learning Facilitator — Mathematics (Elementary) Strong Inadequate | Adequate Strong
Professional Learning Facilitator — Social Studies K-12 Strong Inadequate | Adequate Strong
Professional Learning Facilitator for Leader Quality Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate Missing
Professional Learning Facilitator for Teacher Quality Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Professional Learning Instructional Technology Specialist Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Strong
Professional Learning Specialist Strong Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Professional Learning Specialist - Social Studies Strong Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Professional Learning Specialist — STEM Strong Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Program Coordinator (Sand Hills GNETS Program) Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Program Manager [RT3] Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Program Specialist (Special Education) Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Project Director Teaching American History Grant Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
RCSS Project Plus Summer Program Teachers Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Reading or Math Intervention Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Response To Intervention (RTI) Program Specialist Adequate | Inadequate Strong Adequate
Sand Hils Program Dirctor, Goorgia Network for Educational | gy | nadequate | Adequate | Adequat
School Psychologist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
School Social Worker Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Science, Health, Physical Education, and Family Dynamics Tnadequate | Inadequate | Tnadequate | Adequate

Coordinator
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Exhibit 1.4.5 (continued)
Reviewers’ Assessment of Selected Job Descriptions
Richmond County School System

October 2017
. Chain of Curriculum
Job Title Qual. Command Resp. Link
Senior Director of Facilities Services Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Adequate
Senior Director of Transportation Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Social Studies Teacher on Special Assignment Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Social Studies/Foreign Language Coordinator Adequate | Inadequate Strong Strong
Special Education Autism Facilitator Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate | Inadequate
Special Education Paraprofessional Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Special Education Preschool Paraprofessional Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Speech Language Pathologist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Substitute Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Summer School Principal Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Missing
Summer School Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Superintendent of Schools Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Teacher Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Teacher Contract Monitored School Tubman Middle School Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Teacher for Early Intervention Program Strong Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Teacher for Special Education Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Teacher on Special Assignment — Core Content Areas Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Title I Department Coordinator Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Title I District School Improvement Specialist Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Title I Instructional Provider Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Title I Program Specialist Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Trad§ & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Automotive Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Service Technology
Tr'ade & IndusFrlal Education Teacher (CTAE) — Broadcast & Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Video Production
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Collision Repair | Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Culinary Arts Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) — Electronic Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Technology
Trade & Industrial Education Teacher (CTAE) - Information Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
Technology
Trade & In(?ustrlal. Education Teacher (CTAE) — Manufacturing Adequate | Adequate | Adequate Adequate
& Engineering Sciences
Transition/Community-Based Instruction Facilitator Adequate | Inadequate | Adequate Adequate
Varsity Boys Head Basketball Coach Adequate | Adequate | Inadequate Missing
Missing 0 0 0 16
Inadequate 13 72 29 16
Adequate 125 79 110 104
Strong 13 0 12 13
Exemplary 0 0 0 0

Of the 151 job descriptions selected for analysis by reviewers, reviewers rated 456 (75.5%) of the critical
elements as adequate or higher. However, only 54 (35.8%) of all job descriptions examined were judged
strong, receiving a rating of adequate or higher on all applicable critical elements. Only 16 (10.6%) of the
job descriptions examined were found to be missing one of the four critical elements. Additional comments
regarding reviewers’ assessment of district job descriptions are offered below:
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Qualifications

Job qualifications were rated highest among the four critical elements. In nearly all of the job descriptions
(91.3%), the statement of qualifications was rated as adequate or above. Reviewers noted the following six job
descriptions do not require background knowledge or experience that is central to the position:

*  Coordinator of Counseling, Safe and Drug Free Schools

*  Coordinator of Instructional Technology

* JROTC Senior Navy Instructor

*  Mathematics Coordinator

* Science, Health, Physical Education, and Family Dynamics Coordinator
*  Senior Director of Facilities Services

Reviewers noted the job descriptions for the 21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor and 21st
Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor (Summer) do not require individuals to possess a teaching
certificate. Four paraprofessional job descriptions—Paraprofessional, Paraprofessional (General Education),
Paraprofessional (Pre-K), and Paraprofessional (Special Education)—require “Certification,” but the job
descriptions do not specify the type of certificate that is required. In the job description for ESOL Itinerant
Teacher, the certification requirement is appended to the job title rather than listed under the certifications heading.

In the job descriptions examined, the qualifications section included separate headings for background knowledge,
educational requirements, and certifications. Reviewers rated the qualifications based on the information in the
qualifications section of the document, regardless of which heading the information was under. However, the
distinction between education and certification was not always presented consistently in the job descriptions
reviewed. In some job descriptions the educational requirements were listed under the certification heading,
and in others the certification requirements were listed under education heading. In other job descriptions, the
educational requirements or the required certifications were listed under both headings, and in some cases, the
information under one heading added requirements not included in the other.

In 13 of'the job descriptions, the qualifications were rated as strong. This rating indicated the stated qualifications
were specific and congruent with the required knowledge and experience for the position or there was a
requirement for documented evidence of achievement in the tasks associated with the given position.

Chain of Command

Of the 151 job descriptions examined, reviewers rated the critical element for “chain of command” adequate in
79 (52.3%) of the job descriptions. The most frequent reason a job description was given an inadequate rating
was for an obsolete reference to a supervisor. A reference to a supervisor was considered obsolete if there is no
current job description for the listed supervisory or the position as depicted on the organizational chart reports
to a supervisor different from the one listed in the job description. Exhibit 1.4.6 lists 62 positions for which
reviewers noted the direct report supervisor’s position is not covered by a job description or the direct report
supervisor depicted on the organizational chart differs from that listed in the job description.

Exhibit 1.4.6

Job Descriptions with Obsolete Reference to Supervisor
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Job Title Date
21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor 2012
21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor (Summer) 2012
21st Century Community Learning Center District Project Coordinator 2009
Accountability Program Specialist 2015
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Exhibit 1.4.6 (continued)
Job Descriptions with Obsolete Reference to Supervisor
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Job Title Date
Adapted Music Teacher 2009
Adapted Physical Education Teacher 2009
Afterschool Academic Program Instructor 2011
Assistive Technology Facilitator 2009
Coordinator for Assessments and Research 2015
Coordinator for School Improvement/Professional Learning 2013
Coordinator of Instructional Technology 2017
Coordinator of Student Information and Data Analyst 2009
Curriculum Coordinator 2015
Director of Alternative Education 2009
Director of Career, Technical and Agricultural Education (CTAE) 2009
Director of Curriculum 2009
Director of Internal Auditing 2008
Director of School Nutrition Program 2009
Director of School Safety and Security (Chief) 2012
Director of Transportation 2009
Elementary School Principal 2009
English Language Arts Coordinator K-12 2009
Fine Arts Coordinator 2009
Flexible Learning Program Manager 2014
Graduation and Attendance Specialist 2015
Grant Program Specialist 2015
High School Principal 2009
Instructional Materials (Textbook) Manager 2010
Instructional Technology Specialist 2008
Lead Coordinator East Georgia Regional Learning Resource System (GLRS) Undated
Lead School Social Worker 2009
Mathematics Coordinator 2009
Middle School Principal 2009
Part-Time Lead Teacher (K-8) Boys and Girls Clubs of Augusta After School Programs 2009
Pre-K Program Manager 2013
Preschool Special Education Teacher 2009
Preschool Special Education Teacher-Evaluator 2009
Professional Learning Facilitator — English Language Arts (Elementary) 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator — Mathematics (Elementary) 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator — Social Studies K-12 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator for Leader Quality 2015
Professional Learning Facilitator for Teacher Quality 2015
Professional Learning Specialist Undated
Professional Learning Specialist - Social Studies 2011
Program Manager [RT3] Undated
Program Specialist (Special Education) 2009
Project Director Teaching American History Grant 2009
RCSS Project Plus Summer Program Teachers 2009
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Exhibit 1.4.6 (continued)
Job Descriptions with Obsolete Reference to Supervisor
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Job Title Date
Response To Intervention (RTI) Program Specialist 2015
Sand Hills Program Director, Georgia Network for Educational and Therapeutic Services (GNETS) 2009
School Psychologist 2009
School Social Worker 2009
Science, Health, Physical Education, and Family Dynamics Coordinator 2009
Senior Director of Facilities Services 2009
Social Studies/Foreign Language Coordinator Undated
Special Education Autism Facilitator 2009
Speech Language Pathologist 2009
Summer School Principal 2010
Teacher on Special Assignment — Core Content Areas 2009
Title I District School Improvement Specialist 2015
Title I Instructional Provider 2009
Transition/Community-Based Instruction Facilitator 2009

In nine job descriptions, reviewers rated the chain of command as inadequate for listing more than one direct
report supervisor. The following job descriptions listed two direct report supervisors:

Director of Human Resources

Director of Professional Learning

GNETS Paraprofessional

GNETS Social Worker

Math, Science, or Literacy Academic Support Specialist

Media Specialist

Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Program Specialist
Pre-K Lead Teacher Facilitator

Special Education Preschool Paraprofessional

The job description for ESOL Itinerant Teacher lists ‘Principal’ as the supervisor, which, for an itinerant teacher,
is ambiguous. This differs from other itinerant staff, who are supervised by a central office employee and
receive direction for their work in schools from principals.

Duties

Reviewers rated the listing of responsibilities in 122 (81%) of job descriptions examined as adequate or strong.
Most of the job descriptions examined included a clear and specific set of job responsibilities that included
duties related to the district’s educational mission.

In the following 14 job descriptions, reviewers rated the critical element of job responsibilities as inadequate
because they included references to obsolete positions, departments, or programs:

Assistant Superintendent of Instruction
Assistant Superintendent of Student Services
Coordinator for Assessments and Research

Coordinator for School Improvement/Professional Learning
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* Coordinator of Student Information and Data Analyst

*  Deputy Superintendent of Schools

* Director of Internal Auditing

*  English Language Arts Coordinator K-12

*  Math Teacher on Special Assignment

* Professional Learning Facilitator for Leader Quality

*  Professional Learning Facilitator for Teacher Quality

*  Project Director Teaching American History Grant

* Science, Health, Physical Education, and Family Dynamics Coordinator
*  Senior Director of Facilities Services

In the following 15 job descriptions, reviewers rated the critical element of job responsibilities as inadequate
because the responsibilities listed were either unrelated to the position title or did not have specific responsibilities
that would be expected for the given job title. In some cases, the insufficient specificity or incomplete congruence
was due to the use of boilerplate text without modification.

*  21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor

*  2l1st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor (Summer)
*  Afterschool Academic Program Instructor

* Elective Program Specialist

* ESOL Itinerant Teacher

* Head Football Coach

* JROTC Senior Navy Instructor

* Lead Co-ordinator East Georgia Regional Learning Resource System (GLRS)
* Math and/or Literacy Title I Intervention Teacher

*  Pre-K Lead Teacher

*  Preschool Special Education Teacher-Evaluator

*  Professional Learning Specialist

* Professional Learning Specialist - Social Studies

* Reading or Math Intervention Teacher

*  Varsity Boys Head Basketball Coach

In the job descriptions that were rated strong for the list of responsibilities, reviewers noted a comprehensive
set of duties that support the design, continuous improvement, and skillful delivery of curriculum at all phases
from policy development to classroom implementation.

Link to Curriculum

Curricular linkages was rated as adequate or strong in 117 (77.5%) of the job descriptions rated by reviewers.
Reviewers considered the nature of the position and examined all components of the job description for
references to duties and responsibilities with a curricular and instructional focus. For positions that are directly
involved in those tasks, reviewers looked for clear, specific, and complete indications of curricular functions
in the job description. For positions that are not directly responsible for either the design and/or delivery of
curriculum, reviewers looked for supportive reference to the instructional mission of the school organization.
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Reviewers noted that the following 16 job descriptions included no references to curricular or instructional
responsibilities or their role in supporting the organization’s educational mission:

*  Deputy Superintendent of Schools

* Director of Career, Technical and Agricultural Education (CTAE)
*  Director of Human Resources

*  Director of School Nutrition Program

»  Director of School Safety and Security (Chief)

* Director of Transportation

* Elective Program Specialist

* Employee Evaluation Specialist

*  Georgia Learning Resource System Program Specialist

*  Grant Program Specialist

» Literacy and Math Center Media Teacher

* Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) Program Specialist
*  Pre-K Program Manager

* Professional Learning Facilitator for Leader Quality

*  Summer School Principal

*  Varsity Boys Head Basketball Coach

Sixteen job descriptions were rated as inadequate for curricular linkages by reviewers because there were
insufficient references to the design and delivery of curriculum that could be reasonable associated with that
position. The following job descriptions were rated as inadequate for curricular linkages:

*  21st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor

*  2l1st Century Afterschool Program Enrichment Instructor (Summer)
*  2l1st Century Community Learning Center School Site Coordinator
* Academic Supervisor for Performance Learning Center

* Administrative Intern

*  Afterschool Academic Program Instructor

* Assistant Principal

*  Chief Financial Officer

*  Chief Technology Officer

*  Coordinator for Assessments and Research

*  Coordinator for School Improvement/Professional Learning

* Director of Alternative Education

* Director of Professional Learning

*  Program Manager [RT3]

*  Program Specialist (Special Education)

*  Special Education Autism Facilitator
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Summary

The organizational chart, as a graphic representation of district roles and relationships, does not meet
review criteria and does not reflect principles of sound management of the school system. A majority of job
descriptions examined were considered not adequate, with one or more critical elements rated as inadequate. Job
descriptions were weakest in the ability to communicate clear supervisory relationships, with many references
to a direct supervisor considered obsolete. The majority of job descriptions were considered adequate in the
ability to communicate clearly responsibilities associated with the design and delivery of curriculum (see
Recommendations 3 and 4).

Finding 1.5: Formal evaluations for teachers and principals are not fully utilized to develop instructional
and leadership capacities, and are not effective in improving classroom teaching and learning.

The goal of any school system is to provide the best education possible for all students regardless of their
background, prior experience, economic status, or ability. Delivering on this mission requires the strategic
management of the human capital with the school organization. Specifically, the skills and professional
capabilities of teachers and building administrators are critical to the success of schools in meeting the
educational improvement needs of all students.

Formal evaluations play an integral part of any school system’s operations whether they are for teachers or
administrators. How well students learn the objectives of the written curriculum is directly related to the quality
of instruction they receive in the classrooms of the school system. The purpose of formal evaluations is to
document and communicate to teachers and building administrators regarding areas of professional strengths
and areas for growth. An effective formal evaluation system also informs district leaders’ employment decisions
and planning professional learning supports. As part of this process, purposeful feedback creates a context
in which teachers and building administrators can focus on past performance for the purpose of improving
instructional practices and increasing the productivity of the school system.

To examine the effectiveness of the teacher and administrator evaluation process in achieving its stated purpose,
reviewers examined the policies and procedures of the Richmond County School System, the instruments related
to teacher and administrator evaluation, and a random sample of teacher and administrator formal evaluations
completed for the 2016-17 school year. The evaluation process used by Richmond County School System
follows the Georgia Department of Education requirements according to the Leader Keys Effectiveness System
(LKES) and the Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES).

Reviewers found that the appraisal process and procedures used in the Richmond County School System do
not provide teachers and administrators the feedback necessary to improve productivity. The formal appraisal
process was found to be implemented primarily for compliance reasons rather than as a process used to improve
leadership and classroom teaching and learning.

Reviewers examined the policies adopted by the board of education for expectations related to the implementation
of a teacher and administrator appraisal system. No policy expectation was found linking gains in student
achievement to the process for evaluating the professional work of teachers and building administrators.

Reviewers examined 151 job descriptions for positions associated with the design and delivery of curriculum.
All job descriptions examined included an evaluation section with some form of a statement indicating that the
performance of the specific job will be evaluated in accordance with provision of the school board policy on
evaluation of personnel. Job descriptions linked to teachers included the term “annually” when referencing
evaluation.

Reviewers examined job descriptions regarding evaluation. The following job descriptions noted expectations
for the evaluation of administrators and teachers:

*  Superintendent of Schools states the superintendent shall, “Supervise and evaluate direct reports,” and
“Oversee planning and evaluation of curriculum and instruction.” The same job description states,
“Performance of this job will be evaluated by the Richmond County Board of Education consistent with
Board policy on Superintendent evaluation.”
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»  Assistant Superintendent (Area I, 1, and III) states the assistant superintendent shall, “Support the
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the Teacher and Leader Effectiveness Systems for
administrators and teachers.”

*  Summer School Principal states the principal shall, “Provide leadership in the development,
implementation and management of the summer school instructional program...Evaluate and write
a summer school report on enrollment, courses, budget, etc.” The same job description states,
“Performance of this job will be evaluated consistent with Richmond County School System evaluation
policy.”

»  Elementary School Principal states the principal shall, “Monitor curriculum implementation to ensure
that the appropriate content and sequence are followed...Supervises and evaluate staff using evaluation
procedures of the RCSS.” The same job description states, “Performance of this job will be evaluated
in accordance with provisions of the School Board policy on evaluation of personnel.”

Administrator Appraisal

The Richmond County School System utilizes the Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) for evaluation of
school administrators. The LKES is organized around eight performance standards associated with the major
duties performed by a school administrator that serve as the basis for the evaluation. Exhibit 1.5.1 presents
the eight LKES Domains and Performance Standards and the Appraisal Rubric that serves as the basis for
evaluation of school administrators.

Exhibit 1.5.1

Leader Keys Effectiveness System
Domains and Standards of Performance

Performance Standard
The leader fosters the success of all students by facilitating the development,
communication, implementation, and evaluation of a shared vision of teaching
and learning that leads to school improvement.
Level III: The leader Level II: The

Domain

1. Instructional Leadership

Level IV: The leader actively Level I: The leader

and continually employs
innovative and effective
leadership strategies that
Maximize student learning
and result in a shared vision
of teaching and learning that
reflects excellence. (Leaders
rated Level IV continually
seek ways to serve as role

consistently fosters the success
of all students by facilitating the
development,communication,
implementation, and evaluation
of a shared vision of teaching
and learning that leads to school
improvement.

leader inconsistently
fosters the success of
students by facilitating
the development,
communication,
implementation, or
evaluation of a shared
vision of teaching and
learning that leads to
school improvement.

does not foster the
success of all students
by facilitating

the development,
communication,
implementation, or
evaluation of a shared
vision of teaching and
learning that leads to
school improvement.

2. School Climate

The leader promotes the success of all students by developing, advocating, and
sustaining an academically rigorous, positive, and safe school climate for all

stakeholders.

Level I'V: The leader
continually seeks out new
opportunities or substantially
improves existing programs to
create an environment where
students and stakeholders
thrive. (Leaders rated Level
IV continually seek ways

to serve as role models and
collaborative leaders.)

Level III: The leader
consistently promotes the
success of all students by
developing, advocating, and
sustaining an academically
rigorous, positive, and

safe school climate for all
stakeholders.

Level II: The leader
inconsistently promotes
the success of all
students by developing,
advocating, or sustaining
an academically
rigorous, positive, or
safe school climate for
all stakeholders.

Level I: The leader does
not promote the success
of all students by
developing, advocating,
or sustaining an
academically rigorous,
positive, or safe

school climate for all
stakeholders.
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Exhibit 1.5.1 (continued)
Leader Keys Effectiveness System
Domains and Standards of Performance

Domain

Performance Standard

3. Planning and Assessment

The leader effectively gathers, analyzes, and uses a variety of data to inform
planning and decision-making consistent with established guidelines, policies,

and procedures.

Level IV: The leader
continually seeks out research
on the effective use of
assessment data and ensures
school personnel are aware of
relevant findings and are using
data to improve instructional
programs. Outcomes of
planning and assessment can
be linked to improved student
performance.

Level III: The leader
consistently gathers, analyzes,
and uses a variety of data to
inform planning and decision-
making consistent with
established guidelines, policies,
and procedures.

Level II: The leader
inconsistently gathers,
analyzes, and uses a
limited set of data to
inform planning and
decision making. Plans
and decisions sometimes
do not align with
established guidelines,
policies, and procedures.

Level I: The leader
does not gather,
analyze, or use data
from varied sources to
inform planning and
decision-making. Plans
and decisions do not
conform to established
guidelines, policies, and
procedures.

4. Organizational
Management

The leader fosters the success o

f all students by supporting, managing, and
overseeing the school’s organization, operation, and use of resources.

Level IV: The leader
continually exhibits a highly
effective organizational
management style by
demonstrating proactive
decision-making, coordinating
efficient operations, and
maximizing available
resources.

Level III: The leader
consistently fosters the success
of all students by supporting,
managing, and overseeing

the school’s organization,
operation, and use of resources.

Level II: The leader
inconsistently supports,
manages, or oversees the
school’s organization,
operation, or use of
resources.

Level I: The leader
insufficiently supports,
manages, or oversees the
school’s organization,
operation, or use of
resources.

5. Human Resources
Management

The leader fosters effective human resources management through the selection,
induction, support, and retention of quality instructional and support personnel.

Level IV: The leader
continually demonstrates
expertise in the process of
selection, induction, support,
and retention of instructional
personnel resulting in a highly
productive staff.

Level III: The leader
consistently fosters effective
human resources management
through the selection, induction,
support, and retention of quality
instructional and support

Level II: The leader
inconsistently selects,
inducts, supports,

or retains quality
instructional and support
personnel.

personnel.

Level I: The leader
insufficiently selects,
inducts, supports,or
retains quality
instructional and support
personnel.

6. Teacher/Staff Evaluation

The leader consistently and fairly evaluates school personnel in accordance with
state and district guidelines and provides them with timely and constructive
feedback focused on improved student learning.

Level IV: The leader
continually provides teachers
and staff with highly effective
formative and summative
feedback resulting in improved
school personnel performance
and higher student growth. The
leader mentors other leaders in
the evaluation process.

Level III: The leader
consistently and fairly evaluates
school personnel in accordance
with state and district guidelines
and provides them with timely
and constructive feedback
focused on improved student
learning.

Level I1: The leader
fairly evaluates

school personnel, but
inconsistently follows
state and district
guidelines. Feedback is
not consistent, timely,
constructive, or focused
on improved student

learning

Level I: The leader
does not fairly evaluate
school personnel or
does not follow state
or district guidelines.
Feedback is neither
timely, constructive, or
focused on improved
student learning.
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Exhibit 1.5.1 (continued)
Leader Keys Effectiveness System
Domains and Standards of Performance

Domain

Performance Standard

7. Professionalism

The leader fosters the success of students by demonstrating professional
standards and ethics, engaging in continuous professional development, and

contributing to the profession.

Level IV: The leader
continually demonstrates
professionalism beyond

the school district through
published works, formal
presentation(s), and/or formal
recognition(s) or award(s).

Level III: The leader
consistently fosters the success
of students by demonstrating
professional standards and
ethics, engaging in continuous
professional development, and
making contributions to the
profession.

Level II: The leader
inconsistently
demonstrates
professional standards,
engages in continuous
professional
development, or makes
contributions to the
profession.

Level I: The leader
shows disregard for
professional standards
and ethics, engaging in
continuous professional
development, or making
contributions to the
profession.

8. Communication and
Community Relations

The leader fosters the success o

f all students by commun

collaborating effectively with stakeholders.

icating and

Level IV: The leader
continually seeks and creates
innovative and productive
methods to proactively
communicate and engage\
effectively with Stakeholders.

Level III: The leader
consistently fosters the
success of all students

by communicating and
Collaborating effectively with
stakeholders.

Level I1: The leader
inconsistently
communicates or
Infrequently collaborates
on issues of importance
to stakeholders.

Level I: The leader
demonstrates inadequate
or detrimental
communication or
collaboration with
stakeholders.

Source: Georgia's Leader Keys Effectiveness System

School administrators’ job performance is rated for each of the domains listed in Exhibit 1.5.1 using a performance
rubric for each domain. The performance rubric is used in assessing how well a performance standard is
performed, moving from the lowest performance level (Level I) to the highest performance level (Level 1V).
Performance Level 111 is the expected level of performance, with Level IV indicating a performance that meets
all the requirements for Level III and beyond. Summative performance ratings are to take into account all
available data sources. Reviewers examined 149 LKES evaluations completed during the 2016-17 school
year. The evaluations, with identifiable information such as names redacted, contained a summary performance
level rating, a performance level rating for each of the eight performance standards, and all written comments.
Exhibit 1.5.2 displays the percentage of LKES summative evaluation ratings at each of the four performance
levels, ranging from Level I as the lowest performance rating to Level IV as the highest performance rating.
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Exhibit 1.5.2

Principal Summative Evaluation Ratings
Richmond County School System
2016-17

Level I Level IV
Level 1 2.0% 2.7%
0.0%

- 11//////9.

Level III
95.3%

Key: Level I:  Leader does not meet performance standards
Level II: Leader inconsistently meets performance standards
Level III: Leader consistently meets performance standards
Level IV: Leader continually exhibits expertise and effective management

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.2:

Of the 149 administrator evaluations reviewed, 142 administrators (95.3%) received a summative
performance rating of Level 111, indicating they were meeting expected levels of performance.

Four (2.7%) of the 149 performance evaluations reviewed received a summative rating of Level 1V,
indicating that were meeting and exceeding expected levels of performance.

Three (2.0%) of the 149 performance evaluations reviewed received a performance rating of Level II,
indicating there were performing below expected performance levels.

None of the 149 performance evaluations reviewed received a summary performance rating of Level
I—the lowest performance rating.

Reviewers also examined the performance level rating for each administrator across all eight performance
standards. Collectively, there were 1,192 performance ratings across the 149 evaluations reviewed and the eight

performance standards. Exhibit 1.5.3 displays the percentage of LKES performance level ratings for all eight
performance standards combined.
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Exhibit 1.5.3

Principal Summative Evaluation Standards Ratings
Richmond County School System
2016-17

LevelI Level II

0.1% 2.2%
5 Level IV
19.1%

- 11////////‘

Level III
78.6%

Key: Level I:  Leader does not meet performance standards
Level II: Leader inconsistently meets performance standards
Level III: Leader consistently meets performance standards
Level IV: Leader continually exhibits expertise and effective management

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.3:

Collectively, across the 149 evaluations, 937 (78.6%) of the possible 1,192 performance ratings received
a Level III rating.

Collectively, across the 149 evaluations reviewed, 228 (19.1%) of the possible 1,192 performance

ratings received a Level IV rating. Eighty-eight administrators received a Level IV rating on one or
more performance standards.

Collectively, 26 (2.2%) of the possible performance ratings received a Level II rating. Eighteen
administrators received a Level II rating on one or more performance standards.

Only one (.1%) out of the possible 1,192 performance rating received a Level I rating.
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As part of their analysis of administrator performance evaluations, reviewers noted the average performance
rating on each of the eight performance standards for all 149 evaluations. Exhibit 1.5.4 displays the average
performance rating for each of the eight domains that serve as the basis for the LKES summative evaluations.

Exhibit 1.5.4

Principal Average Ratings for the LKES by Standard
Richmond County School System

2016-17
Domain Average Performance Rating
1. Instructional Leadership 3.23
2. School Climate 3.16
3. Planning and Assessment 3.16
4. Organizational Management 3.11
5. Human Resources Management 3.07
6. Teacher/Staff Evaluation 3.01
7. Professionalism 3.34
8. Communication and Community Relations 3.26

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.4, collectively, the average performance rating for each of the eight performance
standards that comprise the LKES was a Level III rating. Collectively, the domain with the lowest rating,
with an average rating of 3.01, was for Teacher/Staff Evaluation. This performance standard is based on the
administrator’s ability to fairly and consistently evaluate school personnel and provide timely and constructive
feedback. Collectively, the highest rating, with an average rating of 3.34, was for the Professionalism
performance standard. This performance standard refers to the ability of the school administrator to foster the
success of students by demonstrating professional standards and ethics, engaging in continuous professional
development, and contributing to the profession.

Reviewers examined the written feedback comments contained within the 149 administrative performance
evaluations. Constructive feedback, defined as evaluative comments that provide the administrator with specific
feedback about their job performance, is vital to promoting continuous improvement. Ofthe 1,192 performance
ratings contained within the 149 performance evaluations examined, reviewers noted 27 ratings of Level II
or Level I. A performance rating below Level III indicates that the individual is not meeting expected levels
of performance. It would be expected that if an individual is not meeting expected performance levels that
he or she would be provided specific feedback about his or her performance. The more specific the feedback
provided, the more information individuals have to monitor and strengthen their professional practice and
impact student achievement. Most of the written feedback provided to individuals not meeting performance did
not have sufficient specificity to clearly inform individuals how they might improvement their performance so
that they might meet performance expectations in the future. The following is an example of written feedback
found in performance evaluations for individuals receiving a performance rating of Level II or Level I that was
not specific enough to provide guidance on how an individual’s performance may be improved in areas found
to be deficient.

*  “Ensure that you share the TKES observations in a timely manner. Also ensure TKES and LKES are
completed in the appropriate time frame.”

* “Tam scoring level 2 here as we have spent a good bit of time focused on your TKES evaluation process
this year. I am sure you will be much more attentive to this standard next year.”

*  “The leader fairly evaluates school personnel, but inconsistently follows state and district guidelines.
Feedback is not consistent, timely, or constructive.”
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Examples of written feedback that were more specific are noted below:

*  “Act proactively to detect and eliminate negative factors that might derail a positive school culture.
Ensure that you have orderly transition in the halls between classes.”

* “A data room has been established to look at student achievement. Ensure that you monitor the
effectiveness of instructional programs implemented at you [sic] school. You need to set priorities in
the context of improving student achievement and promote high expectations for teaching and student
learning.”

* “Ensure that you establish local school policies and procedures for conducting RtI meetings and
registration. You [sic] staff needs to work with parents to enroll students in a timely manner.”

Providing effective written feedback also requires that it accurately reflects the performance rating assigned.
While reviewing the written comments provided school administrators with Level I performance ratings (below
expected levels of performance), reviewers noted written comments that appeared to contradict the performance
rating. Following are a representative sample of what appear to be contradictory written comments for school
administrators receiving a Level Il rating on one or more performance standards.

*  “You are doing great!”

*  “Iam scoring level 2 here due to the fact that we needed to send help out to complete your TKES. We
are aware the AP was out on sick leave for several weeks this year.”

e “Mrs. XXX does a great job communicating with her teachers and gives feedback. Although
circumstances beyond her control has [sic] prevented her from completing TKES evaluations prior to
the due date, which has been followed by Richmond County.”

Contrary to the first examples of feedback, the last set appears contradictory and does not justify the rating
received by the administrator.

Written feedback within a performance evaluation is the means through which the evaluator gives context to
the performance rating assigned. To assign a performance rating without any written comment leaves it up to
the administrator to assume what is the basis for the rating. Strong performance ratings of Level III and Level
IV require constructive written feedback to reinforce work that is meeting expectations as much as performance
ratings of Level II or Level I require constructive feedback to inform future improvements. Of the 149 LKES
evaluations examined, reviewers found 27 evaluations that had written feedback provided on less than half of
the performance domains and 14 evaluations that contained no written feedback on any domain.
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Teacher Appraisal

The Richmond County School System utilizes Georgia’s Teacher Keys Effectiveness System (TKES) for the
evaluation of teachers. The TKES is intended to provide teachers with meaningful feedback about their work
so they can increase academic achievement for all students. The TKES is organized around 5 domains and 10
performance standards associated with the major duties performed by teachers. Exhibit 1.5.5 presents the five
TKES Domains, Performance Standards, and the Appraisal Rubric that serve as the basis for the evaluation of
teachers in the Richmond County School System.

Exhibit 1.5.5

Teachers Keys Effectiveness System
Domains and Standards of Performance

Domain: Planning

1. Professional Knowledge

The teacher demonstrates an understanding of the curriculum, subject content, pedagogical knowledge, and
the needs of students by providing relevant learning experiences.

Level IV: The teacher
continually demonstrates
extensive content and
pedagogical knowledge,
enriches the curriculum,
and guides others in
enriching the curriculum.

Level III: The
teacher consistently
demonstrates an
understanding of the
curriculum, subject
content, pedagogical
knowledge, and the
needs of students by
providing relevant
learning experiences.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently demonstrates
understanding of curriculum,
subject content, pedagogical

knowledge, and student needs,

or lacks fluidity in using the
knowledge in practice.

Level I: The teacher
inadequately
demonstrates
understanding of
curriculum, subject
content, pedagogical
knowledge and student
needs, or does not

use the knowledge in
practice.

2. Instructional Planning

The teacher plans using state and local school district curricula and standards, effective strategies, resources,
and data to address the differentiated needs of all students.

Level IV: The teacher
continually seeks and uses
multiple data and real
world resources to plan
differentiated instruction
to meet the individual
student needs and interests
in order to promote
student accountability and
engagement.

Level III: The teacher
consistently plans
using state and local
school district curricula
and standards, effective
strategies, resources,
and data to address the
differentiated needs of
all students.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently uses state
and local school district
curricula and standards, or
inconsistently uses effective

strategies, resources, or data in

planning to meet the needs of
all students.

Level I: The teacher
does not plan, or plans
without adequately
using state and local
school district curricula
and standards, or
without using effective
strategies, resources, or
data to meet the needs
of all students.

Domain: Instructional Delivery

3. Instructional Strategies

The teacher promotes student learning by using research-based instructional strategies relevant to the
content to engage students in active learning and to facilitate the students’ acquisition of key knowledge and

skills.

Level IV: The teacher
continually facilitates
students’ engagement in
metacognitive learning,
higher-order thinking
skills, and application of
learning in current and
relevant ways.

Level ITI: The teacher
consistently promotes
student learning by
using research-based
instructional strategies
relevant to the content
to engage students in
active learning, and to
facilitate the students’
acquisition of key
skills.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently uses research-
based instructional strategies.
The strategies used are
sometimes not appropriate
for the content area or for
engaging students in active
learning or for the acquisition
of key skills.

Level I: The teacher
does not use research-
based instructional
strategies, nor are the
instructional strategies
relevant to the content
area. The strategies do
not engage students

in active learning or
acquisition of key
skills.
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Exhibit 1.5.5 (continued)
Teachers Keys Effectiveness System
Domains and Standards of Performance

Domain: Instructional Delivery

4. Differentiated Instruction
The teacher challenges and supports each student’s learning by providing appropriate content and
developing skills which address individual learning differences

Level IV: The teacher
continually facilitates each
student’s opportunities to
learn by engaging him/
her in critical and creative
thinking and challenging
activities tailored to
address individual learning
needs and interests.

Level III: The teacher
consistently challenges
and supports each
student’s learning by
providing appropriate
content and developing
skills which address
individual learning
differences.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently challenges
students by providing
appropriate content or by
developing skills which
address individual learning
differences.

Level I: The teacher
does not challenge
students by providing
appropriate content
or by developing
skills which address
individual learning
differences.

Domain: Assessment of and for Learning

5. Assessment Strategies

The teacher systematically chooses a variety of diagnostic, formative, and summative assessment strategies
and instruments that are valid and appropriate for the content and student population.

Level IV: The teacher
continually demonstrates
expertise and leads others
to determine and develop
a variety of strategies
and instruments that are
valid and appropriate for
the content and student
population and guides
students to monitor and
reflect on their own
academic progress.

Level I1I: The teacher
systematically and
consistently chooses a
variety of diagnostic,
formative, and
summative assessment
strategies and
instruments that are
valid and appropriate
for the content and
student population.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently chooses

a variety of diagnostic,
formative, and summative
assessment strategies or the
instruments are sometimes not
appropriate for the content or
student population.

Level I: The teacher
chooses an inadequate
variety of diagnostic,
formative, and
summative assessment
strategies or the
instruments are not
appropriate for the
content or student
population.

6. Assessment Uses

The teacher systematically gathers, analyzes, and uses relevant data to measure student progress, to inform
instructional content and delivery methods, and to provide timely and constructive feedback to both student

and parents.

Level IV: The teacher
continually demonstrates
expertise in using data to
measure student progress
and leads others in the
effective use of data

to inform instructional
decisions.

Level III: The teacher
systematically and
consistently gathers,
analyzes, and uses
relevant data to
measure student
progress, to inform
instructional content
and delivery methods,
and to provide timely
and constructive
feedback to both
students and parents.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently gathers,
analyzes, or uses relevant data
to measure student progress,
inconsistently uses data to
inform instructional content
and delivery methods, or
inconsistently provides timely
or constructive feedback.

Level I: The teacher
does not gather,
analyze, or use relevant
data to measure student
progress, to inform
instructional content
and delivery methods,
or to provide feedback
in a constructive or
timely manner.
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Exhibit 1.5.5 (continued)
Teachers Keys Effectiveness System
Domains and Standards of Performance

Domain: Learning Environment

7. Positive Learning Environment
The teacher provides a well-managed, safe, and orderly environment that is conducive to learning and
encourages respect for all.

Level IV: The teacher
continually engages
students in a collaborative
and self- directed learning
environment where
students are encouraged to
take risks and ownership
of their own learning
behavior.

Level III: The teacher
consistently provides

a well-managed,

safe, and orderly
environment that is
conducive to learning
and encourages respect
for all.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently provides a well-
managed, safe, and orderly
environment that is conducive
to learning and encourages
respect for all.

Level I: The teacher
inadequately addresses
student behavior,
displays a negative
attitude toward
students, ignores safety
standards, or does not
otherwise provide an
orderly environment
that is conducive to
learning or encourages
respect for all.

8. Academically Challenging Environment
The teacher creates a student-centered, academic environment in which teaching, and learning occur at high
levels and students are self-directed learners.

Level IV: The teacher
continually creates

an academic learning
environment where
students are encouraged
to set challenging
learning goals and tackle
challenging materials.

Level III: The teacher
consistently creates

a student-centered,
academic environment
in which teaching and
learning occur at high
levels and students are
self-directed learners.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently provides a
student- centered, academic
environment in which teaching
and learning occur at high
levels or where students are
self- directed learners.

Level I: The teacher
does not provide a
student- centered,
academic environment
in which teaching

and learning occur at
high levels, or where
students are self-
directed learners.

Domain: Professionalism and Communication

9. Professionalism

The teacher exhibits a commitment to professional ethics and the school’s mission, participates in
professional growth opportunities to support student learning, and contributes to the profession.

Level IV: The teacher
continually engages in a
high level of professional
growth and application of
skills and contributes to
the development of others
and the well-being of the
school and community.

Level III: The teacher
consistently exhibits
a commitment to
professional ethics
and the school’s
mission, participates
in professional
growth opportunities
to support student
learning, and
contributes to the
profession.

Level II: The teacher
inconsistently supports the
school’s mission or seldom
participates in professional
growth opportunities.

Level I: The teacher
shows a disregard
toward professional
ethics or the school’s
mission or rarely
takes advantage of
professional growth
opportunities.
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Exhibit 1.5.5 (continued)
Teachers Keys Effectiveness System
Domains and Standards of Performance

Domain: Professionalism and Communication

10. Communication

The teacher communicates effectively with students, parents or guardians, district and school personnel, and
other stakeholders in ways that enhance student learning.

Level IV: The teacher
continually uses

communication techniques

in a variety of situations
to proactively inform,
network, and collaborate
with stakeholders to
enhance student learning.

Level ITII: The
teacher communicates
effectively and
consistently with
students, parents or
guardians, district and
school personnel, and
other stakeholders in

Level II: The teacher

inconsistently communicates

with students, parents or
guardians, district and
school personnel or other

stakeholders or communicates

in ways that only partially
enhance student learning.

Level I: The

teacher inadequately
communicates with
students, parents or
guardians, district and
school personnel, or
other stakeholders by
poorly acknowledging

ways that enhance
student learning.

concerns, responding
to inquiries, or
encouraging
involvement.

The job performance of teachers is rated for each of the domains listed in Exhibit 1.5.5 using a performance
rubric for each domain. The performance rubric is used in assessing how well a performance standard is
performed, moving from the lowest performance level (Level I) to the highest performance level (Level 1V).
Performance Level 111 is the expected level of performance, with Level IV indicating a performance that meets
all the requirements for Level III and beyond. Reviewers examined 1,787 TKES evaluations completed during
the 2016-17 school year. The evaluations had identifiable information such as names redacted, but contained
all written comments for each of the 10 performance standards along with the individual domain ratings and an
overall summative rating. Exhibit 1.5.6 displays the percentage of TKES summative evaluation ratings at each
of the four performance levels.

Exhibit 1.5.6

Teacher Summative Evaluation Ratings
Richmond County School System

2016-17
Level I Level IV

Level I 4.4% 4.0%
0.3% .

Level III
91.3%

Key: Level I:  The teacher does not meet any performance standards
Level II: The teacher inconsistently meets performance standards
Level III: The teacher consistently meets performance standards
Level IV: The teacher continually exhibits content and pedagogical knowledge and expertise
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As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.6:

Of the 1,787 teacher evaluations reviewed, 1,631 teachers (91.3%) received a summative performance
rating of Level III, indicating they were meeting expected levels of performance.

Seventy-two teachers (4%) received a summative performance rating of Level 1V, indicating that they
were meeting and exceeding expected levels of performance.

Seventy-nine teachers (4.4%) received a summative performance rating of Level II, indicating they
were performing below expected performance levels.

Five teachers (0.3%) received a summative performance rating of Level [—the lowest performance
rating.

Reviewers also examined the performance level rating for each teacher across all 10 performance standards.
Collectively, there were 17,787 performance ratings across the 1,787 evaluations reviewed and the 10
performance standards. Exhibit 1.5.7 displays the percentage of TKES performance level ratings for all 10
performance standards combined.

Exhibit 1.5.7

Teacher Summative Evaluation Standards Ratings
Richmond County School System

2016-17
Level II
Level IV
Level 1 5.7% 13.0%

0.4%

Level III
80.9%

Key: Level I:  The teacher does not meet any performance standards
Level II: The teacher inconsistently meets performance standards
Level III: The teacher consistently meets performance standards
Level IV: The teacher continually exhibits content and pedagogical knowledge and expertise

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.7:

Collectively, across the 1,787 evaluations, 14,465 (80.9%) of the possible 17,870 performance ratings
received a Level 111 rating.

Collectively, across the 1,787 evaluations reviewed, 2,327 (13.0%) of the possible 17,870 performance
ratings receive a Level IV rating. Seven hundred eighty-eight teachers received a Level IV rating on
one or more performance standards.

Collectively, 1,001 (5.7%) of the possible performance ratings received a Level Il rating. Three hundred
and ninety-one teachers received a Level Il rating on one or more performance standards.

Collectively, 67 (0.4%) out of the possible 17,870 performance rating received a Level I rating. Twenty-
two teachers received a Level I rating on one or more performance standards.
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As part of their analysis of administrator performance evaluations, reviewers noted the average performance
rating on each of the 10 performance standards for all 1,787 evaluations. Exhibit 1.5.8 displays the average
performance rating for each of the 10 domains that serve as the basis for the TKES summative evaluations.

Exhibit 1.5.8

Teacher Average Ratings for the TKES by Performance Standard
Richmond County School System

2016-17
Standard Average
1. Professional Knowledge 3.20
2. Instructional Planning 3.00
3. Instructional Strategies 3.08
4. Differentiated Instruction 2.96
5. Assessment Strategies 3.00
6. Assessment Uses 2.95
7. Positive Learning Environment 3.14
8. Academically Challenging Environment 2.98
9. Professionalism 3.24
10. Communication 3.10

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.8, collectively, the performance standard that received the lowest rating, with
an average rating of 2.95, was for Assessment Use. This performance standard is based on the teacher’s ability
to systematically gather, analyze, and use data to measure student progress and to inform instructional delivery.
Collectively, the highest rating, with an average rating of 3.24, was for the Professionalism performance
standard. This performance standard is based on the teacher’s ability to exhibit a commitment to professional
ethics, the school’s mission, and professional growth to support student learning.

Reviewers examined the written feedback comments contained within the 1,787 teacher performance evaluations.
Constructive feedback, defined as evaluative comments that provide teachers with specific feedback about their
job performance, is vital to promoting continuous improvement. Of the 17,870 performance ratings, contained
within the 1,787 performance evaluations examined, reviewers noted 391 teachers received a Level Il rating
on one or more performance standards and 22 teachers received a Level I rating on one or more performance
standards. A performance rating below Level III indicates that the individual is not meeting expected levels
of performance. It would be expected that if individuals are not meeting expected performance levels, they
would be provided specific feedback about their performance. The more specific the feedback provided, the
more information individuals have to monitor and strengthen their professional practice and impact student
achievement. Most of the written feedback provided individuals not meeting performance did not have enough
sufficient specificity to clearly inform the individuals how they might improvement their performance so that
they may meet performance expectations in the future. The following is an example of written feedback found
within performance evaluation for individuals receiving a performance rating of Level Il or Level I that did not
have enough sufficient specificity about how an individual’s performance may be improved in areas found to
be deficient.

*  “You never decoded the online assessments from the Data Director after being instructed on how to
decode the information. This must be a consistent practice.”

*  “There has been inconsistency in your understanding of the curriculum and the needs of 4th grade
students.”

*  “Your data notebook was not complete. This was a non-negotiable!”

*  “Gradebook does not mirror lesson plans. Tier Il interventions are not timely.”
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Examples of written feedback that were more specific are noted below:

“Transitions are the biggest problem. Having students with everything they need in front of them will
go a long way. This will give your students more time to focus on tasks than be disrupted by movement
of fellow students.”

“The weekly lesson plan feedback noted to incorporate differentiated instruction for students. During
the last observation it was noted that you worked with groups of kids based on their areas of deficiencies.
Within your lesson plans, you will need to plan for differentiation. You will also need to review data
continually in order to create flexible groups to accommodate for student learning needs.”

“There was no consistent evidence that you challenged or supported individual learning differences of
your student. In looking at the research, continue to plan lesson [sic] that keep the following in mind:
Instead of using uniform strategies for all students, effective teachers design instruction that motivates
each student and they communicate content in such a way that students are able to comprehend based
on their individual prior learning and ability.”

“It is important to protect instruction from disruption and make the most out of every instructional
moment. Need to review techniques to minimize loss of instructional time. Plan and prepare for bell
to bell instruction to ensure students are engaged. Use specific strategies to preserve time and keep
students fully engaged from the moment they walk into class to the moment they leave.”

Reviewers noted that over 95% of all teachers evaluated received an overall summative rating of Level III or
Level IV (see Exhibit 1.5.6). A Level III rating is intended to reflect that the teacher has met the desired levels
of performance and a Level IV rating indicates that teachers have met and exceeded expected levels in their
overall job performance. During interviews with individual administrators, reviewers received many comments
indicating that some principals are concerned about the number of marginal teachers in their schools. Through
an anonymous online survey, building administrators were asked what percentage of their teachers they would
consider marginal, or not effective in improving student learning. Exhibit 1.5.9 summarizes the responses
received from 52 building level administrators responding to an online survey as part of the system review.

Exhibit 1.5.9

Percentage of Marginal Teachers Reported by Administrators
Richmond County School System
October 2017

5.8%

44.2%

34.6%

0-5% m6-10% 11-20% mM21-30% #>30%

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.9:

Eight (15.4%) of the 52 building administrators responding to an online survey reported that 21% or
more of their teachers are considered marginal.
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Three (5.8%) of building administrators reported that between 11% and 20% of their teachers are
considered marginal.

Eighteen (34.6%) of building administrators reported that between 6% and 10% of their teachers are
considered marginal.

Twenty-three (44.2%) of building administrators reported that 5% or less of their teachers are considered
marginal.

Reviewers noted that a contradiction exists between the number of marginal teachers that may be working in the
Richmond County School System as reported by building administrators compared to the summative evaluation
ratings in which the vast majority of district teachers were rated as meeting or exceeding expected levels of
performance.

Through an online survey, reviewers asked building administrators to rate the degree to which teachers are
effective at differentiating instruction to meet individual students’ needs. Reviewers compared the building
administrators’ response to this question to the performance level ratings on the TKES performance standard
Differentiated Instruction, which rates the ability of teachers to support each student’s learning by providing
appropriate content and developing skills that address individual learning differences. Exhibit 1.5.10 compares
building administrators’ survey responses and the performance evaluation ratings around the teacher skill
differentiating instruction.

Exhibit 1.5.10

Comparison Building Administrators’ Perception of
Teacher Skills for Differentiating Instruction
vs. Teacher Performance Ratings on the TKES
Richmond County School System

October 2017
100%
89.3%
90%
80%
70% 64.7%
60%
50%
40% 35.3%
30%
20% 10.7%
10%
. L
Agree Disagree Level Il & IV Level I & 1
Teachers are effective at TKES Performance Standard
differentiating instruction Differentiated Instruction

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.10:

When asked to rate the degree to which teachers are effective at differentiating instruction to meet
students’needs, 64.7% of administrators surveyed agreed that their teachers are effective at differentiating
instruction, while 35.3% of administrators disagreed that their teachers were effective at differentiating
instruction.

On the TKES performance standard Differentiated Instruction, 89.3% of teachers were rated as meeting
or exceeding performance expectations, while 10.7% of teachers were rated as not meeting performance
standards associated with differentiated instruction.
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Through an online survey, reviewers also asked building administrators to rate the degree to which teachers
are effective at consistently using student data in planning their daily instruction. Reviewers compared the
perception of building administrators in response to this question to the performance level ratings on the TKES
performance standard Assessment Uses, which rates teachers’ ability to systematically gather, analyze, and use
data to measure student progress and to inform instructional content and delivery. Exhibit 1.5.11 compares
building administrators’ survey responses and the performance evaluation ratings around the teacher skill use
of assessment data.

Exhibit 1.5.11

Comparison Building Administrators’ Perception of
Teacher Skills for Use of Data
vs. Teacher Performance Ratings on the TKES
Richmond County School System

October 2017
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Teachers are effective at using data in TKES Performance Standard
planning instruction Assessment Use

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.5.11:

*  When asked to rate the degree to which teachers are effective at consistently using student data in
planning their daily instruction, 65.4% of administrators surveyed agreed that their teachers are effective
in using student data in their planning, while 34.6% of administrators disagreed that their teachers were
effective in the use of data.

*  On the TKES performance standard Assessment Use, 91.0% of teacher were rated as meeting or
exceeding performance expectations, while 9.0% of teachers were rated as not meeting performance
standards associated with the use of student data to inform instruction.

When implemented effectively and with fidelity and predictability, formal evaluations allow district leaders an
opportunity to provide meaningful feedback to individual teachers about their job performance. When formal
evaluations are not an accurate reflection of an individual’s abilities and professional practices, it not only
denies individual teachers critical feedback upon which to reflect and improve their professional practices, it
also impedes the ability of district leaders to make critical decisions regarding staff decisions and planning for
system improvements through professional learning.

Summary

Reviewers found comprehensive teacher and school administrator evaluation systems in place in the Richmond
County School System. No policy expectations are in place requiring personnel evaluation or directing the
use of personnel evaluations to inform personnel decisions or provide teachers and administrators constructive
feedback regarding their job performance. Based on an analysis of 149 building administrator evaluations
and 1,787 teacher evaluations, reviewers noted that the majority of administrators and teachers were rated as
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meeting performance standards outlined in the Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) and the Teacher Keys
Effectiveness System (TKES). Although nearly all teachers were rated as meeting performance expectations,
building administrators reported inconsistencies between formal performance ratings and the number of teachers
they consider marginal working in their schools. Written feedback provided to administrators and teachers

about their job performances often did not have sufficient content and specificity (see Recommendations 3, 4,
and 7).
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STANDARD 2: The School District Has Established Clear and Valid Objectives
for Students.

A school system meeting this review standard has established a clear, valid, and measurable set of pupil standards
for learning and has set the objectives into a workable framework for their attainment.

Unless objectives are clear and measurable, there cannot be a cohesive effort to improve pupil achievement in
the dimensions in which measurement occurs. A lack of clarity and focus denies to a school system’s educators
the ability to concentrate scarce resources on priority targets. Instead, resources may be spread too thin and be
ineffective in any direction. Objectives are, therefore, essential to attaining local quality control via the school
board.

What the Reviewers Expected to Find in the Richmond County School System:

Common indicators the CMSi reviewers expected to find are:

* A clearly established, board-adopted system-wide set of goals and objectives for all programs and
courses;

* Demonstration that the system is contextual and responsive to national, state, and other expectations as
evidenced in local initiatives;

* Operations set within a framework that carries out the system’s goals and objectives;

» Evidence of comprehensive, detailed, short- and long-range curriculum management planning;
* Knowledge, local validation, and use of current best practices and emerging curriculum trends;
e Written curriculum that addresses both current and future needs of students;

*  Major programmatic initiatives designed to be cohesive;

* Provision of explicit direction for the superintendent and professional staff; and

* A framework that exists for systemic curricular change.

Overview of What the Reviewers Found in the Richmond County School System:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Two. Details follow within
separate findings.

The reviewers found some evidence of curriculum management planning, processes, and responsibilities in
Richmond County School System documents. However, collectively, these were not found to have sufficient
direction regarding the design, delivery, monitoring, evaluation, and revision of the district curriculum.

Reviewers found that scope of the written curriculum was not complete enough at all school levels for core and
non-core subject areas and courses offered in the Richmond County School System. The written curriculum
documents were of insufficient quality to promote a highly focused, consistent educational program in which
the written, taught, and tested curriculum is aligned. Most of the existing curriculum documents analyzed did
not have the precision and specificity needed to enhance teacher planning and curriculum delivery.

A review of the alignment of sample language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies benchmark
assessment items found that these benchmark assessment items were not fully aligned with the Georgia Standards
of Excellence. Reviewers also found that the instructional strategies from adopted resources did not fully align
with Georgia’s academic standards. The learning targets found in the K-8 language arts and mathematic units
of study are too numerous to ensure teachers can teach to mastery in the instructional time allotted.

Reviewers determined that the increase in enrollment for special education and gifted programs has resulted in
a potential equity issue related to availability of services to meet the specialized learning needs of these student
populations.
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Finding 2.1: While there is evidence of curriculum planning, the district is in need of a comprehensive
plan to direct a consistent and systematic process for designing, developing, implementing, monitoring,
evaluating, and revising an aligned curriculum for improving student learning.

A comprehensive curriculum management plan that is comprehensive, clear, and specific provides the
district with the direction regarding what actions are needed to improve student learning and address student
achievement. Such a plan includes clarification and direction regarding the design, implementation, monitoring,
and evaluation of curriculum. A comprehensive curriculum management plan includes a systematic process to
evaluate and renew curriculum so that student learning is current and students stay competitive with their peers
across the state and nation.

A comprehensive curriculum management plan also gives direction to staff and ensures that curriculum
practices across content areas, departments, and schools are cohesive, coordinated, and lead to consistency
in how curriculum is designed, implemented, and evaluated. A curriculum that is horizontally coordinated,
vertically articulated, aligned to assessment, and systematically evaluated to determine its effectiveness
in improving student learning gives teachers reliable feedback on student learning so they can better plan
individualized instruction. A curriculum management plan provides a structure for a system to communicate
its expectations on elements that are tightly held across the district, and those where individual schools have
authority to make decisions based on contextual variations; those are considered loosely held. Tightly held
means that these decisions are made at the system level. Loosely held means that these decisions, although
aligned to the tightly-held components, are made at the school level to assure student needs are met. In tightly
held organizations, ends, mission, goals and priorities, student learning objectives, and student assessments are
developed centrally, and the expectation is that they are followed throughout the district. Exhibit2.1.1 provides
curriculum management functions and components that should be tightly held and those should be loosely held.

Exhibit 2.1.1

Tightly Held vs. Loosely Held Curriculum Management Functions and Components

CMIM Decision-Making Matrix

Ends
(Curriculum and Aligned Assessments)
Tightly-held
(Non-negotiable)

Means
(Instruction and Program)
Loosely-held
(Aligned to the Tightly-held but Negotiable by

District Level Teacher/Faculty)
School/Classroom Level
* Vision, Mission, Goals » Differentiation of when (within the unit,

» Philosophy and Beliefs

* Curriculum Objectives—Standards/Outcomes/
Student Expectations/Objectives

* Priority Standards/Outcomes/Student
Expectations/Objectives

» Assessments: criterion-referenced tests,
benchmark assessments, diagnostic
assessments, progress-monitoring tools

» Program guidelines, expectations

grade level, or course) each student is taught
certain objectives (while maintaining on-level
instruction)

* Processes, procedures, instructional strategies

or approaches

* Resources, materials, textbooks, etc.
* Programs (e.g. ELL Program, Sp. Ed.

Program, Intervention Programs)

* Groupings
+ Staffing
e Informal classroom assessments, school-wide

assessments for progress monitoring.

©2018 CMSi

Exhibit 2.1.1 shows curriculum management functions and components for the district to consider when
allowing building administrators and teachers to make independent decisions about how instruction is delivered
and students are grouped, which strategies and resources are used in the delivery of instruction, and how staff
is assigned. These decisions, however, must be aligned with the tightly-held functions and components of the
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district’s end goals, vision, mission, student learning objectives, and student assessments in content, context,
and cognitive type. A comprehensive curriculum management plan defines this vision, clarifies the mission
of the educational program, and specifies how the district will align the written, taught, and tested curriculum.

To determine whether the Richmond County School System has curriculum management planning in place,
reviewers examined board policies, job descriptions, and district improvement and school improvement plans;
reviewed curriculum-related documents and plans; and visited all schools and most core classrooms in the
district. Interviews were conducted with district and building administrators and teachers.

The reviewers found limited direction regarding the design, delivery, communication, monitoring, and
evaluation of the district’s curriculum. Curriculum management functions, roles, and responsibilities were
noted in board policies, job descriptions, and other district curriculum documents but collectively do not
provide for a cohesive, articulated system. When compared to review criteria, existing documents do not have
the specificity and clarity needed to focus all the district stakeholders on the processes, tasks,and initiatives
needed to improve instruction and increase student learning and achievement. The district has not yet codified
direction for curriculum management in a single document or plan.

Finding 1.3 summarizes the reviewers’ analysis of board policies related to curriculum management and planning.
The reviewers found a few board policies that directly address curriculum development and implementation in
the Richmond County School System. These are referenced specifically in the discussion that follows Exhibit
2.1.3.

Reviewers found that board policies provide a general expectation for the development of a core curriculum
that is standards-based, which teachers are required to use in planning their instruction. Board policies do not
direct any comprehensive curriculum planning. No policy was found that communicated district expectations
concerning instructional differentiation, so individual students needs would be met. There are no policy
expectations that district curriculum be reviewed for alignment to assessments in the dimensions of content,
context, and cognitive type. Policies were weak in requiring that district curriculum be reviewed at all grade
levels and content areas. Reviewers found no policy requirement that instructional resources be aligned with
the curriculum along all three dimensions.

To understand the district’s current approach to curriculum management planning, reviewers examined a
variety of district documents presented by district administration and listed in Exhibit 2.1.2. A comprehensive
curriculum management plan was not presented to reviewers; therefore, a variety of documents were reviewed
to determine their congruence with a quality curriculum management plan.
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Exhibit 2.1.2

Curriculum Planning Documents and Other Sources Reviewed by Reviewers
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Document Date
2018 RCSS Improvement Plan 2017
2018 RCSS Strategic Plan 2017
Board Policies Various
Job Descriptions Various
Curriculum Department website 2017
Rubicon Atlas Curriculum Platform 2017
RCSS Annual Report 2016
Pacing Calendars Various
Master Scheduling Best Practices 2017
RCSS Resource Adoption Timeline 2016
RCK12 Middle and High School Mathematics Instructional Manual Undated
RCK12 Elementary Instructional Manual Undated
RCK12 Social Studies Middle and High School Instructional Expectations Manual | Undated
RCK12 English Language Arts Middle and High School Instructional Manual Undated
RCK12 Science Middle and High School Instructional Expectations Manual Undated

Reviewers found some elements of curriculum planning in board policies and job descriptions. However, no
single document provides guidance and direction for managing the educational program and its curriculum.
Based on their examination of district policies and documents, the reviewers assessed the district’s approach
to curriculum management planning against 15 characteristics of quality curriculum management plan
or planning, since no plan exists. These characteristics are described in Exhibit 2.1.3, accompanied by the
reviewers’ assessment of each. An “X” in the “Met” column indicates that the characteristic was fully met.
“Partial” indicates that not all of the characteristic was met. An “X” in the “Not Met” column indicates that the
characteristic was not at all met. In order for the district’s approach to curriculum management planning to be
considered adequate, the district’s documents and planning approach should meet at least 11 of the 15 (70%)
components.
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Exhibit 2.1.3

Curriculum Management Plan Characteristics
And Reviewers’ Assessment of District Approach
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Characteristics:

Reviewers’ Rating

Met Not Met

Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum, including
such directives as standards-based, results-based, or competency-based; the alignment
of the written, taught, and tested curriculum; and the approaches used in delivering the
curriculum.

X

Identifies the timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic cycle of review of
curriculum in all subject areas and at all grade levels.

Defines and directs the stages of curriculum development.

Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff members, and
school-based staff members in the design and delivery of curriculum.

Partial*

Presents the format and components of all curriculum, assessments, and instructional
guide documents.

Directs how state and national standards will be considered in the curriculum. This
includes whether or not to use a backloaded approach, in which the curriculum is
derived from high-stakes tested learnings (topological and/or deep alignment), and/
or a frontloaded approach, which derives the curriculum from national, state, or local
learnings.

Requires for every content area a focused set of precise student objectives/student
expectations and standards that are reasonable in number so the student has adequate
time to master the content.

Directs that curriculum documents not only specify the content of the student
objectives/student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and cognitive types.

Specifies the overall beliefs and procedures governing the assessment of curriculum
effectiveness. This includes curriculum-based diagnostic assessments and rubrics (as
needed). Such assessments direct instructional decisions regarding student progress
in mastering prerequisite concepts, skills, knowledge, and long-term mastery of the
learning.

Partial*

10.

Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation of
instructional approaches and selection of student objectives at the right level of
difficulty. This ensures that those students who need prerequisite concepts, knowledge,
and skills are moved ahead at an accelerated pace, and that students who have already
mastered the objectives are also moved ahead at a challenging pace.

11.

Describes the procedures teachers and administrators will follow in using assessment
data to strengthen written curriculum and instructional decision making.

Partial*

12.

Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of programs
and their corresponding curriculum content.

13.

Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to
curriculum design and its delivery.

14.

Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum.

15.

Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and delivery.

Total

Percentage of Adequacy

13%

*Partial ratings are tallied as not met

©2017 CMSi
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As can be noted in Exhibit 2.1.3,) two (13%) of the review characteristics of comprehensive curriculum
management planning were considered fully met. Three were partially met. However, insufficient characteristics
are in place to direct the planning for the design, delivery, revision, and evaluation of curriculum management.
The district’s approach to curriculum management planning, overall, was considered inadequate because it did
not specify an approach for a periodic cycle of curriculum review, specifying components of internal curriculum
documents, articulating a process for ensuring a feasible curriculum, addressing an approach for differentiating
instruction, outlining a process for monitoring curriculum delivery, and using data to assess the effectiveness of
district programs. Specific findings related to each of the 15 characteristics are further described below.

Characteristic 1: Philosophical framework

This characteristic was rated as fully met. Board Policy IDA describes the requirements for a standards-based
approach to both curriculum and instruction. Additionally, the district is to provide “a comprehensive Richmond
County K-12 curriculum, instruction and assessment program to serve the educational needs of the System’s
students.” As part of the standards-based, comprehensive educational program, the district is to provide “an
integrated curriculum that promotes continuity and cumulative acquisition of skills and knowledge from grade
to grade and school to school.” District documents articulate a philosophical framework for approach to
curriculum design, specifying the roles and responsibilities associated with curriculum design and delivery
within job descriptions, and directing alignment with national standards.

Characteristic 2: Periodic cycle of review

This characteristic was rated not met. No board policy or administrative regulation was found that required a
periodic cycle of curriculum review in all areas and at all grade levels. While reviewers found references in
various district curriculum documents that either called for or generally referenced curriculum review, none of
these statements were specific enough to establish consistent processes for the regular review of curriculum.
Reviewers found statements of intent related to curriculum design, review, and evaluation in several content
area instructional manuals that describe a RCK12 Instructional Framework, which includes references to a
plan, implement, monitor, and assess approach for curriculum delivery. The RCK12 Instructional Framework,
however, is instructional in focus and does not specifically describe a cycle that addresses the written curriculum
and its related resources, as well.

In conversations with district staff, reviewers learned that, despite a lack of written direction, curriculum
revision does occur and can be initiated by any number of factors, including changes to Georgia Standards
of Excellence, requests made by district officials, and/or requests made by teachers. During interviews with
district staff, reviewers heard comments about the district’s approach to the review of the written curriculum.
Following is a representative sample of those comments:

*  “Our curriculum review process starts with feedback from the teachers on what needs to be revised.
Teacher perception, class observation, changes in Georgia standards are all included to collect
information.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “Random teachers come in to write units in the curriculum.” (Central Office Administrator)

*  “We get teacher input on errors in pacing, [or if] assessment doesn’t match the standard, whatever.
(Central Office Administrator)

District leaders stated that teachers were enlisted each summer to revise the district’s curriculum based on
assessment data and curriculum use. Reviewers were not presented with any district documents that described
this process, associated procedures, or timelines that might direct the work of revising the district’s curriculum.

Characteristic 3: Stages of curriculum development

This characteristic was rated not met. No documents were provided to reviewers that described or directed an
approach to curriculum development, evaluation, review, or revision. As is reported in Characteristic 4 below,
the Associate Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Technology is charged with the
overall responsibility of developing, planning, and coordinating curriculum. However, no other document or
job description specifies how those duties are delegated to other district staff or teachers. As a result, various
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stages in the development and revision of curriculum development are not clearly delineated and may vary
across departments and schools within the district.

During interviews with district administrators, reviewers received comments that suggested there are no
consistent procedures related to curriculum development, evaluation, or review. One administrator commented
on how the curriculum department is staffed:

*  “Most of the stuff that has been added [to curriculum] is through the back door.”

12

*  “When we look at the curriculum, who is writing it? Junk in—junk out

The district does not have a clearly defined approach for its curriculum development work, and reviewers found
inconsistent processes for managing curriculum, which have resulted in inconsistent written curriculum (see

Finding 2.3).
Characteristic 4: Roles and responsibilities

This characteristic was rated partially met. Comprehensive curriculum management planning requires that
roles and responsibilities are clearly communicated and included in appropriate job descriptions and district
plan documents. Reviewers examined job descriptions for references to curricular roles and responsibilities
associated with curriculum management planning. Job descriptions that delineated roles and responsibilities
related to curriculum development included:

* The superintendent’s role in the area of curriculum includes overseeing the planning and evaluation of
curriculum.

* Associate Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Technology has the specific
responsibility for leading the development, planning, implementation, evaluation, and coordination of
curriculum and assessment.

* Area Superintendents are responsible for monitoring the implementation of curriculum.

* The Director of Curriculum is responsible for coordinating a continuous program of curriculum
development and improvement and directing the planning, implementation, and supervision of the
K-12 curriculum.

*  Curriculum Coordinators are responsible for planning and developing criteria for continuous
improvement of the K-12 curriculum, and leading the development of curriculum guides.

* Principals are charged with the responsibility for monitoring the implementation of the district
curriculum within their buildings.

* Teachers are to establish learning objectives consistent with requirements of the RCSS curriculum
framework. It should be noted that this directive is contrary to the audit standard that all learning
objectives be developed by the district and be consistent for all students, to assure equity and equal
access to curriculum.

Overall, although certain responsibilities related to curriculum were noted in job descriptions, there was neither
specificity nor direction regarding processes for how these responsibilities were to be carried out. Therefore,
the characteristic was partially met.

Characteristic 5: Format and components for curriculum guides

This characteristic was rated not met. Consistency in format and components of curriculum documents
increases feasibility and assures greater equality of access across schools. When curriculum documents
intended to guide instruction are easy to navigate and provide critical information staff can use in designing
units of instruction, it increases the likelihood that they will be used. Curriculum leaders and teachers in the
Richmond County School System are using Rubicon Atlas as the district’s repository for curriculum documents,
including standards, pacing maps, curriculum guides, lesson plans, resources connections, and assessment
samples. While the format for items stored in Rubicon Atlas is consistent, district leaders have not exercised
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any internal controls for who may modify the content within Rubicon Atlas. During interviews with district
leaders and teachers, reviewers received many comments illustrating the lack of internal controls for managing
the content within the curriculum depository and the problems with consistency in expectations regarding the
use of curriculum housed in the curriculum depository. No document was found specifying the non-negotiable
aspects of curriculum and its components.

Characteristic 6: Curriculum approach — state and national standards

This characteristic is rated met. Board Policy IDA requires a standards-based approach to curriculum and
states that curriculum guides are to include Georgia Department of Education standards. The district’s adopted
curriculum is based on the Georgia Standards of Excellence and is available for teachers to use in their
instructional planning through the Rubicon Atlas platform.

Characteristic 7: Requires for every content area a focused set of precise student objectives, reasonable
in number

This characteristic was rated as not met. Reviewers were presented with curriculum pacing calendars for many
of the core content courses that suggest instructional pacing for listed student learning objectives. Available
pacing calendars provide generalized guidance as to the length of time considered necessary to teach a particular
unit, but no connection is made between the time necessary to teach a unit of instruction and the amount
of time that may be required for students to master the learning objectives. Reviewers found no guiding
documents that provided curriculum developments with guidance for focusing the curriculum and limiting
the number of learning objectives to ensure feasibility and the ability of students to master the content of the
district’s curriculum within the instructional time available. Moreover, teachers are assigned the responsibility
for developing objectives in their job description. This does not meet the audit requirement of tightly-held
standards and objectives for all students, assuring equal access to content and the desired level of cognitive
challenge in instruction. See Finding 2.4 for a discussion of the feasibility of the district’s curriculum scope.

Characteristic 8: Directs that curriculum documents not only specify the content of student objectives/
student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and cognitive types

This characteristic was rated not met. No district documents were presented to reviewers that required district
curriculum documents to specify objectives and learning experiences with multiple contexts and cognitive types.
Board Policy IDA requires a comprehensive Richmond County K-12 curriculum, instruction, and assessment
program to serve the educational needs of the system’s students but makes no reference to context or cognition.
Board Policy IDDD requires the district to extend student competencies in the areas of cognitive skills, learning
skills, research skills, communication skills, and metacognitive skills beyond the regular classroom but makes
no specific references supporting these competencies with the written curriculum, nor how this might be
accomplished.

Characteristic 9: Specifies the overall beliefs and procedures governing the assessment of curriculum
effectiveness

This characteristic was rated partially met. Board Policy IDA establishes an expectation that the district’s
curriculum will be aligned with assessments used in the school system and that the effectiveness of the
curriculum shall be determined, in part, by the performance of students on local, state, and national criterion
referenced and norm referenced assessments. The Rubicon Atlas curriculum depository includes links to district
assessments that are to be used in monitoring student progress in the curriculum. While several job descriptions
referenced the use of data in decision making, developing improvement plans, and improving instruction, they
do not specifically reference the required use of student assessment data to assess the effectiveness of the
adopted curriculum. Reviewers found no evidence of a planned approach to using assessment data to assess the
effectiveness of the district’s adopted curriculum.
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Characteristic 10: Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation of
instruction approaches and selection of student objectives at the right level of difficulty

This characteristic was rated not met. Reviewers found no policy or document that clearly requires differentiation
of instruction to address the unique needs of specific students. District curriculum documents do not establish
a clear expectation for, or approach to differentiating instruction to meet the learning needs of students. The
Teacher Keys Effectiveness System does include a performance standard for differentiated instruction, but this
is the only document found that does so.

Characteristic 11: Describes the procedures teachers and administrators will follow in using assessment
data to strengthen the written curriculum and instructional decision making

This characteristic was rated partially met. Reviewers found some expectations within board policies, job
descriptions, and district documents for the use of data in curriculum and instructional decision making. Board
Policy IDA establishes an expectation that instruction must focus on teaching what is assessed and assessing
what is taught and references the use of assessment data to determine the effectiveness of the curriculum.
However, reviewers did not find a specific, district-wide set of procedures or expectations for using assessment
data to strength curriculum and instructional decision making.

Job descriptions referencing the use of assessment data included the following:

» The Associate Superintendent for Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Technology is responsible
for goal-setting processes that facilitate data-driven decision making.

* Curriculum Coordinators are to use assessment data, including state-mandated tests, benchmark
assessments, and student portfolio data, to improve the instructional program.

* Math, Science, and Literacy Support Specialists are to utilize student data to inform instructional
decisions.”

While reviewers found some references to use of assessment data in decision making in some job descriptions, the
use of tests and assessment data to strengthen curriculum and instruction were not found within job descriptions
for principals and teachers. The Teacher Keys Effective System does, however, include a performance standard
that references the use of assessment data to measure student progress. No document specifies any procedures
for how data are to be used specifically, particularly in planning instruction.

In practice, reviewers noted that district benchmark assessments are administered to students on a regular and
ongoing basis; however, the resulting data are not consistently utilized to inform instructional or curricular
decision making (see Finding 4.1).

Characteristic 12: Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of programs

This characteristic was rated not met. Reviewers noted a general expectation for using assessments to
determine the effectiveness of the district’s curriculum and to inform instructional decision making. No similar
expectations were found that specify requirements for evaluating district programs. Reviewers found no policy
expectation for a program assessment process that is linked to district planning. The Associate Superintendent
for Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, and Technology, by job description, is responsible for directing the
design, implementation, and reporting of formal evaluations of school district programs; no detail for how
this is to be done is noted in any document There is no evidence that a systematic process was in place in the
district for determining which programs are effective and should be continued and which programs should be
discontinued if they do not achieve desired results (see Findings 4.1 and_5.2).

Characteristic 13: Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to
curriculum design and delivery

This characteristic was rated not met. The district provides an array of professional development opportunities
for staff; however, there is no comprehensive professional development plan in place to provide direction,
coordination of training, and evaluation of effectiveness in terms of student achievement (see Finding 3.1)
Board Policy GAD establishes the importance of implementing a professional learning program that enhances
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the skills and knowledge of district personnel to improve student achievement. Board Policy IDA encourages
but does not specifically require professional learning related to curriculum implementation.

Characteristic 14: Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum

This characteristic was rated not met. Through Board Policy IDA and their job descriptions, building principals
are charged with the responsibility for monitoring the delivery of the curriculum. During interviews with
building administrators, principals indicated there are a variety of approaches used to monitor curriculum
delivery, including classroom walk-throughs, attending grade level and department meetings, and looking for
learning objectives posted in classrooms. There is no formal process, however, in place across the district
for consistently monitoring curriculum delivery and using monitoring data to inform curriculum revisions or
professional learning plans.

In practice, monitoring was observed to be inconsistent. Online survey responses from teachers indicate
inconsistencies in how often classroom observations were occurring from campus to campus. Thirty-five
percent of teachers indicated principals and assistant principals were observing classrooms on a daily to weekly
basis; 42% were visited monthly; and 23% were visited less than two times a year to rarely.

Characteristic 15: Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and delivery

This characteristic was rated not met. Reviewers did not find a plan in place for communicating about the
design and delivery across the district.

Summary

The reviewers found that although the Richmond County School System does have certain processes in place for
managing curriculum, the current approach to curriculum management is not adequate when measured against
the comprehensive characteristics of a quality curriculum management plan. Board policies, job descriptions,
and district documents do address some management functions, but the direction provided does not have the
specificity, content, and consistency needed to ensure deployment of a comprehensive curriculum management
system in the Richmond County School System (see Recommendations 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7).
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Finding 2.2: The scope of the written curriculum is inadequate at the elementary, middle, and high
school levels to provide consistency and direction for instruction across all subject areas and grades in
the Richmond County School System.

Curriculum documents are the work plans that provide direction and consistency for teachers to plan classroom
instruction. A complete written curriculum includes student objectives for all subject areas at all grade levels,
and for all courses offered in a school district. This is considered the scope, or coverage, of the written
curriculum. When curriculum documents are provided in all grades and all subject areas, equal access to the
district curriculum is greatly increased across schools, courses, and grades. When curriculum documents are
unavailable or missing components, consistency in teaching and learning decreases as teachers rely on other
resources for planning and delivering instruction. These resources may or may not be aligned with the district
curriculum. In addition, they may not support or ensure consistency, focus, and equity across grade levels,
courses, and schools.

The scope of the written curriculum refers to the extent to which the taught curriculum has corresponding
written curriculum documents. The scope is considered adequate if 100% of the four core content area courses
(English language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science) and 70% or more of all other courses offered
in a school system have corresponding written curriculum documents. This finding only addresses scope and
will describe to what extent written curriculum documents exist for each course offered by the school system.
For analyses of the quality of the written curriculum, see Findings 2.3 and 2.4.

The reviewers examined all documents provided to the review team by district personnel. These documents
included the Georgia Department of Education 2017-2018 List of K-8 Subjects and 9-12 Courses, an Excel
spreadsheet of all courses offered at each school for the current year, and curriculum documents accessible in the
district’s Rubicon Atlas online curriculum repository. All course lists were cross-referenced and inconsistencies,
duplicate titles, and courses not currently offered were excluded from the exhibits, based on document review
and confirmation from district administration.

Reviewers found that the overall scope of the written curriculum in the Richmond County School system
covered less than 50% of courses and content areas offered and does not provide teachers with adequate
direction for instructional planning. There was insufficient coverage in the four core areas—Language Arts,
Math, Science, and Social Studies—at all levels: elementary, middle school , and high school. The scope of the
written curriculum for non-core courses was found inadequate at the middle and high school level and adequate
at the elementary level.

Reviewers examined board policies and administrative regulations for direction regarding the scope of the
written curriculum. The following board policies were reviewed:

*  Board Policy IDA establishes that “It is policy of the Richmond County Board of Education to provide
a comprehensive Richmond County K-12 curriculum, instruction and assessment program (RCK12) to
serve the educational needs of the System’s students.”

*  Board Policy ABB: Board Powers and Duties cites the authority of the board “To establish upon the
recommendation of the Superintendent of the schools the course of study for each class and grade in
the school system.”

Reviewers did not find language within board policies or administrative regulations that specifically required
written curriculum documents for all courses offered and taught at all levels of the school system.

The reviewers looked for the presence of written curriculum documents for each content area and course at each
grade level in the school district. The documents can be available in either hard copy or online platforms, such
the district’s Rubicon Atlas system. In many instances, curriculum documents are a blend of state standards,
benchmarks, pacing guidelines, and curriculum maps, such as those in the Richmond County School System
portal, Rubicon Atlas. While any one of these documents may not represent a complete curriculum, reviewers
considered all of the curriculum documents that teachers had available to them as written curriculum. It should
be noted that reviewers do not consider commercially produced, purchased programs or textbooks as curriculum.
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These are materials and resources available to teachers to support delivery of the curriculum, not supplant it.
For this reason, reviewers did not consider these documents in determining the scope of the written curriculum.

Exhibit 2.2.1 presents a summary of the scope of the written curriculum at the elementary level for grades
Kindergarten through grade 5. The Richmond County School System offers a Pre-K program that is state-
funded. The Pre-K program is not mandated and is offered subject to the availability of funding. For the
purposes of this review, the Pre-K program was not included in this finding. A complete listing of the scope of
the curriculum in Kindergarten through grade 5 is available in Appendix E.

Exhibit 2.2.1

Scope of the Written Curriculum Kindergarten Through Grade 5
Richmond County School System

October 2017
. Courses Curriculum
Course Offering KI1|2)3/4]5 Offered | Guides Presented
Core Courses
English Language Arts XX | X[|X|X]|X 33 33
Mathematics XX X[ X|X|X 12 12
Social Studies X[ X[ X[X]|X|X 10 10
Science X[ X[ X[X]|X|X 10 10
STEM Exploratory X[ X[ X[X]|X[|X 6 0
Totals 71 65
Percentage of Core Courses with Written Curriculum 92%
Non-Core Courses
Health and Physical Education X | X|X|X|X|X 15 15
Music, Dance, Theatre and Visual Arts X[ X|X[X|X]|X 24 24
ESOL X[ X[ X[X]|X|X 6
Gifted Resource X[ X|X[|X|X 5 5
Foreign Language X[ X[ X[X]|X[|X 9 6
Personal Social Skills X[ X[ X[X]|X|X 12 12
Totals 71 68
Percentage of Non-Core Courses with Written Curriculum 96%
Total Courses with Written Curriculum 133
Key: X= Course offered
Data Source: RCSS curriculum documents found in Rubicon Atlas.

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.2.1:
» The district offered 71 core courses and 71 non-core courses at the elementary level.

* Of71 core courses offered, kindergarten through grade 5, 65 (92%) had written curriculum documents.
While this is a commendable percentage, it does not meet the review criteria of 100% coverage for core
courses.

* Of 71 non-core elementary school courses offered, 68 (96%) had written curriculum documents. This
meets the review criteria of 70%.

Overall, the scope of the K-5 core written curriculum was inadequate and non-core written curriculum adequate
to provide direction for instruction.
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Exhibit 2.2.2 presents a summary of the scope of the written curriculum at the middle school level for grades 6
through 8 by course as presented in the district’s Rubicon Atlas system compared to the list of course offerings
made available to reviewers by district administrators. Appendix E contains the scope of all middle school
courses confirmed by district administrators at the time of the review.

Exhibit 2.2.2

Summary of the Scope of the Written Curriculum Grades 6 Through 8
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Content Area Course Curriculum Percentage of
Offerings | Guides Presented | Guides Presented
Core Content Areas
Language Arts 11 8 73
Mathematics 12 6 50
Science 6 4 67
Social Studies 11 4 36
Subtotal Core Subject Areas 40 22 55%
Non-Core Subject Areas
CTAE 15 10 67
ESOL 3 1 33
Fine Arts 48 21 44
Foreign Language 3 3 100
Health and Physical Ed 6 6 100
Personal/Social Skills 6 0 0
Subtotal of Non-Core Subject Areas 81 41 51%
Total Scope of MS Written Curriculum 121 63 52%
Data Source: RCSS curriculum documents found in Rubicon Atlas

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.2.2:
¢ The district offered 40 core courses and 81 non-core courses at the middle school level.

*  Of the 40 core courses offered, grades 6 through 8, 22 (55%) had written curriculum documents. This
does not meet the review criteria of 100% coverage for core courses.

*  Middle school language arts had the highest percent of core courses, with written curriculum documents
for 73% of courses offered.

»  Middle school social studies had the lowest percent of core courses, with written curriculum documents
for 36% of courses offered.

» Forty-five percent of the core courses where guides were not presented were designated as Gifted,
Honors, Gifted Honors, or Connections Enrichment.

*  Of the 81 non-core middle school courses offered, 41 (51%) had written curriculum documents. This
does not meet the review criteria of at least 70% coverage for non-core courses.

Overall, the scope of the middle school curriculum, grades 6 through 8, for core and non-core courses was not
sufficient to direct instruction.
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Exhibit 2.2.3 summarizes the scope of the written curriculum at the high school level for grades 9 through 12
as presented in the district’s Rubicon Atlas system compared to the list of high school course offerings made
available to reviewers by district administrators. Appendix E contains the scope of all high school courses
confirmed by district administrators at the time of the review.

Exhibit 2.2.3

Summary of the Scope of the Written Curriculum Grades 9 Through 12
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Curriculum | Percentage
Content Area Offerings Guides of Guides
Presented | Presented
Core Content Areas
Language Arts 54 10 19
Mathematics 29 14 48
Science 37 13 35
Social Studies 49 17 35
Subtotal Core Subject Areas 169 54 32%
Non-Core Subject Areas

Career Technical Agricultural Education 100 56 56
English as Second Language 3 0 0
Fine Arts 75 17 23
Health/Physical Education 24 4 17
JROTC 20 3 15
Other 5 1 20
Special Education 12 8 67
Foreign Language 23 9 39

Subtotal of Non-Core Subject Areas 262 98 37

Total Scope of 9-12 Written Curriculum 431 152 35%

Data Source: RCSS curriculum documents found in Rubicon Atlas

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.2.3:
*  The district offered 169 core courses and 262 non-core courses at the high school level.

*  Of the 169 core courses offered at the high school level, grades 9 through 12, 54 (32%) had written
curriculum documents. This does not meet the review criteria of 100% coverage for core courses.

* High school mathematics had the highest percent of core courses, with written curriculum documents
in the Rubicon system at 48%.

* High School English language arts had the lowest percent of core courses, with written curriculum
documents in the Rubicon system at 19%.

* Of the 262 none-core courses offered at the high school level, 98 (37%) had written curriculum
documents. This does not meet the review criteria of at least 70% coverage for non-core courses.

* The total scope of the high school curriculum for grades 9 through 12 for core and non-core subject
areas with written curriculum documents in the Rubicon Atlas system was 35%.

Overall, the scope of the high school core and non-core written curriculum was not sufficient to direct instruction.
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Exhibit 2.2.4 provides a summary of the scope of the written curriculum in the Richmond County School
System from the data presented in Exhibits 2.2.1 through 2.2.3.

Exhibit 2.2.4

Scope of Written Curriculum Summary
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Core Areas Non-Core Areas Total Areas
Grade Total Core Core Areas Total Non-Core Areas Total Total Areas
Levels Offerings With a Written | Non-Core | With a Written Course | With a Written
Curriculum | Offerings Curriculum Offerings Curriculum
K-5 71 65 71 68 142 133
6-8 40 22 81 41 121 63
9-12 169 54 262 98 431 152
Total 280 141 414 207 694 348
Core Areas =50.3% Non-Core Areas = 50.0% Total Areas = 50.1%
Data Source: RCSS curriculum documents found in Rubicon Atlas

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.2.4:

* Reviewers identified a total of 694 courses offered in grades K-12 in the Richmond County School
System. Curriculum documents were presented to the reviewers for 348 (50.1%) of core and none-core
courses offered in the school system.

» Core areas course offerings had written curriculum for 141 of 280 courses, or 50.3%, which did not
meet the 100% review standard for core content area courses.

*  Curriculum documents were presented for 207 of 414, or 50.0%, of non-core courses, which did not
meet the 70% review standard for non-core content areas courses.

Summary

Reviewers found the scope of the written curriculum to be insufficient to direct instruction in the Richmond County
School System. The reviewers found no policies or regulations that require a written curriculum document for
all courses offered in the school system. None of the core academic areas had the 100% coverage required for
adequacy. Elementary non-core courses did meet the 70% requirement for adequacy; however, middle and high
school non-core courses did not. Overall, there are not enough curriculum documents to adequately provide
direction for curriculum delivery in the Richmond County School System (see Recommendations 1 and 5).

Finding 2.3: The overall quality of the curriculum documents in the Richmond County School District
is insufficient to provide direction for teachers, to facilitate learning, and to promote alignment of the
written, taught, and tested curriculum. The district provides a consistent template across subjects and
courses for the format and components of curriculum, but the availability and quality of these components
varied across subject area and courses.

Effective instruction in a school system is directed by well-designed curriculum documents or courses of
study that align the written, with the tested curriculum. Quality curriculum documents identify the specific
and measurable objectives to be taught, align the objectives with the tested curriculum, identify the means
for evaluation of achievement, specify necessary prerequisite skills, list instructional resources, and suggest
instructional strategies for teaching. They support instruction so the efforts of teachers are guided in achieving
the educational priorities of the school system. Quality curriculum documents make the curriculum operational
by providing work plans for teachers. They provide connectivity vertically and horizontally within the school
system. They serve as a district’s blueprint for instruction, establishing priorities, purpose, and direction in
teaching and learning. When curriculum documents are incomplete or nonexistent, instruction is likely to
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be inconsistent and fragmented across guides, courses, classrooms, and schools as teachers make individual
decisions about what to teach without guidance or consensus on priorities, strategies, materials, or evaluation.
In some instances, students do not have equal access to a common curriculum.

To determine the quality of the written curriculum, the reviewers examined all curriculum documents presented
to them on the Rubicon Atlas system. Reviewers also reviewed board policies and other district documents for
expectations related to the design of curriculum. The reviewers interviewed district administrators, building
principals, and teachers in regards to the quality and use of the district curriculum. Also, reviewers visited all
schools in the district and most classrooms.

Overall, reviewers found the quality of the written curriculum documents used to guide instruction in the
Richmond County School System was not sufficient to provide teachers with sufficient information to direct
and plan the highest quality instruction. Most curriculum guides did not specify linkages to assessments,
identify basic instructional resources, or specify instructional approaches or strategies. Curriculum documents
were consistent in format but were not consistent and specific in the content required to effective guide and
facilitate curriculum implementation.

Board policies and administrative regulations were reviewed for direction as to the content, format, and
expectations of curriculum guides. The following excerpts from board policies include references to the
district’s curriculum expectations (see Finding 1.3):

* Board Policy IDA states, “It is policy of the Richmond County Board of Education to provide a
comprehensive Richmond County K-12 curriculum, instruction and assessment program (RCK12) to
serve the educational needs of the System’s students.” Reviewers did not find any language in this
policy that requires a written curriculum guide or specifies what components are to be included in
written curriculum documents.

*  Board Policy IDA cites the authority of the board “To establish upon the recommendation of the
Superintendent of the schools the course of study for each class and grade in the school system.” This
policy establishes the superintendent as having the authority to recommend the curriculum, but does not
establish the expectations for the design of the written curriculum.

Overall, board policies did not outline any expectations concerning the design and development of written
curriculum guides. No policy direction was found requiring all curriculum guides to include clearly stated
learning objectives, a statement of prerequisite skills or knowledge, suggested instructional strategies, or
strategies to assess learning. Reviewers were not presented with any other formal district documents specifying
the format and components of curriculum guides and instruction guide documents.

The Richmond County School System s Strategic Plan (2016-2019) includes as one of its strategic goals, High
Academic Achievement, and Success for all. One of the performance objectives included in the strategic plan is
to “Increase student performance at or above grade level.” The first initiative, “Initiative a RCK12 Curriculum
Development and Implementation,” includes the following four action steps:

* Action Step 1: Provide all students access to a rigorous curriculum including instruction units and
standards- aligned assessments.

* Action Step 2: Alignment of instructional materials and practices to the RCK 12 curriculum standards.
* Action Step 3: Establishes non-negotiables for planning and teaching.
* Action Step 4: Monitors implementation of RCK12 curriculum.

RCSS’s strategic plan calls for curriculum development and implementation aligned to the RCK12 curriculum
standards. It does not establish specific guidelines for the formal design of curriculum, nor any criteria for
rating the quality of the written curriculum.
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To determine the quality of curriculum guides in the Richmond County School System, reviewers examined
all documents presented as curriculum documents, along with course descriptions and state content standards.
Exhibit 2.3.1 lists the documents examined by reviewers.

Exhibit 2.3.1

Curriculum Documents Reviewed for Minimal Basic Components
For Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity by School Level
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Curriculum Documents Reviewed

Georgia Standards of Excellence - all subjects
Curriculum Overview - all subjects

Course Descriptions — all subjects

2017 Georgia Milestones - all grades

ACTFL 21st Century Skills Map: all Foreign Languages - Grades 9-12
ACTFL Inverted Pyramid - all Foreign Languages - Grades K-12
ACTFL: World Readiness Standards for Learning - Grades 9-12
Benchmark Literacy Leveled Readers Social Studies - all Grades

Benchmark Literacy Unit Leveled Readers - Elementary
CTAE - Business & Computer Science Standards - Grades 6-8
Discourse in Science - Grades 6-12

Eduplace Outline Map Social Studies - Grades 6-12

ELA Foundational Skills Assessment Check - Grades K-12
ELA Lessons - Grades K-12

ELA Pyramid of Intervention - Grades K-12

ELA Teacher Resources - Grades K-12

ELA Writing Anchor Papers - Grades 9-12

ELA Writing Pacing Guides - Grades 9-12

Fryer Vocabulary Documents Social Studies - Grades 6-12
GaGSE Social Studies - Grades 1-12

GaDOE Teacher Guidance Documents - Grades K-12
Georgia Fine Arts (GPS) - Grades K-12

Georgia Milestones EOC Study Guides, Core subjects - all grades
Georgia Modern Languages and Latin (GPS) Grades 6-12
Georgia Physical Education (GPS) Grades K-12

GM EOC Assessment Guides - all subjects

GMAS Resources and Information - all grades

Grade Level Units for all subjects K-12

Grade Performance Tasks ELA

Growth Mindset Lessons, Mathematics - Grades 6-12
Language Arts - Mini writing Tasks - Grades K-5

Listening and Speaking Checklist Language Arts - all grades

Literature Lesson Plans - Grades 9-12

Marzano’s Six Steps Process to Teaching Vocabulary - Grades 6-12

Math Concept Lessons - Grades 6-12

Mathematics Framework Task Units - Grades 6-12

Mathematics High School FlipBook

Mathematics Resources - all grades

National Government Informal Progress check, Social Studies - Grades 6-12
OPTIC documents Language Arts - Grades 9-12

Richmond County School System System Review Page 119



Exhibit 2.3.1 (continued)

Curriculum Documents Reviewed for Minimal Basic Components
For Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity by School Level
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Curriculum Documents Reviewed

Pacing Guides for all subject - Grades K-12

Pre and Post Assessments: Selected Response, Core subjects - Grades 6-12
RCK12 Mathematics Pyramid of Intervention - all grades

Reading in Science - Grades 6-12

Science 101 Instructional Support - all grades

Science Argumentative Design Inquiry - Grades 6-12

Science Literacy documents - Grades 6-12

Science Notebook Center - Grades 6-12

Scope and Sequence (Horizontal and Vertical) for all courses and all grades
Social Studies Available Leveled Text - Grades 6-12

Social Studies Resources - all grades

Standards Alignment documents - all subjects

WIDA Can DO Elementary

Writing in Science CER Grades 6-12

Source: RCSS Rubicon Atlas

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.3.1, teachers have access to many curriculum documents for use in planning their
lessons, all of which are available on Rubicon Atlas the district’s curriculum document repository. Reviewers
found navigating through curriculum files located in Rubicon Atlas to be challenging. Reviewers often had to
navigate through multiple layers of files only to find an empty file, or found a duplication of components within
documents, and at times could not clearly determine which curriculum documents were the primary documents
to be used by teachers in planning their instruction. It was unclear within the Rubicon Atlas system which
curriculum documents were district-required and which were optional.

During interviews with district administrators and teachers, reviewers received many comments regarding the
ease of accessing curriculum documents through the Rubicon Atlas system. Following is a representative
sample of comments:

“Rubicon requires a skilled practitioner to be able to sift through all that is in it.” (Central Office
Administrator)

“Rubicon—intent is great, but it is very cumbersome—there are a lot of clicks...I can Google it and
find what I need much faster.” (Building Administrator)

“Rubicon needs to be revamped, the platform causes more angst than good. There are teachers writing
their own plans and haven’t looked at Rubicon.” (Building Administrator)

“To be perfectly honest, there are so many items listed that I may not even be fully aware of all that they
have to offer.” (Teacher)

“I like the monthly pacing calendars that were created this year. However, Rubicon is not user-friendly
for both layout and accessibility.” (Teacher)

“Rubicon is not complete.” (Teacher)

“I think some people do not like the curriculum because some curriculum writers did not put the
information in Rubicon the same as others. Some included pre-tests, power points, worksheets, and
visuals to help everyone out.” (Teacher)

“As a teacher new to the district, Rubicon is very confusing. I would say it is overwhelming with too
much information.” (Teacher)
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Central office administrators are aware that Rubicon Atlas is not user-friendly and are allowing individual
building administrators to determine whether their teachers are required to use Rubicon Atlas to access their
curriculum. This has resulted in a district curriculum that is optional and possibly impeding students’ equal
access to content.

To determine the quality of available curriculum documents in the Richmond County School System, reviewers
examined all documents presented as curriculum documents by district personnel. These were examined and
rated for minimal basic components for quality and specificity, using the criteria presented in Exhibit 2.3.2.

Exhibit 2.3.2

Curriculum Management Improvement Model Frame One Analysis:
Minimal Basic Components for Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity

Point
Value

Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives
0 No goals/objectives present
1 Vague delineation of goals/learner outcomes

Criteria

2 States tasks to be performed or skills to be learned

States for each objective the what, when (sequence within course/grade), how actual standard
is performed, and amount of time to be spent learning
Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process

0 No assessment approach

1 Some approach of assessment stated

3

2 States skills, knowledge, and concepts that will be assessed

3 Keys each objective to district and/or state performance assessments
Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes
0 No mention of required skill
1 States prior general experience needed
2 States prior general experience needed in specified grade level

States specific documented prerequisite or description of discrete skills/concepts required
prior to this learning (may be a scope and sequence across grades/courses if Pre-K-12)
Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools

0 No mention of textbook or instructional tools/resources

1 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s)

2 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s) and supplementary materials to be used

3

States for each objective the “match” between the basic text/instructional resource(s) and the

3 . .
curriculum objective

Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use

0 No approaches cited for classroom use

1 Overall, vague statement on approaching the subject

2 Provides general suggestions on approaches

3 Provides specific examples of how to approach key concepts/skills in the classroom
©2017 CMSi

Each written curriculum documents reviewed was rated from 0 to 3 points on each of the five criteria, with 3
representing the highest rating. The maximum composite score a curriculum guiding document could receive
is 15 points. A curriculum guide is considered strong if it received a rating of 12 or higher.
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Reviewers rated the curriculum documents housed in the Rubicon Atlas online system for 24 core courses (English
language arts, mathematics, science and social studies) and 96 non-core kindergarten through grade 5. Elementary
curriculum documents reviewed included Curriculum Overviews, Curriculum Maps, Course Descriptions,
Pacing Guides, Lesson Plans, resources found under the “Reports” and “References” tabs, and links to resources
and strategies. Within Rubicon Atlas, reviewers found non-editable and editable curriculum documents. Non-
editable curriculum documents that are considered district curriculum are designated within Rubicon Atlas with a
“D.” Once a teacher is assigned a grade level and courses for the school year, he or she receives an editable copy
of the curriculum document, which is located in the individual teacher’s Rubicon Atlas file and designated with
an “l.” Reviewers attempted to rate non-editable curriculum documents whenever possible. In the absence of a
non-editable curriculum document, reviewers randomly selected an editable curriculum document. It should be
noted that this quality analysis only evaluates the presence of the audit-required curriculum components.

Exhibit 2.3.3 presents the reviewers’ ratings of each elementary curriculum guide for core and non-core courses.
Exhibit 2.3.3

Reviewers Ratings of Elementary Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot‘al
Rating
Core Courses
Language Arts/Grade K 2 2 3 1 3 11
Language Arts/Grade 1 2 2 3 1 3 11
Language Arts/Grade 2 2 2 3 1 3 11
Language Arts/Grade 3 2 2 3 1 3 11
Language Arts/Grade 4 2 2 3 1 3 11
Language Arts/Grade 5 2 2 3 1 3 11

Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Language Arts | 2.0 2.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 11.0

Mathematics/Grade K 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mathematics/Grade 1 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mathematics/Grade 2 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mathematics/Grade 3 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mathematics/Grade 4 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mathematics/Grade 5 2 2 3 3 3 13

Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Mathematics | 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 13.0

Science/Grade K 2 1 3 1 3 10
Science/Grade 1 2 1 3 1 3 10
Science/Grade 2 2 1 3 1 3 10
Science/Grade 3 2 1 3 1 3 10
Science/Grade 4 2 1 3 1 3 10
Science/Grade 5 2 1 3 1 3 10
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Science | 2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 10.0
Social Studies/Grade K 2 1 3 2 2 10
Social Studies/Grade 1 2 1 3 2 2 10
Social Studies/Grade 2 2 1 3 2 2 10
Social Studies/Grade 3 2 1 3 2 2 10
Social Studies/Grade 4 2 1 3 2 2 10
Social Studies/Grade 5 2 1 3 2 2 10

Mean Rating for each Criterion: Social Studies | 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 10.0
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Elementary Core Courses| 2.0 1.5 3 1.8 2.8 11.0
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Exhibit 2.3.3 (continued)
Reviewers Ratings of Elementary Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Course Title

Obj | Asmt | PreReq

Res

Strat

Total
Rating

Non-Core Courses

Visual Arts/Grade K*

Visual Arts/Grade 1*

Visual Arts/Grade 2*

Visual Arts/Grade 3

Visual Arts/Grade 4

Visual Arts/Grade 5

Art/Grade 1*

Art/Grade 2*

Art/Grade 3*

Art/Grade 4*

Art/Grade 5*

Dance/Grade 1*

Dance/Grade 2*

Dance/Grade 3*

Drama/Grade K*

Drama/Grade 1*

Drama/Grade 2*

Drama/Grade 3

Drama/Grade 4

Drama/Grade 5

General Music/Grade K

General Music/Grade K - PYP*

General Music/Grade 1

General Music/Grade 1 - PYP*

General Music/Grade 2

General Music/Grade 2 - PYP*

General Music/Grade 3

General Music/Grade 3 - PYP*

General Music/Grade 4

General Music/Grade 4 - PYP*

General Music/Grade 5

General Music/Grade 5 - PYP*

Chorus/Pre-K*

Chorus/Grade K

Chorus/Grade 1

Chorus/Grade 3

Chorus/Grade 4

Chorus/Grade 5

Spanish/Kindergarten

IB Spanish/Kindergarten

IB Spanish/Kindergarten -

PYP*

Spanish/Grade 1

IB Spanish/Grade 1
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Exhibit 2.3.3 (continued)
Reviewers Ratings of Elementary Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Total
Rating
Non-Core Courses
IB Spanish/Grade 1 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 2 9
Spanish/Grade 2 2 2 3 2 2 11
IB Spanish/Grade 2 2 2 3 0 1 8
IB Spanish/Grade 2 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 2 9
Spanish/Grade 3 2 2 3 2 2 11
IB Spanish/Grade 3 2 2 3 0 2 9
IB Spanish/Grade 3 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 6
Spanish/Grade 4 2 2 3 2 0 8
IB Spanish/Grade 4 2 2 3 0 2 9
IB Spanish/Grade 4 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 7
Spanish/Grade 5 2 2 3 0 0 7
IB Spanish/Grade 5 2 2 3 0 2 9
IB Spanish/Grade 5 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 7
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 1 2 2 3 2 2 11
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 1 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 8
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 2 2 2 3 2 2 12
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 2 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 8
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 3 2 2 3 2 2 12
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 3 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 8
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 4 2 2 3 2 2 12
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 4 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 8
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 5 2 2 3 2 2 12
Gifted Resource Class/Grade 5 - PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 8
Computers/Grade 1* 2 1 3 1 3 10
Computers/Grade 2* 2 0 3 0 1 6
Computers/Grade 3* 2 0 3 0 1 6
Computer/Grade 4* 2 0 3 0 1 6
Computers/Grade 5* 2 0 3 0 1 6
Health/Physical Education/Grade K 2 0 3 1 2 8
Health/Physical Education/Grade 1 2 2 3 2 3 11
Health/Physical Education/Grade 1-PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 7
Health/Physical Education/Grade 2 2 2 3 2 3 11
Health/Physical Education/Grade 2-PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 7
Health/Physical Education/Grade 3 2 2 3 2 3 11
Health/Physical Education/Grade 3-PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 7
Health/Physical Education/Grade 4 2 2 3 2 3 11
Health/Physical Education/Grade 4-PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 7
Health/Physical Education/Grade 5 2 2 3 2 3 11
Health/Physical Education/Grade 5-PYP* 2 2 3 0 0 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade Pre-K* 1 1 3 1 1 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade K* 1 1 3 1 1 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade 1* 1 1 3 1 1 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade 1-PYP* 1 1 3 1 1 7
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Exhibit 2.3.3 (continued)
Reviewers Ratings of Elementary Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Total
Rating
Non-Core Courses
Units of Inquiry/Grade 2* 1 1 3 1 1 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade 2-PYP* 1 1 3 1 1 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade 3* 1 1 3 1 1 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade 4* 1 1 3 1 | 7
Units of Inquiry/Grade 5* 1 1 3 1 1 7
Special Education™ 2 0 0 0 1 3
Special Education-PYP* 0 0 0 0 0 0
ESOL* 2 0 3 0 0 5
Elem.BCS-Keyboarding* 2 1 3 0 3 9
Elementary School Leadership* 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Elementary N(g:)-uCr(;z 1.9 11 2.9 0.5 0.9 73
Total Mean Rating for Each Criterion: All Elementary Core
8 S NenCome e ol 19 | 12 | 29 |07 | 13 | 80

Note: Adding all the scores for the criterion and dividing the sum by the total number of scores calculated the total mean for each
criterion.

* = District (D) curriculum was not available so a random sample of Individual (I) curriculum was analyzed

Source: Grades K-5 curriculum documents found in Richmond County Schools Rubicon Atlas

Reviewers noted curriculum documents housed in Rubicon Atlas use similar formatting structures within
and across elementary subject areas. Reviewers found curriculum documents were most likely to contain
or provide links to the minimal basic components considered for rating. However, reviewers also noted that
many curriculum documents were incomplete. Exhibit 2.3.3 presents the following concerning the quality of
curriculum documents for kindergarten through grade 5:

*  Twenty-four core and 96 non-core elementary (K-5) curriculum guides were examined.

e The quality rating of the core curriculum guides ranged from a low of 10 to a high of 13. In order for a
curriculum guide to be considered strong, it must receive a minimum score of 12.

e Curriculum guides for mathematics received the highest rating with a score of 13, considered strong.

e Curriculum guides for science and social studies were the lowest rated core guides, with a score of 10.
e Collectively, the mean rating for all core elementary curriculum guides was 11 points.

e The quality rating of the non-core curriculum guides ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 12.

e Curriculum guides for Gifted Resource Class/Grade 2, Gifted Resource Class/Grade 3, Gifted Resource
Class/Grade 4, and Gifted Resource Class/Grade 5 received the highest rating for non-core courses with
a score of 12, which is considered strong.

e Curriculum guides for non-core courses receiving a score of 0 included guides for Special Education-
PYP and Elementary School Leadership.

*  Collectively, the mean rating for all non-core curriculum guides was 7.3.

*  The mean rating for all elementary curriculum guides is 8.0.
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Comments related to the ratings for each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.3 follow:
Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives

To obtain a score of 3 for clarity and specificity of objectives, curriculum documents must state for each objective
the sequence within the course or grade, the amount of time necessary to be spent learning, and how the objective
is to be performed. Objectives must be in a refined and condensed form from the original standards, to help
teachers with focusing on he most essential learnings and knowing what mastery of the learnings looks like.
Core curriculum guides all received a score of 2 for this criterion. Although the curriculum documents identified
the sequence in which standards are to be taught, the guides did not indicate the amount of time that would
generally be needed to teach the standards to mastery. A majority (88.5%) of non-core curriculum guides also
received a score of 2 points for this criterion because they also did not make reference to the time necessary to be
spent learning the stated objectives.

Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process

To obtain a score of 3 for congruity of the curriculum to the assessment process, each objective should be keyed
to district formative assessments and any state performance assessments. Curriculum guides for language arts
and mathematics received a score of 2 for including unit pre-post tests, which, however, are no longer required
by the district as the district is transitioning to a new system of benchmark assessments. Curriculum guides for
science and social studies all received a score of 1 for making some reference to assessments, but the guides were
not linked to any specific assessment, nor did the guides identify what skills, knowledge, or concepts would be
assessed. Twenty-eight (30%) of the non-core courses indicated no assessment approach and received a rating
of 0. Gifted Resource class curriculum documents received a rating of 2.0 because there are pre- and post-tests
listed and teachers have access to test keys aligned with the GSEs. However, the district does not require these
tests. Health/Physical Education curriculum documents also received a score of 2.0 because the documents
related to the Fitness Gram assessments list the skills, knowledge, and concepts that will be assessed.

Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents must state specific documented prerequisites or a
description of discrete skills/concepts required prior to this learning. This may be a scope and sequence across
K-12 for the subject. Nearly all curriculum guides received a score of 3 points for this criterion. In Rubicon
Atlas, teachers can view standards to be mastered in prior and future grades by clicking on the “reference” tab
and then “standards” for most courses offered in the district. A K-12 scope and sequence of subject area skills
gives teachers information about what students come to the grade level/course with, and what the expectations
are for learning in the current grade level/course in preparing students for the next grade level/course. Teachers
of elementary Spanish have access to a link in Rubicon Atlas to K-12 generic (not Spanish specifically) Standards
for Modern Languages.

Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents state the match between the basic text/instructional
resource(s) and each objective or cluster of objectives. Mathematics curriculum guides received a score of 3
for including a match between “Priority Standards” and page specific numbers in Envision, the district-adopted
textbook. Social studies curriculum guides received a score of 2 for including some references to instructional
resources and supplementary materials in the “5 E” (Engage, Explore, Explain, Extend/Elaborate, and Evaluate)
lesson plans included in the Curriculum Overview. Language arts and science curriculum guides were scored
a 1 for including some general references to instructional resources that were not linked to specific learning
objectives. Most curriculum guides for non-core courses did not include information regarding resources to be
used.

Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use

Obtaining a score of 3 for this criterion requires that the curriculum documents for a given course provide
specific examples of how to approach the teaching of key concepts/skills in the classroom. Curriculum guides
for language arts, mathematics, and science all received a score of 3 for including specific suggested instructional
strategies for each unit of instruction. Social studies guides received a score of 2 for including general suggestions
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on approaches but not detailing the strategies for specific skills or concepts. Some non-core curriculum guides,
such as the grade 1 computer course, included scripted instructional strategies, but a majority of the non-core
curriculum guides contained no references to suggested approaches to instruction.

Overall, reviewers found the elementary school curriculum guides did not contain enough information or include
all necessary components to provide direction for teachers. Middle school curriculum guides were weak in
providing linkages to district and state assessments, resources, and approaches for teaching the standards. This
leaves teachers having to search for or develop their own materials, which may not be aligned to state standards
or district expectations.

Reviewers rated the curriculum documents housed in the Rubicon Atlas online system for 23 core courses
(English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies), and 41 non-core for grades 6 through 8. As
with the process for rating elementary curriculum guides, reviewers attempted to rate non-editable curriculum
documents whenever possible. When non-editable curriculum documents were not available, reviewers
randomly selected an editable curriculum document. Middle school curriculum documents reviewed included
Curriculum Overviews, Curriculum Maps, Course Descriptions, Pacing Guides, Lesson Plans, resources found
under the “Reports” and “References” tabs, and links to resources and strategies.

Exhibit 2.3.4 presents the reviewers’ ratings of each middle school, grades 6 through 8, curriculum guide for
core and non-core courses.

Exhibit 2.3.4

Reviewers Ratings of Middle School Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot.al
Rating
Core Courses
Language Arts
Language Arts/Grade 6 2 2 3 2 3 12
Language Arts/Grade 7 2 2 3 2 3 12
Language Arts/Grade 8 2 2 3 2 3 12
Gifted Language Arts/Grade 7 2 2 3 2 3 12
Gifted Language Arts/Grade 8 2 2 3 2 3 12
Honors Language Arts/Grade 6 2 2 3 2 3 12
Honors Language Arts/Grade 7 2 2 3 2 3 12
Honors Language Arts/Grade 8 2 2 3 2 3 12
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Language Arts | 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 12.0
Mathematics
Mathematics/Grade 6 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mathematics/Grade 7 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mathematics/Grade 8 2 2 3 3 3 13
Gifted Honors Math/Grade 6 2 2 3 3 3 13
Gifted Honors Math/Grade 7 2 2 3 3 3 13
Gifted Honors Math/Grade 8 2 2 3 3 3 13
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Mathematics | 2.0 | 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 13.0
Science
Science/Grade 6 2 1 3 1 3 10
Science/Grade 7 2 1 3 1 3 10
Science/Grade 8 2 1 3 1 3 10
Honors Science/Grade 6 2 1 3 1 3 10
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Science | 2.0 | 1.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 10.0
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Exhibit 2.3.4 (continued)
Reviewers Ratings of Middle School Curriculum Guides

On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria

Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot'al
Rating
Core Courses
Social Science
Social Studies/Grade 6 2 1 3 2 2 10
Social Studies/Grade 7 2 1 3 2 2 10
Georgia Studies/Grade 8 2 1 3 2 2 10
Gifted Georgia Studies/Grade 8 2 1 3 2 2 10
Gifted Honors Social Studies/Grade 6 2 1 3 2 2 10
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Social Studies | 2 1 3 2 2 10
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Middle School Core Courses | 2.0 | 1.6 3.0 2.1 2.8 11.5

Non-Core Courses

Exp. Engineer Tech/Grade 6

Invention & Innovation/Grade 7

Technological Systems/Grade 8

Business & Computer Science/Grade 6

Career Awareness/Grade 6

Career Discovery/Grade 7

Career Management/Grade 8

Healthcare Science (Grade 6)

Healthcare Science (Grade 7)

Healthcare Science (Grade 8)

ESOL/Grade 6

Ballet I/MS

Beginning Men’s Dance/MS

Theater Technology |

Visual Arts/Grade 6

Visual Arts/Grade 7

Visual Arts/Grade 8

Visual Arts/Comp I[/MS

Music General/Grade 6

Music General/Grade 7

Music General/Grade 8

Beginning Band (Grade 6)
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Beginning Band (Grade 7) 10
Beginning Band (Grade 8) 10
Intermediate Band Grade 10
Intermediate Band Grade 7 10
Advanced Band Grade 8 10
Beginning Orchestra (Grade 6) 7
Beginning Orchestra (Grade 7) 7
Beginning Chorus (Grade 6) 8
Beginning Chorus (Grade 7) 10
Beginning Chorus (Grade 8) 10
Spanish/Grade 6 12
Spanish/Grade 7 12
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Exhibit 2.3.4 (continued)
Reviewers Ratings of Middle School Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot‘al
Rating
Non-Core Courses (continued)
Spanish/Grade 8 2 2 3 3 2 12
Health/Grade 6 2 2 3 1 1 9
Health/Grade 7 2 2 3 1 2 10
Health/Grade 8 2 2 3 1 2 10
Physical Education/Grade 6 2 0 0 0 0 2
Physical Education/Grade 7 2 0 0 0 0 2
Physical Education/Grade 8 2 0 0 0 0 2
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Middle School Non-Core | 1.9 | 1.1 2.2 0.8 1.1 7.2
Total Mean Rating for Each Criterion: All Middle School Core
& nd Nomcore Comnane| 20| 13 [ 25 | 13 | 17 | 838

Note: The total mean for each criterion was calculated by adding all ratings for the criterion and dividing the sum by the total
number of scores.

Source: Grades 6-8 curriculum documents found in Richmond County Schools Rubicon Atlas

Reviewers noted that curriculum documents housed in Rubicon Atlas use similar formatting structures within
and across middle school subject areas. Reviewers found curriculum documents were most likely to contain
or provide links to the minimal basic components considered for rating. However, reviewers also noted that
many curriculum documents were incomplete. Exhibit 2.3.4 presents the following concerning the quality of

curriculum documents for grades 6 through §:

* Twenty-three core and 41 non-core middle school, grades 6 through 8, curriculum guides were examined.

* The quality rating of the core curriculum guides ranged from a low of 10 to a high of 13. In order for a

curriculum guide to be considered strong, it must receive a minimum score of 12.

*  Curriculum guides for mathematics received the highest rating with a score of 13, and curriculum
guides for language arts received a score of 12. These curriculum guides met review criteria for being

considered strong.

*  Curriculum guides for science and social studies were the lowest rated core guides, with a score of 10,

which does not meet review criteria to be considered strong.
*  Collectively, the mean rating for all core middle school curriculum guides was 11.5.

* The quality rating of non-core curriculum guides ranged from a low of 1 to a high of 12.

*  Curriculum guides for Spanish grades 6, 7, and 8 received the highest rating for non-core courses with

a score of 12, which is considered strong.

* The curriculum guide for Healthcare Science (grade 8) received the lowest rating for a non-core

curriculum guide with a score of 1.
*  Collectively, the mean rating for all non-core middle school curriculum guides was 7.2.

*  The mean rating for all middle school curriculum guides was 8.8 points.
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Comments related to the ratings for each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.4 follow:
Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents must state for each objective the sequence within
the course or grade, the amount of time necessary to be spent learning, and how the objective is to be performed.
Objectives must be in a refined and condensed form from the original standards, to help teachers with focusing
on the most essential learnings and knowing what mastery of those learnings looks like. Core curriculum
guides all received a score of 2 for this criterion. Although the curriculum documents identified the sequence in
which standards are to be taught, the guides did not indicate the amount of time that would generally be needed
to teach the standards to mastery. A majority (92.6%) of non-core curriculum guides also received a score of
2 for this criterion because they did not make references to the time necessary to be spent learning the stated
objectives.

Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, each learning objective must be keyed to district and/or state performance
assessments. Curriculum guides for language arts and mathematics received a score of 2 for including unit pre-
post tests, which, however, are no longer required by the district as the district transitions to a new system of
benchmark assessment. Although the skills to be assessed were evident, the guide includes a description of
the test format, content measurement, item types, and sample items; they are to align specifically to Georgia
Standards of Excellence. Curriculum guides for science and social studies all received a score of 1 for making
some reference to assessments, but the guides were not linked to any specific assessment, nor did the guides
identify what skills, knowledge, or concepts would be assessed. Reviewers were able to locate a single
assessment, “Middle School Safety Test” in the science curriculum documents; however, reviewers were unable
to locate a district assessment approach in any of the other science curriculum documents. None of the non-core
curriculum guides received a score of 3 for this criterion. Twenty-seven percent of the non-core curriculum
guides contained no references to assessments, 16% of the guide referenced some approach to assessment,
while 14% made some reference to the skills, knowledge, and concepts that would be assessed.

Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents must state specific documented prerequisites or a
description of discrete skills/concepts required prior to this learning. This may be a scope and sequence across
K-12 for the subject. In Rubicon Atlas, teachers can view standards to be mastered in prior and future grades by
clicking on the “reference” tab and then “standards” for most courses offered in the district. A K-12 scope and
sequence of subject area skills gives teachers information about what students come to the grade level/course
with, and what the expectations are for learning in the current grade level/course in preparing students for the
next grade level/course. All 23 core curriculum guides received a score of 3 for this criterion. Twenty-eight
(68%) of the 41 non-core courses also received a score of 3 for this criterion.

Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools

In order to obtain a score of 3 points for this criterion, curriculum documents must states for each objective
the “match” between the basic text/instructional resource(s) and the curriculum objective. The mathematics
Curriculum Overview documents and Pacing Guides for each middle school grade level include a match
between “Priority Standards” and page numbers in Go Math, the district-adopted textbook. Therefore, each
core mathematics course received a rating of 3.0. The basic language arts textbook, Georgia Collections,
is referenced in the language arts curriculum, along with links to several other instructional resources, but
the resources were not clearly linked to a specific learning objective. Reviewers found some references to
instructional resources in the social studies curriculum guides, but there was no linkage to specific learning
objectives. Reviewers found no mention of a district-adopted science textbook in the science curriculum
guides, but did note references to supplementary resources in the Curriculum Overview. Twenty (49%) of the
41 non-core curricula reviewed made no mention of textbooks or instructional tools/resources. Spanish, grades
6 through 8, course curriculum documents named the basic text/instructional resource(s) and supplementary
materials to be used.
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Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use

In order to obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents must provide specific suggestions on
how to approach teaching of key concepts and skills in the classroom. Curriculum guides for language arts,
mathematics, and science all received a score of 3 for this criterion for including specific examples on how to
approach key concepts and skills in the classroom, many of which are links to mini lessons or resources on the
Georgia Department of Education website. Social studies curriculum guides received a score of 2 for including
general instructional suggestion; however, they did not have sufficient specificity to receive a score of 3. None
of the non-core curriculum guides received a score of 3 for this criterion, with 41% of the non-core providing
some general suggestions while the remaining guides provided no suggestions for instructional approaches or
contained only vague statements regarding instructional approaches.

Overall, reviewers found the middle school curriculum guides did not include sufficient information nor did
they include all required components to provide direction for teachers. Middle school curriculum guides were
considered weak in providing linkages to district and state assessments, resources, and approaches for teaching
the standards, which leaves teachers to search for or develop their own materials, which may not be aligned to
state standards or district expectations.

Reviewers rated the curriculum documents housed in the Rubicon Atlas online system for 54 core courses
(English language arts, mathematics, science and social studies), and 98 non-core for grades 9 through 12. As
with the process for rating elementary and middle school curriculum guides, reviewers attempted to rate non-
editable curriculum documents whenever possible. If non-editable curriculum documents were not available,
reviewers randomly selected an editable curriculum document. High school curriculum documents reviewed
included Curriculum Overviews, Curriculum Maps, Course Descriptions, Pacing Guides, Lesson Plans, and
resources found under the “Reports” and “References” tabs, and links to resources and strategies.

Exhibit 2.3.5 presents the reviewers’ ratings of each high school, grades 9 through 12, curriculum guide for core
and non-core courses.

Exhibit 2.3.5

Reviewers Ratings of High School Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot.al
Rating
Core Courses

Language Arts

Advanced Placement Language/Composition 2 2 3 2 2 11
American Literature/Composition 2 2 3 3 3 13
British Literature/Composition 2 2 3 2 3 12
Gifted Honors American Literature 2 2 3 3 3 13
Gifted Honors British Literature 2 2 3 2 3 12
Gifted Honors Literature (10) 2 2 3 3 3 13
Gifted Honors Literature (9) 2 2 3 3 3 13
IB English A Literature, Year Two 2 2 2 2 2 10
Literature (9) 2 3 3 3 3 13
Literature (9-10) 2 2 3 3 3 13

Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Language Arts | 2 2 2.9 26 | 2.8 12.3

Mathematics

Advanced Mathematical Decision Making 2 2 3 3 2 13
Advanced Placement Statistics 2 2 2 2 3 11
Algebra 2 3 2 3 3 3 15
Algebra 1 3 2 3 3 3 15
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Exhibit 2.3.5 (continued)

Reviewers Ratings of High School Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot‘al
Rating
Core Courses
Mathematics (continued)
Algebra I Support 3 2 3 3 3 15
Foundations of Algebra 2 2 2 2 2 10
Geometry 3 2 3 3 3 15
Gifted AP Statistics 2 2 3 3 2 13
Gifted Honors Algebra I 3 2 3 3 3 15
Gifted Honors Algebra II 3 2 3 3 3 15
Gifted Honors Geometry 3 2 3 3 3 15
Gifted Honors Pre-Calculus 3 2 3 3 3 15
IB Mathematical Studies, Year Two 2 2 1 1 2 8
Pre-Calculus 3 2 3 3 3 15
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Mathematics | 2.6 2 2.7 2.7 | 27 12.9

Science
Advanced Placement Chemistry 2 2 2 2 2 10
Advanced Placement Environmental Science 2 2 2 2 2 10
Biology I (Grades 9-12) 3 2 2 1 2 10
Chemistry 1 3 2 3 2 3 13
Environmental Science 3 2 3 2 2 11
Forensic Science 2 2 3 1 | 9
Human Anatomy/Physiology 2 2 3 1 2 10
IB Biology, Year Two 2 2 0 2 2 8
IB Physics, Year One 0 1 0 0 0 1
IB Physics, Year Two 0 1 0 0 0 1
Physical Science (Grades 9-12) 3 2 3 2 2 11
Physics | 3 2 3 2 2 11
Zoology 2 2 3 1 0 8

Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Science | 2.1 1.8 2.1 14 | 15 8.7
Social Studies
Advanced Placement Government/Politics: United States (may ) ) ) ) ) 10
substitute for 45.05700)
Advanced Placement Psychology 2 2 2 2 2 10
Advanced Placement United States History 2 2 2 2 2 10
Advanced Placement World History 2 2 2 2 2 10
American Government/Civics 2 1 3 1 3 10
Current Issues 2 2 3 2 3 12
IB History of the Americas Year One 2 2 1 1 2 8
IB 20th Century History Year 1 2 2 | 2 1 8
IB Personal and Professional Skills, Year One 2 1 1 1 2 7
IB Personal and Professional Skills, Year Two 2 1 1 1 2 7
IB Psychology , Year Two 2 2 1 2 2 9
IB Psychology, Year One 2 2 | 2 2 9
Psychology 2 2 3 2 2 11
Sociology 1 1 3 1 1 7
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Exhibit 2.3.5 (continued)

Reviewers Ratings of High School Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot‘al
Rating
Core Courses

Social Studies (continued)
United States History 2 2 3 2 2 11
World Geography 3 2 3 3 3 14
World History 3 2 3 2 3 13

Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Social Studies | 2.1 1.8 2.1 1.8 | 2.1 9.8

Mean Rating for Each Criterion: High School Core Courses | 2.2 1.9 2.4 21 | 23 11.0
Non-Core Courses

Career Technical Agricultural Education
Advanced AC and DC Circuits 2 2 0 2 1 7
Advanced Cybersecurity 2 0 2 1 0 5
Advanced Fashion, Merchandising and Retailing 2 2 2 2 0 8
Advanced Sports and Entertainment Marketing 2 1 2 1 0 6
Audio and Video Technology and Film 2 1 2 1 2 8
Audio and Video Technology and Film III 1 0 2 0 1 4
Banking, Investing, and Insurance 2 1 0 1 | 5
Basic Agricultural Science 2 2 0 2 2 8
Basic Maintenance and Light Repair 2 2 2 2 2 8
Business and Computer Science WBLP 1 1 1 1 1 5
Business and Technology 2 2 2 1 | 8
Business Communications 2 1 2 1 2 8
Career Technical Instruction | 1 2 0 1 2 6
Computer Science Principles 2 2 0 2 2 8
Cosmetology Services 11 2 2 2 2 2 10
Cosmetology Services II1 2 2 2 2 2 10
Criminal Investigations & Forensics 2 2 2 0 0 4
Criminal Justice Essentials 2 2 2 2 2 10
Culinary Arts [ (FCS-CAI) 2 1 2 1 0 6
Culinary Arts II (FCS-CAII) 1 0 2 0 0 3
Digital Design 2 1 2 2 1 8
Digital Electronics 1 1 0 1 1 4
Early Childhood Education I 2 2 2 2 2 8
Early Childhood Education II 2 2 2 2 2 10
Early Childhood Education III 2 2 2 2 2 8
Energy Systems Applications 2 2 0 1 2 7
Entrepreneurial Ventures 2 2 2 1 1 8
Entrepreneurship 2 1 2 1 2 8
Fashion, Merchandising and Retailing Essentials 2 2 2 2 1 9
Financial Literacy 2 2 0 2 2 8
Food for Life 2 1 2 1 1 7
Food Science 2 2 2 1 1 8
Food, Nutrition & Wellness 2 2 2 1 1 8
Foundations of Electronics 2 2 0 2 2 8
Foundations of Engineering and Technology 2 1 0 1 2 6
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Exhibit 2.3.5 (continued)

Reviewers Ratings of High School Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot‘al
Rating
Non-Core Courses
Career Technical Agricultural Education (continued)
General Horticulture and Plant Science 2 2 1 2 2 9
Information Technology Essentials 2 2 2 2 2 10
Introduction to Business and Technology 2 2 2 2 2 10
Introduction to Culinary Arts 2 2 2 2 3 11
Introduction to Cybersecurity 1 1 2 1 1 6
Introduction to Digital Technology 2 2 2 2 3 11
Introduction to Law, Public Safety, Corrections and Security 2 2 2 2 2 10
Introduction to Personal Care Services 2 2 2 2 3 11
Introduction to Sports and Entertainment Marketing 2 2 0 2 2 8
Jobs for Georgia Graduates Work Ethics IV 1 1 0 0 | 3
Maintenance and Light Repair 2 2 2 2 2 2 10
Maintenance and Light Repair 3 2 2 2 2 2 10
Marketing and Entrepreneurship 1 1 2 1 0 5
Marketing Management 2 2 2 2 2 10
Marketing Principles 2 2 2 3 2 11
Networking Fundamentals 2 2 0 2 2 8
Patient Care Fundamentals 2 2 2 1 2 9
Patient Care Technician 2 2 2 1 | 8
Web Design 2 2 0 2 2 8
Wildlife Management 1 1 1 1 1 5
Work-based Learning 2 2 3 2 2 11
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: CTAE | 1.8 1.6 1.5 15| 15 7.8

Fine Arts
Advanced Band I 2 2 2 1 2 9
Advanced Chorus I 2 2 2 1 2 9
Advanced Orchestra I 1 0 1 0 0 2
Advanced Placement Studio Art 2 2 2 2 2 10
Beginning Band [ 2 2 2 2 2 10
Beginning Chorus I 2 2 2 2 2 10
Ethnic Music Studies I 2 1 0 1 1 5
Intermediate Band I 2 2 2 1 2 9
Intermediate Orchestra [ 2 2 1 1 2 8
Music Appreciation I 2 2 0 1 1 6
Theater Technology I 0 2 0 0 0 2
Theatre Arts/Fundamentals I1 1 1 0 0 1 3
Visual Arts/Ceramics/Pottery I 2 2 2 1 1 8
Visual Arts/Comprehensive I 2 2 2 2 2 10
Visual Arts/Drawing | 2 2 2 2 2 10
Visual Arts/Painting | 2 2 2 2 2 10
Visual Arts/Sculpture I 2 1 2 2 2 9

Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Fine Arts | 1.8 1.7 1.4 1.2 | 1.5 7.6
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Exhibit 2.3.5 (continued)

Reviewers Ratings of High School Curriculum Guides
On CMSi Minimal Guide Components and Specificity Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Course Title Obj | Asmt | PreReq | Res | Strat Tot‘al
Rating
Non-Core Courses
Health/Physical Education
Health 9-12 2 2 0 2 2 8
Personal Fitness 2 2 0 2 2 8
Team Sports 2 2 0 2 2 8
Weight Training 1 1 0 0 0 2
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Health/Physical Education | 1.8 1.8 0.0 15| 1.5 6.5
Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps
JROTC: Air Force 111 2 2 1 1 1 7
JROTC: AF Aerospace Science Leadership 1 2 2 2 2 2 10
JROTC: AF Aerospace Science Leadership IV 2 2 2 2 2 10
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: JROTC | 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.7 | 1.7 9.0
Special Education
Peer Facilitation [ 2 2 0 2 2 8
Peer Facilitation II 2 2 0 2 2 8
Peer Facilitation III 2 2 0 2 2 8
Peer Facilitation IV 2 2 0 2 2 8
Study Skills 1 2 2 0 2 2 8
Study Skills II 2 2 0 2 2 8
Study Skills IIT 2 2 0 2 2 8
Economics/Business/Free Enterprise 2 2 0 3 3 10
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Special Education | 2.0 2.0 0.0 21 | 21 8.3
World Languages
French I 2 2 2 2 2 10
French 11 2 2 2 2 2 10
French 111 2 2 2 2 2 10
French IV 2 2 2 2 2 10
IB Spanish A, Year One 2 2 1 1 2 8
IB Spanish A, Year Two 2 2 1 1 2 8
Spanish I 2 2 2 2 2 8
Spanish II 2 2 2 2 2 8
Spanish 111 2 2 2 2 2 8
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: World Languages | 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.8 | 2.0 8.9
Other Non-Core Courses
Tools for College Success I 1 1 0 1 1 4
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: Ratings Other Non-Core | 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 | 1.0 4.0
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: All High School N(g:)—ﬁ(;g 1.8 1.7 1.3 15| 1.6 78
Mean Rating for Each Criterion: All High School Core and 2.0 1.8 1.7 171 18 9.0

Non-Core Courses

Note: Adding all the scores for the criterion and dividing the sum by the total number of scores calculated the total mean for each

criterion.

Source: High School Curriculum documents located in the RCSS Rubicon system.
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Reviewers noted curriculum documents housed in Rubicon Atlas use similar formatting structures within
and across high school subject areas, which is helpful to teachers. Reviewers found curriculum documents
usually included links to the components that the Review considers minimal and that are considered in rating
the curriculum’s quality. However, reviewers also noted that many curriculum documents were incomplete.
Exhibit 2.3.5 presents the following concerning the quality of curriculum documents for high school grades 9
through 12:

»  Fifty-four core and 98 non-core high school curriculum guides were examined.

* The quality rating of the core curriculum guides ranged from a low of 1 to a high of 15. In order for a
curriculum guide to be considered strong, it must receive a minimum score of 12.

» Eight curriculum guides for mathematics received a score of 15, which is the highest score possible.
The curriculum guides receiving a score of 15 included: Algebra 1, Algebra 1 Support, Algebra 2,
Geometry, Gifted Honors Algebra I, Gifted Honors Algebra 11, Gifted Honors Geometry, Gifted Honors
Pre-Calculus, and Pre-Calculus.

*  Two curriculum guides for IB Physics, Year One and Year Two, were the lowest rated core guides, with
a score of 1.

*  Collectively, the mean rating for all core high school curriculum guides was 11.0.

*  The quality rating of the non-core curriculum guides ranged from a low of 2 to a high of 11. None of
the non-core curriculum guides were considered strong with a score of 12 or higher.

*  Curriculum guides for non-core sources receiving a score of 2 included guides for Theater Technology
I, Weight Training, and Advanced Orchestra 1.

*  Collectively, the mean rating for all non-core curriculum guides was 7.8.
*  The mean rating for all high school curriculum guides is 9.0.
Comments related to the ratings for each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.5 follow:
Criterion One: Clarity and Specificity of Objectives

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents must state for each objective the sequence within
the course or grade, the amount of time necessary to be spent learning, and how the objective is to be performed.
Objectives must be in a refined and condensed form from the original standards, to help teachers with focusing
on the most essential learnings and knowing what mastery of the learnings looks like. In the core subject areas,
with the exception of AP and IB courses, all courses contained a list of the standards and “I Can” statements by
unit. High school language arts curriculum included Georgia Standards of Excellence listed in the Curriculum
Overview, Curriculum Map, and units of study for the school year. None of the high school language arts
curriculum documents contained a specific time allotment for each standard; most standards were repeated in
each unit in each course and shown in the calendars covering several weeks per unit.

With the exception of AP, IB, Gifted AP Statistics, Advanced Mathematical Decision Making, and Foundations
of Algebra courses, the high school mathematics courses received 3.0 for clarity of objectives by listing the
standards by daily instructional period(s) and “I Can” statements. Biology I, Chemistry, Environmental Science,
Physical Science, and Physics curriculum documents contained either a pacing guide with standards by day or
lesson plans with standards by day or week for a rating of 3.0. Forensic Science, Human Anatomy/Physiology,
and Zoology received a rating of 2.0 for having a listing of standards and “I Can” statements without specifying
the precise number of days of instruction for each standard. With exception of IB Biology Year Two that
received a rating of 2.0, the IB Physics courses received a rating of zero for not showing the standards in the
Units of Study.

With the exception of World Geography and World History that contained a calendar of standards by the day,
high school social studies courses contained tasks to be performed or skills to be learned without specific time
allocations, for a rating of 2.0, with the exception of Sociology, which had a rating of 1.0.
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None of the non-core subject area curriculum documents in the Rubicon system received a rating of 3.0 for
specificity of objectives. Most non-core area subject area curriculum documents listed the standards for each
unit of instruction and “I Can” learning targets but did not indicate specific time allocations for a rating of 2.0.

Criterion Two: Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, each learning objective must be keyed to district and/or state performance
assessments. High school courses with specific “I Can” statements showing what students were expected to
know and be able to do were rated a 2.0. Both core and non-core high school courses had assessment links in
most courses; however, the reviewers were not able to open documents that were in Google Drive to examine
their contents. Many core courses and some of the non-core courses contained links to pre/post tests for each
unit, which were once required by the district and are still in use in some high schools. Few of these pre/
post tests included the standards being assessed. Standards being assessed by the new district benchmark
assessments were not yet identified in the district curriculum documents.

With the exception of the IB English course, all other language arts course documents contained learning targets
showing the knowledge and skills that students were expected to demonstrate for a rating of 2.0. The IB course
document did not contain any references to assessments by Georgia standards but did link to the IB English
Literature guide showing assessment requirements.

High school mathematics courses received a rating of 2.0 for stating the skills, knowledge, and concepts to be
assessed in the learning targets. Most high school mathematics course documents contained assessments with
answer keys showing the specific standard being assessed by each item; however, because these assessments are
not yet required by the district nor are the data collected, they could not be counted for a rating of 3.0.

With the exception of IB Physics Years One and Two, all of the science curriculum documents received a rating
of 2.0 for stating the skills, knowledge, and concepts to be assessed in the learning targets. Lesson plans for
IB Biology Year Two included assessments connected to the IB standards, but none of the IB science courses
included the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

With the exception of American Government/Civics and both IB Personal and Professional Skills course
documents, the balance of the social studies courses received a rating of 2.0 for containing learning targets
showing the knowledge and skills that students were expected to demonstrate. The IB social studies course
documents did not contain references to the Georgia Standards of Excellence or to state assessments.

None of the non-core high school course documents contained references to assessments based upon Georgia
standards or to industry assessments for CTAE. Most non-core high school courses received a rating of 2.0 for
learning targets showing what students were expected to know and be able to do.

Criterion Three: Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes

To obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents must state the specific documented prerequisite
or a description of discrete skills/concepts required prior to this learning. This may be a scope and sequence
across K-12 for the subject. District administrators informed reviewers that the scope and sequence charts had
been removed from the Rubicon Atlas system at the request of teachers.

With the exception of the IB English A Literature Year Two course, all language arts curriculum documents
received a rating of 3.0 for the scope and sequence chart that could be created in the Rubicon Scope and
Sequence section. Language arts course descriptions were present in most courses but did not state a sequence
in which courses could be taken.

Course descriptions mentioned the sequence within the required mathematics courses but not for the electives
or special courses. With the exception of AP Statistics, Foundations of Algebra, and IB Mathematical Studies
Year Two that received a rating of 2.0 or 1.0, all other mathematics courses received a rating of 3.0 for the scope
and sequence chart that could be created in the Rubicon Scope and Sequence section.

The IB science courses received a rating of zero for not containing any reference to prerequisite knowledge or
an IB scope and sequence. With the exception of the AP science and Biology courses that were rated 2.0, all
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other high school science courses received a rating of 3.0 for the scope and sequence chart that could be created
in the Rubicon Scope and Sequence section.

Each of the six IB social studies courses were rated 1.0 for general statements about prior experience. The four
AP social studies courses were rated 2.0 for prior experience in a specified grade level. The balance of the district
high school social studies courses received a rating of 3.0 for the scope and sequence chart that could be created
in the Rubicon Scope and Sequence section.

Non-core high school courses that were part of a sequence, such as Maintenance and Light Repair, Cosmetology,
and French I-1V, received a rating of 2.0. Some of the CTAE and fine arts courses showed the prerequisites in the
course descriptions or as a progression from beginning to intermediate to advanced levels for a rating of 2.0. The
Work-based Learning curriculum showed specific detail of the documented prerequisites needed for the course,
for a rating of 3.0. Some of the non-core high school courses, such as health/physical education, were rated 0
because no prerequisite courses or general experience were specified in the curriculum documents.

Criterion Four: Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools

In order to obtain a score of 3 for this criterion, curriculum documents must states for each objective the “match”
between the basic text/instructional resource(s) and the curriculum objective. When lesson plans were present in
core and non-core high school courses, the match of instructional resources to each standard was more evident,
although not explicitly stated or by page number. Many of the high school core course documents referred to
chapter numbers without naming the textbook. Some of the links to assessment documents contained assessments
from textbook publisher materials but did not name the textbook. Most core high school courses contained links
to supplementary materials and resources.

Criterion Five: Clear Approaches for Classroom Use

Obtaining a score of 3 for this criterion requires curriculum documents to provide specific examples of how to
approach teaching of key concepts and skills in the classroom. The reviewers found that many high school course
documents contained a generic list of instructional strategies repeated for each unit or a list of student tasks. Some
lesson plans contained specific strategies within descriptions of the tasks, but few included ways to approach
concepts. The reviewers noted that with the exception of a few course documents that contained differentiation
strategies, most merely mentioned content, process, and product without providing specific suggestions.

Overall, reviewers found the high school curriculum guides were not all complete, and many did not have all the
components critical in providing direction for teachers. High school curriculum guides were considered weak in
providing linkages to district and state assessments, resources, and approaches for teaching the standards, leaving
teachers to search for or develop their own materials, which may not be aligned to state standards or district
expectations.

Exhibit 2.3.6 presents a summary of the mean curriculum guide ratings found in Exhibits 2.2.3 through 2.3.5.
Exhibit 2.3.6

Mean Ratings of Curriculum Guides by Type and Quality Criteria
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Curriculum Guides Obj Asmt | PreReq | Res. | Strats Tot.al
Rating

Elementary Core Curriculum Guides 2.0 1.5 3.0 1.8 2.8 11.0
Elementary Non-Core Curriculum Guides 1.9 1.1 2.9 5 9 7.3
Middle School Core Curriculum Guides 2.0 1.6 3.0 2.1 2.8 11.5
Middle School Non-Core Curriculum Guides 1.9 1.1 2.2 .8 1.1 7.2
High School Core Curriculum Guides 2.2 1.9 2.4 2.1 2.3 11.0
High School Non-Core Curriculum Guides 1.8 1.7 1.3 1.5 1.6 7.8

Mean Curriculum Guide Rating 1.9 1.5 2.3 1.3 1.6 8.6
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As can be noted from Exhibit 2.3.6:

The total mean score for all Richmond County School System curriculum guides reviewed was 8.6.

Curriculum guides with a quality score of 12 or higher are considered adequate to direct instruction. Of
the 336 curriculum guides examined, reviewers identified 50 with a score of 12 or higher, meeting the
review criteria for adequacy.

Curriculum guides for core courses received the highest quality ratings, with total ratings for elementary
and high school core curriculum guides receiving a rating of 11.0 and middle school core curriculum
guides receiving a total mean rating of 11.5.

None-core curriculum guides received the lowest mean score of 7.4.

Criterion three, Delineation of Prerequisite Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes, received the highest total
mean score of 2.3. Many of the curriculum guides examined included a scope and sequence chart or
some other document that would inform teachers of the sequence in which skills are to be taught.

Criterion four, Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools, received the lowest rating with a mean
score of 1.3. Curriculum guides were found to be inconsistent in referencing instructional resources.
Some curriculum guides listed resources but did not reference specific page numbers. Other curriculum
guides referenced chapter numbers for a textbooks but did not identify the textbook. If resources were
identified, they frequently were not linked to specific learning objectives.

Criterion two, Congruence of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process, received a mean score of
1.5. Reviewers found some curriculum guides that included a description of the test format, content
measurement, item types, and sample items aligned to the Georgia Standards of Excellence. Many
guides, however, did not identify the skills that would be assessed, and if a reference was made to
assessment, it did not have sufficient specificity to clearly inform instructional planning.

Criterion five, Delineation of Approaches for Use in the Classroom, received a mean score of 1.6.
Curriculum guides considered strong in for this criterion included specific examples on how to approach
key concepts and skills in the classroom. Other curriculum guides included some general instructional
suggestions but did not have sufficient specificity. Many non-core curriculum guides provided no
suggestions for instructional approaches or contained only vague statements regarding instructional
approaches.

In addition to the analysis of curriculum guides for adequacy, reviewers conducted interviews with teachers,
district administrators, and building administrators. Comments were made to the reviewers related to the quality
of district curriculum documents. A representative sample of comments heard by reviewers follows:

“Each ELA unit is written to a novel and not to skills.” (District Administrator)

“The district curriculum is NOT useful to me. It is cumbersome, not realistic, and not designed with
current teacher/student daily work in mind.” (Teacher)

“The science and social studies curriculum available online has precious few resources available. It is
very difficult to adapt the curriculum for special needs students.” (Teacher)

“There needs to be much more in district curriculum documents for differentiating instruction.”
(Teacher)

“Although I have been teaching for over 10 years in Richmond County, I use the curriculum as a
guide to plan my lessons. However, I try to picture a new teacher fresh out of college trying to use the
curriculum to guide and plan his or her lessons, and I do not feel as though it is ‘New Teacher’ friendly.”
(Teacher)

“Although some subjects are more comprehensive than others, I have to rate this [the quality of district
curriculum documents to guide instruction] as poor because this is not consistent across all subjects.”
(Teacher)
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e “T have no curriculum in Rubicon. There are a lot of inconsistencies from one school to another.”
(Teacher)

*  “T have two very dynamic gifted teachers, there is no curriculum, they have their own curriculum that
has worked for them, it is a problem. There’s no adopted curriculum.” (Building Administrator)

* “Teachers can spend hours searching information on Rubicon, and never have a complete lesson
written.” (Building Administrator)

Summary

The reviewers found that the overall quality of the curriculum guides in the Richmond County School System
was insufficient to provide consistent direction for teachers to facilitate learning and promote alignment of
the written, taught, and tested curriculum. Reviewers found several curriculum guides that were considered
strong; however, the majority of curriculum guides were either incomplete or did not have sufficient content
regarding prerequisite skills, linkages to assessments, delineation of instructional resources, and suggested
strategies for approaching instruction to enhance teacher preparation and delivery and improve achievement
for all students. Rubicon Atlas, the district’s curriculum document repository, was found difficult to navigate,
which leads teachers to search for curricular materials outside of the district-approved curriculum, increasing
the likelihood that the content of instruction and desired standards of performance will be inconsistent among
teachers and across campuses (see Recommendations 3, 5, 6, and 7).

Finding 2.4: District benchmark assessments are not consistently aligned to the Georgia Standards of
Excellence. Instructional resources are of insufficient quality to support effective delivery of the district
curriculum and to support student learning. The number of standards and learning targets to be taught
to mastery in K-8 language arts and mathematics is not feasible for the time allotted for instruction.

A comprehensive high quality curriculum designed to support student mastery of national and state standards
should be internally consistent. Internal consistency in curriculum has strong linkages between the student
learning objectives and the instructional components included in the curriculum. Internal consistency is achieved
when there is tight and deep alignment among the learning objectives, suggested instructional strategies and
resources, and the formative assessments used to monitor students’ mastery of the curriculum. While the
Review expects minimum components for any curriculum if it is to be quality, these components must also
align with one another for the guide to be a useful tool for teachers in planning their instruction. This internal
alignment is referred to as internal consistency. Without effective instructional materials that deeply align
to the intended objectives, high quality learning is unlikely. Effective and quality curriculum also employs
a range of thinking skills, drawing upon many cognitive types and employing increasingly higher cognitive
demand to provide a cognitively challenging curriculum for all students. Assessment items and tasks that
assess students’ initial acquisition, ongoing understanding of, and mastery of the learning objectives are another
critical element in guiding curriculum. When alignment of the written and tested curriculum is missing, the
district cannot guarantee improved outcomes in student learning or consistent, equitable access to curriculum
across classrooms and schools when that curriculum is delivered.

In order to determine the degree of curriculum alignment in the Richmond County School System, reviewers
reviewed board policies to identify expectations; They reviewed all curriculum documents presented to them as
curriculum guides, as well as the textbooks and instructional resources available for teachers to use in support
of curriculum delivery, and interviewed administrators and teachers. While Findings 2.2 and 2.3 analyzed
the district curriculum for scope and quality of basic design, this finding examines the internal consistency of
curriculum design among key elements to determine if the design is consistent across assessments, resources,
and instructional strategies used to deliver the district curriculum in order to attain the desired district goals for
student learning.

Overall, reviewers found that the alignment of sample language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies
benchmark assessment items was inconsistent in content, context, and cognition to provide reliable feedback
and direction for classroom instruction. Reviewers also found that the alignment of instructional resources,
including suggested strategies and student activities, was inconsistent for the selected subject areas, grade
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levels, and courses in the dimensions content, context, and cognition to support high quality learning and
effective classroom instruction. The number of learning targets found in K-8 language arts and mathematics
curriculum documents is excessive and inhibits student mastery of the standards within the allotted instructional
time.

These analyses are presented under the following subheadings:
I. Curriculum Congruence Methodology

II. Congruence of the Richmond County School System Benchmark Assessments with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence (GSE)

* Language Arts Benchmark Assessments for grade 3, grade 5, grade 8, grade 9, and grade 10
= Mathematics Benchmark Assessments for grade 3, grade 5, grade 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
= Science Benchmark Assessments for grade 5, grade 8, Physical Science, and Biology

= Social Studies Benchmark Assessments for grade 5, grade 8, U.S. History, and Economics

III. Congruence of the Richmond County School System Adopted Textbooks with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence (GSE)

* Language Arts textbooks for grade 3, grade 5, grade 8, and grade 11

= Mathematics textbooks for grade 3, grade 5, grade 8, Algebra I and Geometry

= Science textbooks for grade 5, grade 8, Physical Science, and Biology

= Social Studies textbooks for grade 5, grade 8, U.S. History, and Economics
IV. Feasibility of Standards and Learning Targets for Language Arts and Mathematics

» Language Arts feasibility of standards and learning targets grades K-8

* Mathematics feasibility of standards and learning targets grades K-8

The reviewers examined board policies, job descriptions, curriculum documents, and district planning documents
to determine district direction for components of the curriculum and any expectations regarding alignment of
curriculum components, including resources, with the state standards.

Exhibit 2.4.1 displays the documents that the reviewers used to complete their comparisons for internal
consistency of the Richmond County School System curriculum documents for language arts, mathematics,
science, and social studies for selected grades and courses.

Exhibit 2.4.1

Documents Used to Assess the Internal Consistency
Of Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies Curriculum Documents
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Title/Format/Location Date

RCSS Board Policies from district website Various
RCSS Job Descriptions Various
Strategic Plan for Achievement in Richmond County from district website under 2016
Superintendent/Resources
Richmond County Learning Resource Adoption Timeline Social Studies and Science Oct. 2016

. . Revised
RCSS Instructional Materials Procedure Manual October 2016
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Exhibit 2.4.1 (continued)
Documents Used to Assess the Internal Consistency
Of Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies Curriculum Documents
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Title/Format/Location Date
District-adopted Textbooks — Teacher Editions for Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, .
. . Various
and Social Studies for selected grades
RCK12 Benchmark Assessment Blueprints for Language Arts, Mathematics, and Science 2017-18
for selected grades
RCK12 Benchmark Assessment Blueprints for Social Studies for selected grades 2018-19
Curriculum documents in RCSS Rubicon Atlas website 2017-18
RCSS SPARC Curriculum and Instruction Rubric on district website No date
Language arts textbooks: Benchmark Literacy Common Core Edition, Teacher’s Edition
Grade 3, Grade 5, Georgia Collections Teacher’s Edition Grade 8,and Pearson Common Various
Core Literature Georgia Teacher’s Edition Grade 9
Mathematics textbooks: envision MATH Common Core Teachers’ Editions for grades 3
and 5, Scott Foresman Addison Wesley; Go Math Middle School Grade 8 Teacher Edition, Various
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt; A/gebra I Teacher Edition, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt; and
Geometry Teacher Edition Houghton Mifflin Harcourt
Science textbooks: Georgia HSP Science, Pearson Environmental Science, McGraw-Hill )
. . . Various
Physical Science, and Pearson Biology
Houghton Mifflin: Social Studies U.S. History Civil War to Today (Georgia Edition);
Clairmont Press: Georgia Studies for Georgia Students; Pearson: United State History Various
(digital); and Pearson: Economics (digital)
Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) 2013
Note: Unless a website is the source, all documents were provided by district administrators in an electronic drop box or actual
teacher editions of district-adopted textbooks provided when the reviewers were on-site.

The reviewers found a clear expectation that the curriculum be standards-based:

*  Board Policy IDA: Curriculum Design and Development requires that curriculum be developed to
“an articulated set of student learning standards” including clearly defined academic goals, and that
guides include the Georgia Department of Education Standards. All teachers are required to teach the
curriculum.

However, board policies were not comprehensive enough to give district administrators guidance on the required
components and internal consistency of district curriculum documents and all related resources.

The reviewers did find an expectation for internal consistency of the curriculum with respect to assessments. The
RCSS SPARC Curriculum and Instruction Rubric contained ratings for common assessments aligned with the
required standards to analyze and monitor student progress, inform instruction, and improve teacher practices.
The highest level of attainment requires a “systematic process is in place to fully align all assessments with the
required curriculum standards” for reviewing assessments regularly to ensure alignment.

The RCSS Instructional Materials Procedure Manual has detailed procedures for the selection of textbooks
and instructional materials using a district-level committee, but this manual does not contain a requirement that
instructional materials be aligned to the state standards as part of the selection process.

Overall, the reviewers found that there is little direction in district policy and plans for curriculum format
and internal consistency, and no requirement of alignment beyond a generic directive that the curriculum be
standards based.
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I. Curriculum Congruence Methodology

The reviewers examine curriculum documents for internal congruence in an effort to determine how well the
additional components of the curriculum align to the foundation of all curriculum: the student learning objectives,
which are based on the state standards. According to the CMSi Curriculum Review criteria and expectations,
curriculum that is high quality should include not only the student learning objectives, but also should include
information on assessment and prerequisite learnings and suggest ways to approach the content in the classroom
and resources that teachers can use to deliver the curriculum most effectively. These components comprised
the basis for the quality analyses performed in Finding 2.3. In this finding, the reviewers examine the degree to
which these additional components align back to the state standards of the curriculum along the dimensions of
content, context, and cognitive type.

This is called internal consistency, since if any one of the additional components does not adequately align
back to the standards in all three dimensions, then the quality of the curriculum as a support for instruction
and student learning is not adequate. The curriculum is expected to be a tool that teachers can trust to provide
the highest quality suggestions, assessments, and resources for what they present and use with students in the
classroom. If the contents of the curriculum documents are not minimally aligned to the standards, then students
are less likely to be prepared for the assessments that determine their mastery of those standards. It is the
foundational principle of alignment that what students encounter in the classroom (and which should be based
on a sound written curriculum) is the content that they must master for success on high stakes tests. Moreover,
how they practice and demonstrate this content is also designed to maximize cognitive engagement and prepare
them for not only the contexts of assessments, but of real-life scenarios and contexts, as well. The standards
express concepts, skills, and knowledge that students must know to be successful in real life, not just on a test.
Therefore, the reviewers looked at sample benchmark assessments and sample adopted resources to assess their
alignment with the state standards. Alignment was evaluated across all three dimensions: content, context, and
cognitive type.

The first set of analyses examines the district-developed benchmark assessments for the four core areas,
evaluation their alignment with the state standards in content, context, and cognitive type. The second set of
analyses examines activities from district-adopted resources for the four core areas to determine the degree of
alignment with the standards, and finally, the third set of analyses reveals the feasibility of the district curriculum,
overall.

To interpret the level of cognition, the reviewers used the Depth of Knowledge (DOK) indicators for four levels
of cognition: recall/reproduction, skill/concept, strategic thinking, and extended thinking.
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Exhibit 2.4.2 displays definitions and clarification comments for the DOK cognitive types.

Exhibit 2.4.2

Description of Depth of Knowledge Levels of Complexity

Level O.f Definition of Level Evidence of Depth of Knowledge
Complexity
Level 1: Recall a fact, Explain simple concepts or routine procedures
Recall/ information, or Recall elements and details
Reproduction |procedure. Process Recall a fact, term, or property
information on a Conduct basic calculations
low level. Order rational numbers
Identify a standard scientific representation for simple phenomenon
Label locations
Describe the features of a place or people
Identify figurative language in a reading passage
Level 2: Use information Solve routine multiple-step problems
Skill/Concept | or conceptual Describe non-trivial patterns
knowledge, two or Interpret information from a simple graph
more steps. Formulate a routine problem, given data, and conditions
Sort objects
Show relationships
Apply a concept
Organize, represent, and interpret data
Use context clues to identify the meaning of unfamiliar words
Describe the cause/effect of a particular event
Predict a logical outcome
Identify patterns in events or behavior
Level 3: Requires reasoning, Solve non-routine problems
Strategic developing a plan or Interpret information from a complex graph
Thinking a sequence of steps, Explain phenomena in terms of concepts
some complexity. Support ideas with details and examples
Develop a scientific model for a complex situation
Formulate conclusions from experimental data
Compile information from multiple sources to address a specific
topic
Develop a logical argument
Identify and then justify a solution
Identify the author’s purpose and explain how it affects the
interpretation of a reading selection
Level 4: Requires an Design and conduct an experiment that requires specifying a
Extended investigation, time problem; report results/solutions
Thinking to think and process Synthesize ideas into new concepts

multiple conditions
of the problem.
Most on-demand
assessments will
not include Level 4
activities.

Critique experimental designs

Design a mathematical model to inform and solve a practical or
abstract situation

Connect common themes across texts from different cultures
Synthesize information from multiple sources

Source: Webb, N.L., 2002, Depth-of-Knowledge Levels for Four Content Areas, University of Wisconsin Center for Educational

Research.
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As shown in Exhibit 2.4.2, each cognitive type from recall/recognition to extended learning requires greater
curricular rigor. When a school district’s curriculum is written at a lower level of cognitive rigor, compared to
the state academic standards, it increases the likelihood that not all students may be prepared to demonstrate
academic achievement at the levels desired on district and/or state assessments.

The following three sections present each set of analyses described above:

II. Congruence of the Richmond County School System Benchmark Assessments with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence (GSE);

III. Congruence of the Richmond County School System Adopted Textbooks with the Georgia Standards
of Excellence (GSE); and

IV. Feasibility of Standards and Learning Targets for Language Arts and Mathematics.

Each section of analysis contains exhibits for congruency for language arts, mathematics, science, and social
studies for selected grade levels and courses.

II. Congruence of the Richmond County School System Benchmark Assessments with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence (GSE)

The reviewers used the Georgia Standards of Excellence, the RCK12 Benchmark Assessment Blueprints,
and the benchmark assessments provided by district administrators to analyze the internal congruency of the
benchmark assessment items to randomly selected Georgia Standards of Excellence. Exhibits 2.4.3 through
2.4.11 present the reviewers’ analysis of the congruence of district assessment and teaching resources to the
Georgia Standards of Excellence for content, context, and cognition.

Language Arts Benchmark Assessment Alignment

The reviewers analyzed the language arts benchmark assessment items, which are identified in the RCK12
Benchmark Blueprints as linked to the Georgia Standards of Excellence, for congruency at grades 3, 5, 8§, 9,
and 11. At the time of the review, one benchmark assessment was available for each of the five grade levels
reviewed.
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Exhibit 2.4.3 displays reviewers’ analyses of sample language arts benchmark assessment items compared to
the Georgia Standards for Excellence for grades 3, 5, 8, 9, and 11. Where possible, three assessment items
from the benchmark assessment were selected for comparison against each Georgia Standards for Excellence

selected for analysis.

Exhibit 2.4.3

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3,5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System

October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 3

ELAGSE3RI4
Determine the
meaning of general
academic and domain-
specific words and
phrases in a text
relevant to a grade 3
topic or subject area

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 3 - item 6

Read each question. Then, follow the directions to
answer each question. Then, follow the directions to
answer each question. If a question asks you to show
or explain your work, you must do so to receive

full credit. Enter your response in the box provided
on your screen. [Student reads “Baa Baa Black
Sheep”. The text paragraphs are numbered]

6. Why are colorful fleeces no longer more valuable
than white ones?

Colorful fleeces are no longer as warm.

White wool is now very rare.

White wool can be dyed

Colorful fleeces are now very common.

CRELE

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
determine the meaning of words and
phrases in a text. The item does not
have the student determine meaning. It
has the student respond to a question
that asks “Why?” Because content is
not adequately aligned, reviewers went
no further with analysis of context

and cognition, although the context of
the assessment (multiple choice) does
not match the context of the standard
(open-ended).
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)
Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 3

ELAGSE3RI2
Determine the main
idea of a text; recount
the key details and
explain how they
support the main idea.

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 3 - items 10 and 11
Read each question. Then, follow the directions to
answer each question. If a question asks you to show
or explain your work, you must do so to receive full
credit. Enter your response in the box provided on
your screen. [Student reads the selection “Melissa’s
Message” which ends with chart below.]

Reasons to Plant Trees: |
to cool our homes and cities
to clean the air

to help provide clean water

to hold soil in place

to provide homes for wildife
to produce oxygen

to provide fruits and nuts

to provide beauty

10. Which inference is best supported by the
passage?

A. Planting trees is good for the environment.
B. Melissa Poe is good at giving speeches.

C. Children can’t make a difference.

D. Presidents don’t read billboards.

11. Which are the most important key details that

support the main idea of the passage? Select the

two that apply.

A. Melissa Poe has made speeches and has been on
TV many times.

B. ATV program shows what Earth will look like
in 50 years.

C. Melissa Poe realizes that she does not need the
president to help her make a difference.

D. Kids FACE stands for “Kids for a Clean
Environment.”

E. Melissa Poe shows kids they can do something
important no matter how old they are.

Content for Item #10: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
determine the main idea and find the
details that support the main idea. Item
#10 has the student select the inference
that is best supported by the passage.
Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition for
this item.

Content for Item #11: Aligned

Both the GSE and the item require the
student to decide what the main idea
is and to determine details that support
the main idea.

Context for Item #11: Inadequately
Aligned

The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple choice
and the item does not meet the GSE
in context since the student does not
demonstrate understanding the skill
of drawing conclusions to identify
the main idea or recall key ideas and
explain how they support the main
idea in an open-ended context. The
item requires the student to select the
right answer from the five possibilities
given.

Cognition for Item #11: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires the student to use
information to reason, but the test

item only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 3

ELAGSE3R13
Describe the
relationship between
a series of historical
events, scientific
ideas or concepts,

or steps in technical
procedures in a text,
using language that
pertains to time,
sequence, and cause/
effect

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 3 - item 7

Read each question. Then, follow the directions to
answer each question. If a question asks you to show
or explain your work, you must do so to receive

full credit. Enter your response in the box provided
on your screen. [Student will have read “Baa, Baa
Black Sheep” and “The Story of Cotton”.]

7. Explain what cotton and wool have in common.
Use details from both passages to support your
response.

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
describe the relationship between a
series of historical events, scientific
ideas or concepts using language

that pertains to time, sequence and
cause/effect. The assessment item
only asks the student to explain the
relationship between cotton and wool
in terms of what they have in common,
using details from the passages. It
does not require using language that
pertains to time, sequence, and cause/
effect. Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition.

Grade 5

ELAGSE5RL3
Compare and
contrast two or more
characters, settings,
or events in a story
or drama, drawing
on specific details in
the text (e.g., how
characters interact).

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 5 - item S

Read each question. Then, follow the directions to
answer each question. If a question asks you to show
or explain your work, you must do so to receive full
credit. Enter your response in the box provided on
your screen. [Student will read “The Tale of How
Bear Lost His Tail”.]

5. Which paragraph is best supported by the
illustration?

A. paragraph 3

B. paragraph 4

C. paragraph 5

D. paragraph 6

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
compare and contrast two or more
characters, settings, or events in a
story, drawing on specific details in
the text. Instead, the student is to
draw meaning from an illustration and
match a paragraph that supports the
student’s understanding (interpretation)
of the illustration. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers go no
further with analysis of context and
cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 5

ELAGSES5RL5
Explain how a

series of chapters,
scenes, or stanzas fits
together to provide
the overall structure
of a particular story,
drama, or poem.

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 5 - item 10

Read each question. Then, follow the directions to
answer each question. If a question asks you to show
or explain your work, you must do so to receive full
credit. Enter your response in the box provided on
your screen. [Student will read “How the Rabbit
Lost His Tail”.]

10. Why does Bear ask Fox about the fish he caught?

A. He is hungry and wants food.
B. He wants Fox to fish for him.
C. He wants to learn how to fish.
D. He is jealous of Fox’s skill.

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to know
how a series of chapters, scenes,

or stanzas fits together to provide

the overall structure of a particular
story, drama, or poem. The item asks
the student to select an answer to a
“why” question. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers go no
further with analysis of context and
cognition.

ELAGSESRL3
Compare and
contrast two or more
characters, settings,
or events in a story
or drama, drawing
on specific details in
the text (e.g., how
characters interact).

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade S - item 14

Read each question. Then, follow the directions to
answer each question. If a question asks you to show
or explain your work, you must do so to receive full
credit. Enter your response in the box provided on
your screen. [Student will read the passage “Buried
Treasure”.]

14. What is the meaning of the word puzzled as it is
used in this sentence?

“This puzzled the teacher, so she had Justin take her
to the cave.” (paragraph 4)

A. confused
B. saddened
C. angered
D. focused

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
compare and contrast two or more
characters, settings, or events in a story
or drama, and draw on specific details
in the text. The item does not require
the student to compare or contrast;
instead, the student is required to

use context clues to determine word
meaning in a sentence. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System

October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 8

ELAGSERI15
Analyze in detail the
structure of a specific
paragraph in a text,
including the role of
particular sentences
in developing and
refining a key concept

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 8 - item 3

Read each question carefully. Then, follow the
directions to answer each question. Enter your
response in the box provided on your screen.

[Student will read the passage “Hawaiian
Ranching”.]

Read this sentence from paragraph 1.

“Imagine a ranch where cattle eat pineapple and
cowboys ride over black lava fields.”

3. What is the role of this sentence?

A. to argue for the superiority of Hawaii’s ranches

B. to argue for the superiority of the lifestyle of
Hawaiian cowboys

C. to establish the setting of Hawaiian lava fields

D. to establish the uniqueness of Hawaii’s ranches

Content: Aligned

The GSE and the assessment match in
content in that both require the student
to analyze a particular sentence to
determine the role it has in developing
and refining the key concept of
Hawaiian ranching.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple choice
and the item does not meet the GSE

in context since the student does not
conduct their analysis of the paragraph
and demonstrate their understanding of
the role the particular sentence has to
the development of the key concept of
the passage in an open-ended context.
The item requires the student to select
the correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

Cognitive: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires students to

analyze information and demonstrate
understanding by drawing a conclusion,
but the test item only requires recall
(Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System

October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 8

ELAGSESRI3
Analyze how a text
makes connections
among and
distinctions between
individuals, ideas,

or events (e.g.,
through comparisons,
analogies, or
categories)

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 8 - item 12

Read each question carefully. Then, follow the
directions to answer each question. Enter your
response in the box provided on your screen.

[Student will read the passage “Hawaiian
Ranching”.]

Read this sentence from paragraph 4.

“Imagine how native Hawaiians felt when British
Captain George Vancouver brought four cows and a
bull to the Big Island in 1798.”

12. Based on this sentence and the map next to
paragraph 1, on which island were the first cattle
dropped off?

Hawvain
Faum
| Foy Ot
- T 1 LTSrr.
o
(TR gt T
i e
S aes 3
L]
i e
4
© IR
[ ]

Map Reprinted with permission from Highlights for
Children, Inc.

A. Kauai
B. Lanai
C. Oahu
D. Hawaii

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
analyze how a text makes connections
among and distinctions between
individuals, ideas, or events.

The assessment item only requires that
the student read the text and match
(recall) the language in the map.

Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 8

ELAGSESRI4
Determine the
meaning of words
and phrases as they
are used in a text,
including figurative,
connotative, and
technical meanings;
analyze the impact of
specific word choices
on meaning and tone,
including analogies
or allusions to other
texts.

ELAGSESL4
Determine or
clarify the meaning
of unknown and
multiple-meaning
words or phrases
based on grade 8
reading and content,
choosing flexibly
from a range of
strategies

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 8 - item 15

Read each question carefully. Then, follow the
directions to answer each question. Enter your
response in the box provided on your screen.

[Student will read the passage “Tokyo Rose”.]

15. The photograph at the beginning of the passage
draws attention to the—

A. 1image of Tokyo Rose.

B. arrest of Iva Toguri

C. popularity of Tokyo Rose.

D. trial of Iva Toguri.

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The content of the GSEs requires the
student to determine the meaning of
unknown and multiple-meaning words
and to use context to determine word
meaning and phrases as well as to
analyze the impact of word choices,
including analogies or allusions to
other texts on meaning and tone. The
assessment item requires the student

to determine the meaning of textual
evidence on a photograph and draw a
conclusion about events that have taken
place. Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition.

Grade 9

ELAGSE9-10RI1
Cite strong and
thorough textual
evidence to support
analysis of what the
text says explicitly
as well as inferences
drawn from the text.

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 9 - item 3

Read each question carefully. Then, follow the
directions to answer each question. Enter your
response in the box provided on your screen.

[Student will read “Animal Curiosities”.]

3. Why is the echidna still classified as a mammal
even though it lays eggs?

A. It resembles two other mammals, the hedgehog
and the porcupine.

B. It carries its babies in a pouch like macropod
animals.

C. Its eggs are leathery instead of hard-shelled.

D. Itis like a mammal in every other respect.

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
identify strong textual evidence in
support of analysis of what the text
explicitly states as well as inferences
drawn from the text. The assessment
item requires the student to recall what
the text explicitly states to explain a
“why” question. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers go no
further with analysis of context and
cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 9

ELAGSE9-10RI5
Analyze in detail how
an author’s ideas or
claims are developed
and refined by
particular sentences,
paragraphs, or larger
portions of a text (e.g.,
a section or chapter).

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 9 - item 17

Read each question carefully. Then, follow the
directions to answer each question. Enter your
response in the box provided on your screen.

[Student will read “Jan Ernst Matzeliger: The
Lasting Legacy of the Shoe-lasting Machine”. ]

17. In paragraph 7, why does the author mention that
a commemorative stamp was issued for Jan Ernst

Matzeliger?
A. to describe ways to celebrate people who have
helped society

B. to demonstrate the preferential treatment given
to inventors of color

C. to show that his contribution has not been
forgotten completely

D. to argue that stamps should be made for other
forgotten inventors

T ¥ WITZELTOER.
LASTING MAOHINE.

aomty
Patented Mar. 20, 1883,

No. 274,207

Content: Aligned

The content of the assessment item
matches the content in the GSE, as
both require the student to analyze the
development of an author’s ideas and
to infer how those ideas are refined by
particular portions of the text.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple choice,

and the item does not meet the GSE in
context since the student does not apply
analysis or inference in an open-ended
context. The item requires the student
to select the correct answer from the
four possibilities given.

Cognitive: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires students to use
information or conceptual knowledge
in student thinking, but the test

item only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 9

ELAGSE9-10RIS8
Delineate and
evaluate the argument
and specific claims

in a text, assessing
whether the reasoning
is valid and the
evidence is relevant

and sufficient; identify

false statements and
fallacious reasoning

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 9 - item 12

Read each question carefully. Then, follow the
directions to answer each question. Enter your
response in the box provided on your screen.

[Student will read “Protecting the Aquifer”.]

12. What does the word susceptible mean as it is
used in this sentence?

“Drilling makes the aquifer more susceptible to
contaminants that pollute the water and lead to
potentially life-threatening illnesses.” (paragraph 1)
A. vulnerable

B. reactive
C. appealing
D. resistant

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
delineate and evaluate the argument
and claims in a text, assessing whether
the reasoning is valid and the evidence
relevant, in addition to identifying false
statements and fallacious reasoning.
The assessment item requires the
student to define a word as used in
context of a sentence. It does not
require any evaluation of claims in

the text, validity of reasoning, or
identification of false statements.
Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition.

Grade 11 American Literature

ELAGSE 11-12RL9
Demonstrate
knowledge of
eighteenth-,
nineteenth- and

early twentieth-
century foundational
works (of American
Literature, British
Literature, World
Literature, or
Multicultural
Literature), including
how two or more texts
from the same period
treat similar themes or
topics

2017-2018 RCK12

ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 11 - item 2

Read each question carefully. Then, follow the
directions to answer each question. Enter your
response in the box provided on your screen.

[Student will read the poems “The Oval Portrait” and
“The Birthmark™.]

2. What is the greatest plot difference between
Poe’s “The Oval Portrait” and Hawthorne’s “The
Birthmark™?

A. Poe sets his story in a European chateau, and
Hawthorne sets his in an American home

B. Poe describes very young characters, while
Hawthorne’s characters are older.

C. Poe focuses on mystery, while Hawthorne
focuses on morality.

D. Poe focuses on art, and Hawthorne focuses on

science.

Content: Aligned

The content of the assessment item
matches the content in the GSE. Both
the assessment item and the GSE
require the student to demonstrate
knowledge of, in this case, nineteenth-
century American foundational
literature, including how two texts from
the same period treat similar themes or
topics.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for the
assessment items is multiple choice,
and the item does not meet the GSE
in context since the student does not
demonstrate knowledge in an open-
ended context. The item requires the
student to select the right answer from
the four possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires students to use
information or conceptual knowledge
in student thinking, but the test

item only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.3 (continued)
Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8,9, and 11
Richmond County School System

October 2017

GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 11 American Literature
ELAGSE 11-12RLS |2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Inadequately Aligned
Analyze how an ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 11 - item 9 The GSE requires the student to
author’s choices Read each question carefully. Then, follow the analyze how an author’s choice on how
concerning how to directions to answer each question. Enter your to structure parts of a text contributes
structure specific response in the box provided on your screen. to its overall structure and meaning

parts of a text (e.g., as well as its aesthetic impact. The
the choice of where to assessment item requires the student to
begin or end a story, |9. Why does the author end the story with paragraph | draw conclusions about why the author

[Student will read the poem “The Birthmark™.]

the choice to provide |21? chose to structure the text in a certain
a comedic or tragic A. to show that Aylmer’s concoction causes way but does not address the impact to
resolution) contribute Georgiana’s death the text aesthetic or overall structure.
to its overall structure |B. to make it explicit that Georgiana’s birthmark Because content is inadequately

and meaning as well symbolizes human imperfection aligned, reviewers go no further with

as its aesthetic impact | C. to establish a link between the failure of science |analysis of context and cognition.
and Georgiana’s obsession with beauty
D. to show that Aylmer is successful in removing

the birthmark
ELAGSE 11-12RL1 |2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Inadequately Aligned
Cite strong and ELA Benchmark 1 Grade 11 - item 13 The GSE requires the student to cite
thorough textual Read each question carefully. Then, follow the text evidence in support of analysis
evidence to support directions to answer each question. Enter your of what the text says specifically as
analysis of what the | response in the box provided on your screen. well as inferences drawn from the

text, including determining where the
text leaves matters uncertain. The
assessment item only requires the

text says explicitly
as well as inferences
drawn from the text,

[Student will read the poems “The Oval Portrait” and
“The Birthmark™.]

including determining | 13. Which two elements are important in both student to demonstrate understanding
where the text leaves | Poe’s “The Oval Portrait” and Hawthorne’s “The of the texts by identifying two
matters uncertain. Birthmark™? elements that are important in both
A. the supernatural or otherworldly texts. Because content is inadequately
B. the humility of a woman aligned, reviewers go no further with
C. the desire to accurately depict nature. analysis of context and cognition.
D. the true love between a man and woman
E. the flaws of earthly beauty
F. the observer’s obsession with beauty

Source: RCSS RCK12 Benchmark Blueprints for language arts grades 3, 5, 8, 9 and 11

From Exhibit 2.4.3, the following observations can be made concerning the analysis of language arts benchmark
assessment items:

Grades 3 and 5

* Of the seven language arts benchmark assessments analyzed for grades 3 and 5, only one (14%) was
aligned in content but was not aligned in context or cognition.

e The six benchmark assessment items found to be not aligned in content were not analyzed for context
or cognition.
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Grades 8. 9. and Grade 11 American Literature

*  Of the nine language arts benchmark assessments analyzed for grades 8, 9, and 11, three (33%) were
aligned in content but none was aligned in context or cognition.

*  The six benchmark assessment items found to be not aligned in content were not analyzed for context
or cognition.

When reviewers analyzed the cognitive processes required of students when responding to the four language
arts benchmark assessment items found to be aligned for content, they found the cognitive demand to be at
the recall/recognition, or Level I on the Depth of Knowledge. The multiple-choice format of the assessments
prevented adequate alignment with the intent and cognitive demand of the standards.

Inconsistencies were found in each of the Benchmark #1 Table of Specifications (TOS) at the grade levels
analyzed. Some of the anomalies include inaccurate numbers of items being assessed and mislabeled question
types. As 13 of the 16 randomly selected benchmark assessment items when analyzed were found to be not
aligned to the Georgia Standards of Excellence, a reexamination of the Blueprint TOSs may be warranted to
verify the accuracy of the item matches with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Exhibit 2.4.4 summarizes the analyses of language arts benchmark assessment items to GSE.
Exhibit 2.4.4

Summary of Analyses of Language Arts Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Content Context Cognition

Grade Level/ T(z:al # Items Congruent | Congruent Cofgruent
Course nalyzed 4 % 4 % m %
Three 4 1 25 0 0 0 0
Five 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Eight 3 1 33 0 0 0 0
Nine 3 1 33 0 0 0 0
Eleven 3 1 33 0 0 0 0
Total 16 4 25 0 0 0 0

Exhibit 2.4.4 indicates the following:

* Sixteen language arts benchmark assessment items were compared to the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for content, context, and cognition congruence.

*  Four (25%) language arts benchmark assessment items were congruent with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for content.

* None of the 16 language arts benchmark assessment items were found to be congruent with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for context.

* None of the 16 language arts benchmark assessment items were found to be congruent with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for cognition.

Ifthe sample of language arts benchmark assessment items analyzed is representative of a majority of benchmark
assessment items available, then the language arts assessment items are not adequate to provide feedback needed
on student mastery of the standard. These sample items are too narrow and too cognitively simple to be able to
see students’ thinking and processing and respond to that evidence instructionally.
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Mathematics Benchmark Assessment Alignment

Mathematics benchmark assessment items, listed as being linked to the Georgia Standards of Excellence in
the Benchmark Blueprints, were analyzed for congruency at grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry. Items
linked to three Georgia Standards of Excellence were selected randomly from the benchmark assessments for
the selected grades and courses. In circumstances where more than one assessment item was listed for a given
Georgia Standards of Excellence, reviewers included as many items as appropriate for analysis.

Exhibit 2.4.5 displays the results of the reviewers’ analysis of the congruency of selected mathematics benchmark

assessment items for grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry.

Exhibit 2.4.5

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE | Benchmark Assessment | Alignment Analysis
Grade 3
MGSE3.0A.2 2017-2018 RCK12 Content of Items # 9 and 11:

Interpret whole number
quotients of whole numbers, |11
e.g., interpret 56 + 8 as the
number of objects in each

partitioned equally into 8
shares (How many in each
group?), or as a number of

partitioned into equal shares
of 8 objects each (How many
groups can you make?). For
example, describe a context
in which a number of shares | E-
or a number of groups can be
expressed as 56 + 8.

B
shares when 56 objects are C.
D

Mathematics Grade 3 Benchmark 1 - items 9 and

9. Select all of the following that can be represented
by 16 + 4.
share when 56 objects are A.

the total amount of money Lyanna needs when
she has $4 and needs $16 more

the number of books Lyanna buys when she
spends $16 on books that cost $4 each

the amount of money Lyanna will have left
when she has $16 and gives $4 to her friend

. the total amount of money Lyanna will have

when she has $16, and her friend gives her $4
more

the amount of money each friend gets when
Lyanna has $16 and splits the money equally
among 4 friends

11. At soccer practice, there is a water cooler full of
cold water. There is enough water to fill 48 paper
cups. There are 8 girls at practice, and they share the
water equally. How many paper cups of water can
each girl have before the cooler is empty?

A.
B.
C.
D.

3 paper cups, because 3 x 16 =48
6 paper cups, because 48 ~8 =6

8 paper cups, because 48 ~ 6 =8
12 paper cups, because 12 x 4 =48

Aligned
The assessment item matches the
GSE in content.

Context of Items # 9 and 11:
Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for the
assessment items 9 and 11

is multiple choice, and the
items do not meet the GSE in
context since the student does
not interpret in an open-ended
context. The items require the
student to select the correct
answers from the five and four
possibilities given, respectively.

Cognition of Items #9 and 11:
Inadequately Aligned

The GSE and assessment

items 9 and 11 both require the
student to use information or
conceptual knowledge in student
thinking, but the assessment
item only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 3
MGSE3.0A.8 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Inadequately

Solve two-step word
problems using the four
operations. Represent these
problems using equations
with a letter standing for the
unknown quantity. Assess

the reasonableness of answers
using mental computation and
estimation strategies including
rounding.

This standard is limited to
problems posed with whole
numbers and having whole-
number answers; students
should know how to perform
operations in the conventional
order where there are no
parentheses to specify a
particular order (Order of
Operations).

and 18

Mathematics Grade 3 Benchmark 2 — items 10

Ranches

Acres

Running-R Guest Ranch | 232

Silver Spur Ranch 289
Twin Elm Guest Ranch 274
Roddy Tree Ranch 217

10. Which of the following is the best estimate of
how much larger Silver Spur Ranch and Twin Elm
Guest Ranch combined are than Running-R Guest
Ranch and Roddy Tree Ranch combined?

A. 100 acres
B. 110 acres
C. 450 acres
D. 560 acres

18. Each player needs 10 cards to play a card game.
The cards are sold with 8 cards in each pack. Are 6
packs of cards enough for 5 people to play the game?
Why or why not?

Space for student response online.

Aligned

This GSE requires student

to represent problems using
equations with a letter standing
for the unknown quantity.
Students only need to use
addition, subtraction, estimation,
and multiplication to derive
the correct responses for items
10 and 18. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers
go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.

MGSE3.G.2

Partition shapes into parts with
equal areas. Express the area
of each part as a unit fraction
of the whole. For example,
partition a shape into 4 parts
with equal area, and describe
the area of each part as 1/4 of
the area of the shape.

2017-2018 RCK12
Mathematics Grade 3 Benchmark 3 — item 5
[Note: figures reduced to fit space.]

1

oOwp

2 3 4 5 6

5. Which rectangles have % of the area shaded?
4 and 5
3 and 4
1 and 2
2 and 6

Content: Aligned
The assessment item matches the
GSE in content.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple
choice, and the item does

not meet the GSE in context
since the student does not

apply partitioning skill in an
open-ended context. The item
requires the student to select the
correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires students to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item

only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
MGSES.NBT.7 2017-2018 RCK12 Content of Items 3 and 4:

Add, subtract, multiply, and
divide decimals to hundredths,
using concrete models or
drawings and strategies based
on place value, properties

of operations, and/or the
relationship between addition
and subtraction; relate the
strategy to a written method
and explain the reasoning
used.

Mathematics Grade S Benchmark 2 — items 3 and
4

3. Itis 0.75 miles from Mario’s house to school. If
Mario goes to school and back for five days, how
many miles will he have traveled when he gets back

home on the fifth day?
A. 1.5mi

B. 3.75mi

C. 5mi

D. 7.5mi

The decimal model below depicts the area of an ob-
ject. Each square represents 0.01 square units.

4. Which of the following could be represented by
this decimal model?

A. the area of a square table with sides that measure
2.4 meters

the area of a rectangular table that measures 2.4
meters by 0.3 meters

the area of a piece of paper that measures 2.4
inches by 0.7 inches

the area of a note card that measures 1.4 inches
by 0.3 inches

B.
C.
D.

Inadequately Aligned

This GSE includes using the
four operations (item 3 and

4) to the hundredths (item 4),
using concrete models based on
place value (item 4), and/or the
relationship between addition
and subtraction (item 4). It also
requires relating the strategy to
a written method and explaining
the reasoning used. Neither
assessment item included
explaining the reasoning.
Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further
with analysis of context and
cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
MGSES.G.3 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Aligned

Understand that attributes
belonging to a category of
two-dimensional figures also
belong to all subcategories of
that category. For example,
all rectangles have four

right angles and squares are
rectangles, so all squares have
four right angles.

w2
Qo
=]
)
=
a

Mathematics Grade 5 Benchmark 3 — item 10
10. Select all the shapes that are also quadrilaterals.
A. Kkite

<>

triangle

. pentagon

v

rhombus

Q

rectangle

The assessment item matches the
GSE in content.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple
choice, and the item does not
meet the GSE in context since
the student does not apply
understanding attributes of
two-dimensional figures in an
open-ended context. The item
requires the student to select
the correct answers from the six
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires student to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item

only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
MGSES.MD.5 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Aligned

Relate volume to the op-
erations of multiplication and
addition and solve real world
and mathematical problems
involving volume.

A. Find the volume of a
right rectangular prism
with whole-number side
lengths by packing it with
unit cubes, and show
that the volume is the
same as would be found
by multiplying the edge
lengths, equivalently by
multiplying the height
by the area of the base.
Represent threefold
whole-number products
as volumes, e.g., to
represent the associative
property of multiplication.

B. Apply the formulas V=
Ixwxhand V=>bxh
for rectangular prisms
to find volumes of right
rectangular prisms with
whole number edge
lengths in the context of
solving real world and
mathematical problem.

C. Recognize volume as
additive. Find volumes
of solid figures composed
of two non-overlapping
right rectangular prisms
by adding the volumes of
the non-overlapping parts,
applying this technique
to solve real world
problems.

Mathematics Grade 5 Benchmark 3 — items 16,
18, and 19
A rectangular prism is shown.

16. Select all of the following that are ways to find
the volume of the rectangular prism, in cubic centi-
meters.

A. Add the length, width, and height, all in

centimeters.

B. Multiply the length, width, and height, all in
centimeters.

C. Count how many 1-cubic-centimeter cubes will
fit inside it.

D. Multiply the areas of the three faces shown,
each in square centimeters.

E. Multiply the area of its base, in square
centimeters, by its height, in centimeters.

18. A pool is 100 yards long, 12 yards wide, and 6
feet deep. What is the volume of the pool?

A. 2,400 cubic feet

B. 7,200 cubic feet

C. 21,600 cubic feet

D. 64,800 cubic feet

Trinity is planning a new concrete patio that wraps
around the side of her house. The measurements of
the new patio are shown below.

/

14t

18t

19. Select all the expressions that show the volume
of concrete needed to make the patio, in cubic feet.

(18 ft x 8 ft) + (4 ft x 8 ft)
(8 ft x 14 ft) + (4 ft x 16 ft)
(8 ft x 18 ftx 1 ft) + (4 ft x 8 ft x 1 fi)
(8 ft x 14 ftx 1 ft) + (4 ft x 8 ft x 1 fi)
(8 ft x 14 ft x 1 ft) + (4 ft x 16 ft x 1 ft)
(16 ft x 4 ft x 1 ft) + (18 ft x & ft x 1 ft)

MEO0W >

Assessment item 16 matches part
a, assessment item 18 matches
part b, and assessment item 19
matches part ¢ in content.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment items 16, 18, and
19 are multiple choice, and the
items do not meet the GSE in
context since the student does
not apply volume operations to
solve real world problems in an
open-ended context. The items
require the student to select the
correct answer from the four or
five possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE and assessment items
16, 18, and 19 require the
student to use information or
conceptual knowledge in student
thinking, but the assessment
items only require recall (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
MGSES.G.1 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Aligned

Verify experimentally the
congruence properties of
rotations, reflections, and

Mathematics Grade 8 Benchmark 1 — item 1
On the set of axes below, Geoff drew rectangle
ABCD. He will transform the rectangle by using

translations: lines are taken to | the translation ( x, y)—(x +2, y+ 1) and then will
lines and line segments to line |reflect the translated rectangle over the x-axis.

segments of the same length;
angles are taken to angles of
the same measure; parallel

lines are taken to parallel lines.

pd

§ 6 42

ity B tog| [l aleles
LA
-
o
o0

1. What will be the area of the rectangle after these
transformations?

less than 28 square units

exactly 28 square units

greater than 28 square units

cannot be determined from the information
given

oowp

The assessment item matches the
GSE in content.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple
choice, and the item does not
meet the GSE in context since
the student does not apply
verification of congruence
properties in an open-ended
context. The item requires
the student to select the
correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires students to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item

only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).

Richmond County School System System Review Page 162




Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
MGSES.G.2 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Aligned

Understand that a two-
dimensional figure is
congruent to another if the
second can be obtained
from the first by a sequence
of rotations, reflections,
and translations; given two
congruent figures, describe
a sequence that exhibits the
congruence between them.

Mathematics Grade 8 Benchmark 1 — items 2 and

19

2. Arectangle is dilated by a scale factor of 1.

Which of the following is true?

A. The resulting figure will not be congruent to the
original rectangle, because all dilations cause
the coordinates to change.

B. The resulting figure will be congruent to the
original rectangle, because all dilations are
congruent to the original figure.

C. The resulting figure will be congruent to the
original rectangle, because dilations with a scale
factor of 1 have the same coordinates.

D. The resulting figure will not be congruent to the
original rectangle, because dilations with a scale
factor of 1 cause the shape to change.

19. Anna concluded that Figure A can be obtained
from Figure B by first rotating it counterclockwise
by 90° about the point O and then reflecting it across
line /.

- OO

P Q

Figure A Figure B

Show whether Anna’s conclusion is correct or
not. Explain whether Figure A and Figure B are
congruent or not.

Space for student response online.

The assessment items 2 and 19
match the GSE in content.

Context for Item #2:
Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for
assessment items 2 and 19 is
multiple choice, and the items
do not meet the GSE in context
since the student does not apply
understanding or describing
congruency skills in an open-
ended context. The item
requires the student to select the
correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

Context for Item #19: Aligned
The mode of response is open-
ended, allowing the student

to demonstrate understanding
of the effect of rotation and
reflection on congruency of a
two-dimensional figure.

Cognition for Item #2:
Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires student to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item

only requires recall (Recall/
Reproduction).

Cognition for Item #19:
Aligned

The mode of response for
assessment item 19 requires the
student to replicate the rotation
and reflection of the congruent
diagrams and then to describe
if they are congruent. The GSE
and the assessment item both
require the student to use a
known procedure to solve the
problem (Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
MGSES.G.5 2017-2018 RCK12 Content of Item # 6:

Use informal arguments to
establish facts about the angle
sum and exterior angle of
triangles, about the angles
created when parallel lines

are cut by a transversal, and
the angle-angle criterion for
similarity of triangles. For
example, arrange three copies
of the same triangle so that the
three angles appear to form a
line, and give an argument in
terms of transversals why this
is SO.

C
D.

12.9
35.9
58.9
65.4

Mathematics Grade 8 Benchmark 1 — item 6
A figure is shown.

6. What is the measure of <A, in degrees?
A.

Inadequately Aligned

This GSE requires the student
to use facts about the angle sum
and exterior angle of triangles
(item 6), but none of the other
parts of MGSES8.G.5. No other
items for this standard appeared
on the Eighth Grade Benchmark
1. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers
go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Algebra I

MGSE9-12.A.REL3
Solve linear equations and
inequalities in one variable
including equations with
coefficients represented by

2017-2018 RCK12

Algebra I Benchmark I — items 10 and 19

10. The graph of the linear equation y = mx + b has
an x-intercept of -4. What is the x-intercept of the
graph of the linear equation y = mx - b?

letters. For example, given ax | A. -8

+ 3 =7, solve for x.

B. -4
C. 4
D. 8

19. Albert claims that -6 is the greatest integer
solution of the inequality 3x — 1 <35 + 9x. Solve
the inequality to show if Albert is correct or not.

Space for student response online

Content for Items 10 and 19:
Aligned

The assessment items match
the GSE in content in that both
require the student to know
how to solve linear equations
and inequalities in one variable,
including equations with
coefficients represented by
letters.

Context for Item #10:
Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple
choice, and the item does not
meet the GSE in context since
the student does not solve a
linear equation in an open-ended
context. The item requires the
student to select the correct
answer for the x-intercept from
the four possibilities given.

Context for Item #19: Aligned
The mode of response for
assessment Item 19, although
open-ended, is still a yes or no
question where students show
their work. The item does not
expand or exceed the GSE in
context, although it does meet it.

Cognition for Item #10:
Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires students to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item only
requires recall of a procedure
(Recall/Reproduction).

Cognition for Item #19:
Aligned

The assessment item #19 does
require the student to use a
known procedure to solve the
problem (Skill/Concept), which
aligns with the GSE.
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Algebra I
MGSE9-12.N.RN.3 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Aligned

Explain why the sum or
product of rational numbers
is rational; why the sum of

a rational number and an
irrational number is irrational;
and why the product of a
nonzero rational number

and an irrational number is
irrational.

Algebra I Benchmark 1 — item 18

18. Let r be a rational number and s be an irrational
number. Prove that the sum r + s is an irrational

number. Show all your steps.

Space for student response online

The assessment item matches the
GSE in content.

Context: Aligned

The mode of open response for
the assessment item allows the
student to explain that the sum
of a rational number and an
irrational number is an irrational
number through showing the
steps of a proof. The item does
not expand or exceed the GSE in
content.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE and the assessment
item both require the student to
use a known procedure to solve
the problem (Skill/Concept).

MGSE9-12.A.CED.1

Create equations and
inequalities in one variable
and use them to solve
problems. Include equations
arising from linear, quadratic,
simple rational, and
exponential functions (integer
inputs only).

2017-2018 RCK12
Algebra I Benchmark 1 — item 11

11. If the lengths, in inches, of two consecutive
sides of a rhombus are represented by 3 x - 6 and x +
14, then the perimeter of the rhombus is —

A. 10in.
B. 24in.
C. 72in.
D. 96in.

Content: Inadequately Aligned
This GSE requires the student to
create equations and inequalities
and use them to solve problems.
Assessment Item # 11 provides
students with the equation and
asks them to find the perimeter.
Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further
with analysis of context and
cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Geometry
MGSE9-12.G.CO.2 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Aligned

Represent transformations
in the plane using, e.g.,
transparencies and
geometry software; describe
transformations as functions
that take points in the plane
as inputs and give other
points as outputs. Compare
transformations that preserve
distance and angle to those
that do not (e.g., translation
versus horizontal stretch).

Geometry Benchmark 1 — item 16

Figures ABCD and A’B’C’D’ are shown below.

W R ey W 0w
S
o
i
q '
Q

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

16. Which of the following transformations will
yield figure A’B’C’D’ when applied to figure ABCD?

()= (x+3,y+2)
(x.) = (x+2,y+3)
(x,y) = (2x,3y)

)

(x,v) = (3x,2y)

O

The assessment item matches the
GSE in content.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple
choice and the item does not
meet the GSE in context since
the student does not describe or
compare transformations in an
open-ended context. The item
requires the student to select the
correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires student to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item only
requires recall of information
or a procedure (Recall/
Reproduction).

MGSE9-12.G.GPE 4

Use coordinates to prove
simple geometric theorems
algebraically. For example,
prove or disprove that a figure
defined by four given points
in the coordinate plane is a
rectangle; prove or disprove
that the point (1, \3) lies

on the circle centered at the
origin and containing the
point (0,2).

(Focus on quadrilaterals, right
triangles, and circles.)

2017-2018 RCK12
Geometry Benchmark 3 — item 7
The graph of line / is shown below.
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7. Which of the following is an equation for a line
that is perpendicular to line/in the graph?

Ay =-3x
B. y=3x-5
C. y=13x
D. y=x+3

Content: Aligned
The assessment item matches the
GSE in content.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple
choice, and the item does not
meet the GSE in context since
the student does not prove
simple geometric theorems
algebraically in an open-ended
context. The item requires

the student to select the
correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires student to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item only
requires recall of information
or a procedure (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.5 (continued)
Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Mathematics, Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Geometry
MGSE9-12.G.SRT.3 2017-2018 RCK12 Content: Aligned
Use the properties of Geometry Benchmark 2 — item 12 The assessment item matches the

similarity transformations to | 12. The altitude to the hypotenuse of a right triangle | GSE in content.
establish the AA criterion for | divides the triangle into two triangles. Which of the
two triangles to be similar. following must be true of the two smaller triangles?
They are congruent.

They are similar.

They are both isosceles.

They have equal area.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment item is multiple
choice, and the item does

not meet the GSE in context
since the student does not

apply properties of similarity
transformations in an open-
ended context. The item
requires the student to select the
correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

CREE

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires student to
use information or conceptual
knowledge in student thinking,
but the assessment item only
requires recall of information
or a procedure (Recall/
Reproduction).

Source: Georgia Standards of Excellence mathematics document on the state website and district Mathematics Benchmark
Assessment Blueprints 1-3 provided by district administrators.

The following observations can be made from Exhibit 2.4.5 regarding the analysis of 22 mathematics benchmark
assessment items:

Grades 3. 5, and 8

*  Of the five third grade mathematics assessment items analyzed, three were aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for content but were not aligned for either context or cognition.

* Of the six fifth grade mathematics assessment items analyzed, four were aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for content but were not aligned for context or cognition.

*  Of the four eighth grade mathematics assessment items analyzed, three were found to be aligned with
the Georgia Standards of Excellence for content. Only one of the four assessment items was also
aligned for context and cognition. Although one benchmark assessment item was found aligned for
content, context, and cognition, it was not deeply aligned in that the range of the content, the types of
cognition, and multiple assessment contexts were not present in the assessment benchmark items.

High School Algebra I and Geometry

*  Four Algebra I benchmark assessment items were analyzed for congruency with the Georgia Standards
of Excellence. Three of the four assessment items were aligned for content and two of the three were
also aligned for context and cognition. The two benchmark assessment item found to be aligned for
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content, context, and cognition, were not deeply aligned in that the range of the content, the types of
cognition, and multiple assessment contexts were not available in the assessment benchmark items.

* All three of the Geometry benchmark assessment items analyzed were aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for content, but none were aligned for context or cognition. Reviewers noted
that the mode of response for the Geometry benchmark assessment items was multiple choice, while the
mode of response to meet the Georgia Standards of Excellence is open-ended responses.

Exhibit 2.4.6 summarizes the analyses of mathematics benchmark assessment items to GSEs.
Exhibit 2.4.6

Summary of Analyses of Mathematics Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Content Context Cognition
Grade Level/ A# Items Congruent Congruent Cofgruent
Course nalyzed 4 % 4 % 4 %
Grade Three 5 3 60 0 0 0 0
Grade Five 6 4 66 0 0 0 0
Grade Eight 4 3 75 1 33 1 33
Algebra | 4 3 75 2 67 2 67
Geometry 3 3 100 0 0 0 0
Total 22 16 73 3 14 3 14

Exhibit 2.4.6 indicates the following:

*  Twenty-two mathematics benchmark assessment items were compared to the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for content, context, and cognition congruence.

* Sixteen (73%) of the 22 mathematics benchmark assessment items were congruent with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for content.

*  Three (14%) of the 22 mathematics benchmark assessment items were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence for context.

*  Three (14%) of the 22 mathematics benchmark assessment items were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence for cognition.

If the sample of mathematics benchmark assessment items analyzed is representative of a majority of benchmark
assessment items available, then the mathematics assessment items are insufficiently aligned to the Georgia
Standards of Excellence to provide feedback needed for instructional decision making. Including these open-
ended items increased both the cognitive complexity of the district assessments, as well as their alignment to
the state standards.

Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Alignment

The reviewers analyzed draft science benchmark assessment items, which were reported as linked to the Georgia
Standards of Excellence. Benchmark assessments items for Environmental Science were not completed at the
time of this review and were not included in this analysis.

Draft science benchmark assessment items linked to three Georgia Standards of Excellence were selected
randomly for grades 5, 8, and the courses Physical Science and Biology. In circumstances where more than
one assessment item was listed for a given Georgia Standards of Excellence, reviewers included as many items
as appropriate for analysis. Reviewers noted that for some science assessment items listed in the Benchmark
Blueprints, the former Georgia Performance Standards were listed along with the Georgia Standards of
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Excellence. District personnel stated that the Performance Matters system listed both old and new standards
in the benchmark blueprints. District personnel requested that the reviewers use the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for this analysis of internal consistency.

Exhibit 2.4.7 displays the results of the reviewers’ analysis of the congruency of selected draft science benchmark
assessment items for grades 5 and 8, Physical Science, and Biology.

Exhibit 2.4.7

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
GA.S53.a 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Aligned
Gather evidence by | Grade 5 Science Benchmark 1- items 2, 3, and 15 The GSE and the assessment items

utilizing technology
tools to support a
claim that plants
and animals are
comprised of

cells too small to
be seen without
magnification.

2. Devon’s teacher asks her to describe a leaf to the

class using a magnifying glass. What details will

Devon most likely be able to describe?

A. the color, shape, and texture of the leaf

B. the color, shape, texture, and cells of the leaf

C. the color, shape, texture, cells, and cell structures of
the leaf

D. the color, shape, texture, cells, cell structures, and
atoms of the leaf

The picture below shows a plant leaf viewed under a
simple compound microscope.

3. Based on this picture, which statement best explains
what a microscope allows scientists to do that they
cannot do with their eyes alone?

&

A. Tt allows them to see the movement of materials in
a large organism.

B. It allows them to see the smaller objects that make
up living things.

C. Itallows them to see what plants and animals need
to survive.

D. It allows them to see the chemical reactions in plant
leaves.

15. Two students examine an animal cell through
a microscope. One student observes and describes
a variety of small and large organelles. The second
student observes and describes only the largest
organelles. Identify and describe a reason why the
students made different observations.

match in content in that all focus on the
claim that cells of plants and animals
are too small to be seen without
magnification.

Context of Items #2 and # 3:
Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for these
assessment items is multiple choice,
and the items do not meet the GSE in
context since the student does not apply
the skill in an open-ended context. The
items require the student to select the
right answers from the four possibilities
given.

Context of Item #15: Aligned

Item #15 requires the student to
identify and describe in writing a
reason why the students made different
observations.

Cognition of Items #2 and #3:
Inadequately Aligned

The GSE content is broad in expecting
the student to make meaning from
gathering evidence and use information
or conceptual knowledge to support a
claim. Items #2 and #3 item require the
student to select responses using recall,
processing information on a lower level
(Recall/Reproduction).

Cognition of Item #15: Aligned

Item #15 matches the GSE cognitively
in that it has the student use
information or conceptual knowledge to
identify and describe a reason why the
students made different observations
(Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
GA.S5L.2.a 2018-2019 RCK12 Content of Item #11: Aligned

Ask questions

to compare and
contrast instincts
and learned
behaviors.

Sth Grade Science Benchmark 2 — items 11 and 12

The picture shows monarch butterflies.

11. Eastern monarch butterflies can migrate from

southern Canada all the way to Mexico in the

wintertime. Migration is an example of

A. an inherited behavior, because butterflies must
learn how to travel.

B. alearned behavior, because butterflies must know
where to travel.

C. an inherited behavior, because butterflies are born
knowing where to migrate.

D. alearned behavior, because butterflies learn from
their parents how to migrate.

12. Sand cats live in a very hot environment. They
spend much of their days in holes, called burrows that
they dig in the sand. Select three ways that this learned
behavior helps sand cats survive in their environment.
helping them to stay cool and out of the Sun
allowing them to find water when water is low
allowing them to rest and save energy

allowing them a place to store and hide their food
helping them to retain heat during the day

helping them to avoid predators at night

SICESERS

The GSE and item #11 match in content
in that both require the student to know
the difference between instinct and
learned behaviors.

Content of Item #12: Inadequately
Aligned

The content of item #12 is different
from the GSE in that it requires the
student to know ways that a learned
behavior helps an animal to survive.
Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition for
this item.

Context of Item #11: Inadequately
Aligned

The mode of response for this
assessment item is multiple choice,

and the item does not meet the GSE in
context since the student does not apply
the skill in an open-ended context. The
item requires the student to select the
right answers from the four possibilities
given.

Cognition of Item #11: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires the student to use
information or conceptual knowledge
to compare and contrast inherited and
learned behavior. Item #11 requires the
student to select responses using recall,
processing information on a lower level
(Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
GA.S5P3.b 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Aligned

Plan and carry out
an investigation

to observe the
interaction between
a magnetic field and
a magnetic object.

(Clarification
statement: The
interaction should
include placing
materials of various
types (wood, paper,
glass, metal, and
rocks) and thickness
between the magnet
and the magnetic
object.)

5th Grade Science Benchmark 4 — item 12

Bryce and Dugwan [sic] put different objects between a
strong magnet and iron filings. They press the magnet

against the object and record what they see.

12. Which table most likely shows their findings?

A. Object
sheet of plastic
piece of wood
square of steel
piece of paper
B. Object
sheet of plastic
piece of wood
square of steel
piece of paper
C. Object
sheet of plastic
piece of wood
square of steel
piece of paper
D. Object
sheet of plastic
piece of wood
square of steel
piece of paper

Action of the Iron Fillings
filings stick to the sheet
filings do not move

filings do not move

fillings stick to the paper
Action of the Iron Fillings
Fillings do not move
filings tick to the block
filings stick to the steel
filings do not move

Action of the Iron Filings
filings stick to the sheet
filings stick to the wood
filings do not move

filings stick to the paper
Action of the Iron Filings
filings do not move

filings stick to the block
filings do not move

filings stick to the paper

The GSE and assessment item match
in content in that both include content
about the interaction between a
magnetic field and a magnetic object.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for this
assessment item is multiple choice,

and the item does not meet the GSE

in context since the item does not

have the student plan and carry out

an investigation in an open-ended
context. The item requires the student
to select the right answers from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires the student to use
strategic thinking to predict what will
happen depending on what element

is placed between the magnet and the
magnetic object. The assessment item,
in part because it is in a multiple choice
context, requires the student to use
information and conceptual knowledge
to select the correct response (Skill/
Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017

GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
GA. S8P2.a 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Aligned
Analyze and 2018-2019 Grade 8 Science Benchmark 1 —items 13 | The GSE and the assessment items
interpret data to and 15 match in content in that the student
create graphical 13. Which of the following is indicated by the speed of | must understand relationships of kinetic
displays that an object? energy to mass and speed, and potential

illustrate the
relationships of
kinetic energy to
mass and speed, and
potential energy to
mass and height of
an object.

oy

A. direction of the object
B. energy of the object
C. phase of the object

D. volume of the object

15. How can the potential energy of an Olympic ski
jumper be increased?

A. Dby increasing the height of the hill the jumper is
skiing down

B. by decreasing the height of the hill the jumper is
skiing down

C. by increasing the length of the skis that the jumper
is using

D. by decreasing the length of the skis that the jumper
is using

energy to mass and height of an object.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to
demonstrate his/her learnings derived
from analysis and interpreting data by
creating a graphical display to illustrate
relationships. The assessment items
are multiple choice and do not require
the student to create graphical displays.
Instead, they require the student to
select the correct answers from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires the student to use
strategic thinking to analyze and
interpret data to create graphical
displays. The items require the student
to use knowledge and conceptual
understanding of the relationships of
kinetic energy and potential energy to
mass, speed, and height of an object
(Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
GA.S8P1.c 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Inadequately Aligned
Plan and carry Grade 8 Science Benchmark 2 — items 13 and 15 The GSE, the assessment items shown

out investigations
to compare and
contrast chemical
(i.e., reactivity,
combustibility)

and physical (i.e.,
density, melting
point, boiling point)
properties of matter.

Directions: The tables show the appearances, masses,
and volumes of four unknown substances and the
densities of four known substances. Use the tables to
answer any questions that follow.

Known Substances

‘Substance | Density (g/mL)
Water | 1.00
Glycerol | 1.26
Ethyl alcohol | 0.79
Vegetable oil | 0.91

Unknown Substances

Substance [ Appearance Mass (g) I Volume (mL)
Q [ Gray 46.07 58.39
R l [] White ‘ 18.02 18.02
8 l W Black ‘ 92.09 [ 73.09
T ' F5 Spotted 19.07 ' 20.96

13. Using the tables, what is unknown substance R?
A. water

B. ethyl alcohol

C. vegetable oil

D. glycerol

The table shows the mass and volume for five unknown

samples. Each sample was placed in a container with
vegetable oil with a density of 0.9 g/cm®.

Sample | Volume
Mass (g) | (cm?)
v 5.1 53
w 1.7 2.2
X 3.5 4.1
y 2.9 2.6
z 43 52

15. Select all of the samples that floated on the oil.

A
B.
C.
D
E

N <X g <

here, and other items in Benchmark 2
linked to this GSE do not completely
match in content in that none of the
assessment items in this assessment
require the student to compare and
contrast chemical and physical
properties of matter. Because content
is inadequately aligned, reviewers go
no further with analysis of context and
cognition for this item.
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
GA.S8P4.g 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Inadequately Aligned
Develop and Grade 8 Science Benchmark 3 — items 23, 24, and 25 | The GSE requires the student to

use models to
demonstrate the
effects that lenses
have on light (i.e.,
formation an image)
and their possible
technological
applications.

23. Which of the following diagrams best represents
the path of light rays passing through a glass prism?

e P FAY

- LY while

24. Aila draws a model of a double convex lens. She
draws horizontal lines to show light traveling through
the lens from the left. What happens to the light after it
moves through the lens?

A. It diffracts and moves upward.

B. It diverges without intersecting.

C. TItrefracts and converges to a point.

D. It continues to move in the same direction.

25. Which statement best describes how light and

lenses work together?

A. Lenses change the direction of light rays by
bending them.

B. Lenses break up white light into the spectrum.

C. Lenses cause light rays to spread apart.

D. Lenses cause objects to appear larger.

consider possible technological
applications. All three assessment
items have the student understanding
the effects that lenses or prisms have

on light but do not ask about possible
technological applications. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Physical Science

GA.9-12.SPS5.b
Plan and carry

out investigations
to identify the
relationships
among temperature,
pressure, volume,
and density of gases
in closed systems.

(Clarification
statement: Using
specific Gas laws to
perform calculations
is beyond the
scope of this
standard; emphasis
should focus on
the conceptual
understanding of
the behavior of
gases rather than
calculations.)

2018-2019 RCK12

Physical Science Benchmark I — items 1.27 and 1.28
1.27 - A container of gas is kept at constant pressure.
Which best explains what will happen to the volume if
the temperature of the gas is increased?

A. The volume will increase as the temperature

increases.

B. The volume will decrease as the temperature
increases.

C. The volume will increase twice as quickly as the
temperature.

D. The volume will remain the same as the
temperature increases.

1.28 - The graph shows the relationship between mass
and volume.

Mass (g)

0 T T T T T T
200 400 600 800 1000 1200

Volume (mL)

What is the density of an object that has a volume of

600 milliliters (mL)?
A. 0.001 g/mL

B. 0.01 g/mL

C. 0.1 g/mL

D. 1.0 g/mL

Content: Aligned

The GSE and both assessment items
match in content in that relationships
among temperature, pressure, volume,
and density of gases in closed systems
are the focus.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for these
assessment items is multiple choice,
and the items do not meet the GSE in
context since the student does not plan
and carry out investigations in an
open-ended context. The items require
the student to select the right answers
from the four possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to

plan, investigate, and use conceptual
understanding in focusing on the
behavior of gases. Responding to

both assessment items relies on the
student using information or conceptual
understanding (Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)
Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology
Richmond County School System

October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Physical Science

GA.9-12.SPS8.d
Use mathematics
and computational
thinking to identify
the relationships
between work,
mechanical
advantage, and
simple machines.

2018-2019 RCK12
Physical Science Benchmark 3 — items 1.25 and 1.44
1.25 - The picture shows a wheel and axle.

Wheel

What is the mechanical advantage if the radius of the
wheel is 49 cm and the radius of the axle is 7 cm?

A 3
B. 7
C. 16
D. 21

1.44 - Charlie lifts a box with a force of 500 N and

sets it on a table top 1.2 m above its starting position.

Lauren pushes an identical box up a 5 m ramp from the

floor to the top of the same table. Which person did

more work?

A. Charlie did more work.

B. Lauren did more work.

C. Both Charlie and Lauren did the same amount of
work.

D. The size of each individual must be known to
determine who did more work.

Content: Aligned

The GSE and both assessment items
match in content requiring the student
to identify the relationships between
work, mechanical advantage, and
simple machines.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to

use mathematics and computational
thinking to identify relationships. The
mode of response for these assessment
items is multiple choice, and the items
do not meet the GSE in context. The
items require the student to select the
right answers from the four possibilities
given.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to use
knowledge and generate conceptual
understanding of the relationships
between work, mechanical advantage,
and simple machines. Both assessment
items require the student to recall
information and procedures (Recall/
Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Physical Science

GA.9-12.SPS10.c
Plan and carry

out investigations
to determine

the relationship
between magnetism
and the movement
of electrical charge.

(Clarification
statement:
Investigations
could include
electromagnets,
simple motors, and
generators.)

2018-2019 RCK12

Physical Science Benchmark 4 — items 1.38 and 1.39

1.38 - Which best explains why a current-carrying wire

would deflect a magnet?

A. Magnets align to the north and south poles of
Earth’s gravitational field when near a current-
carrying wire.

B. Magnets align to the north and south poles of
Earth’s magnetic field when near a current-carrying
wire.

C. A current-carrying wire produces a gravitational
field that can attract or repel a magnet.

D. A current-carrying wire produces a magnetic field
that can attract or repel a magnet.

1.39 - A student wrapped 30 cm of an insulated wire
around the middle of an iron rod, leaving ends A and B
exposed. She connected the non-insulated ends of the
wire to a battery. She brought a permanent magnet near
end B of the iron rod, and it was repelled. The picture
shows the student’s experiment.

Insulated
wire End A

Permanent

Iron Rod magnet

Battery’

End B

Which best explains why the permanent magnet was

repelled?

A. The wire became magnetized when an electric
current flowed through it, and end B of the iron rod
must have shared the same pole with the permanent
magnet.

B. The iron rod became magnetized when it was
wrapped by the wire, and end B of the iron
rod must have had a pole opposite that of the
permanent magnet.

C. The iron rod became magnetized when it was
wrapped by the wire, and end B of the iron rod
must have shared the same pole as the permanent
magnet.

D. The wire became magnetized when an electric
current flowed through it, and end B must have had
a pole opposite that of the permanent magnet.

Content: Aligned

The GSE and the assessment items
match in content in that they require the
student to determine the relationship
between magnetism and the movement
of electrical charge.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for these
assessment items is multiple choice,
and the items do not meet the GSE in
context since the student does not apply
the skill in an open-ended context. The
items require the student to select the
right answers from the four possibilities
given.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires the student to use
information or conceptual knowledge
to determine relationships. The
assessment items rely on recall of
information or procedures to select
the correct response to the question
(Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Biology

GA.9-12.SBl.e
Ask questions

to investigate

and provide
explanations

about the roles of
photosynthesis and
respiration in the
cycling of matter
and flow of energy
within the cell (e.g.,
single-celled alga).

(Clarification
statement:
Instruction

should focus on
understanding the
inputs, outputs,
and functions of
photosynthesis and
respiration and the
functions of the
major sub-processes
of each including
glycolysis, Krebs
cycle, electron
transport chain,
light reactions, and
Calvin cycle.)

2018-2019 RCK12

Biology Benchmark 1- items 9, 10, and 12

9. Which statements about what happens in glycolysis
are true? Select all that apply.

mHO 0w >

H,0 is formed.

ADP is formed.

ATP is formed.

Glucose is formed.

H,0 is broken down.
Glucose is broken down.

10. Which of the following molecules is the most
energy-rich molecule produced by photosynthesis?

A. sugar, which requires light, water, and carbon
dioxide to form

B. fat, which requires oxygen, water, and electricity to
form

C. protein, which requires radiant energy to form

D. starch, which requires thermal energy to form

12. Compared to aerobic respiration, anaerobic

respiration

A. does not require oxygen and produces oxygen and
glucose as forms of stored energy that are utilized
by the cell.

B. produces 38 ATP molecules per reaction and
generates 70% more energy.

C. requires oxygen and can produce products such as
lactic acid or alcohol.

D. does not produce as much ATP and comes into

action as an energy backup for aerobic organisms.

Content: Aligned

The GSE and the assessment

items match in content in that the
focus is knowledge of the roles of
photosynthesis and respiration in the
cycling of matter and flow of energy
within the cell.

Context: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires students to ask
questions to investigate and provide
explanations. The mode of response
for these assessment items is multiple
choice, and the items do not meet the
GSE in context since the student does
not apply the skill in an open-ended
context. The items require the student
to select the right answers from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires the student to

use knowledge and conceptual
understanding to investigate and
provide explanations about the roles
of photosynthesis and respiration in
relation to the cycling of water and
flow of energy. The student must recall
information and processes to select the
correct responses to the assessment
items (Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Biology

GA.9-12.SB2.b
Construct an
argument based on
evidence to support
the claim that
inheritable genetic
variations may
result from:

new genetic
combinations
through meiosis
(crossing over,
nondisjunction);
non-lethal errors
occurring during
replication
(insertions,
deletions,
substitutions);
and/or

heritable
mutations
caused by
environmental
factors
(radiation,
chemicals, and
viruses).

2018-2019 RCK12

Biology Benchmark 2 — items 19 and 20

19. Experimental data shows that an increase in
radiation exposure causes an increase in offspring
with genetic abnormalities. Explain what causes these
genetic abnormalities.

Space for student response

20. Which best describes a genetic mutation to a
sequence of DNA that changes the way the sequence is
read?

A. silent
B. intron
C. frameshift
D. elongation

Content: Aligned

The GSE and both items require the
student to support a claim of inheritable
genetic variations resulting from a
given cause.

Context of #19: Aligned

Item #19 matches the GSE in context in
that it requires the student to construct
an argument for causes of genetic
variations.

Context of #20: Inadequately
Aligned

The mode of response for this
assessment item is multiple choice,

and the item does not meet the GSE in
context since the student does not apply
the skill in an open-ended context. The
item requires the student to select the
right answers from the four possibilities
given.

Cognition of Item #19: Aligned
The GSE and this item are matched
in cognition in that both require

the student to use information or
conceptual knowledge to construct an
argument for making a claim about
inheritable genetic variations (Skill/
Concept).

Cognition of Item #20: Inadequately
Aligned

This item requires the student to recall
information about genetic mutations but
does not require the student to construct
an argument (Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.7 (continued)
Internal Consistency of Sample Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology
Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Biology
GA.9-12.SB4.c 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Aligned
Construct an Biology Benchmark 3 — items 9, 10, and 11 The GSE and both assessment items
argument supported |9. Which of the following is NOT a similarity between |are a match in that they focus on
by empirical viruses and living organisms? knowing characteristics of viruses and
evidence to compare | A. the ability to respond to the environment organisms.
and contr'as‘F the B. the ab1l1ty to survive crystallization Context: Inadequately Aligned
characteristics C. the ability to evolve
. o The mode of response for these
of viruses and D. the ability to grow . . . .
organisms. ’ ' o . assessmfznt items is multiple ch01ce.,
10. Which best describes why a virus is not a living and the items do not meet the GSE in
organism? context since the student does not apply
A. Viruses contain only DNA. the skill in an open-ended context. The
B. Viruses contain only RNA. items require the student to select the
C. Viruses are not cells and can only reproduce inside |right answers from the four possibilities
a host cell. given.

D. Viruses do not contain any genetic material and

cannot evolve. Cognition: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to use

11. According to cell theory, viruses are not strategic thinking to construct an

living organisms. What component of cell theory argument supported by evidence to
differentiates viruses from living organisms? compare and contrast characteristics of
A. Viruses do not grow and reproduce. viruses and organisms. The assessment
B. Viruses are not composed of one or more cells. items require the student to use

C. Viruses respond and adapt to their environment. knowledge and conceptual information
D. Viruses are the basic unit of structure and function | (Skill/Concept).

in living things.

Source: Science curriculum documents found in RCSS Rubicon Atlas; Benchmark Assessments with Benchmark Blueprints provided

The following observations can be made from Exhibit 2.4.7 regarding the analysis of 27 draft science benchmark
assessment items:

Grades 5 and 8

»  Sixfifth grade assessment items were analyzed for congruency with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.
Five of the six assessment items were adequately aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence for
content. Only one of the five assessment items found aligned for content was also aligned for context
and cognition. Although one benchmark assessment item was found aligned for content, context, and
cognition, it was not deeply aligned in that the range of the content, the types of cognition, and multiple
assessment contexts were not present in the assessment benchmark items.

* Seven cighth grade assessment items were analyzed for congruency with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence. Two items were aligned for content, but neither was aligned for context or cognition.

* The mode of response required for the fifth and eighth grade assessment items is multiple choice, with
the student selecting the correct response from four possibilities. In comparison, the Georgia Standards
of Excellence require students to think and operate in open-ended real-life situations and contexts.
Multiple choice also prevents students from showing their thinking and actual mastery of the standard.
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High School Physical Science and Biology

Six Physical Science assessment items were analyzed for congruency with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence. All six were aligned for content but were not aligned for context or cognition.

All eight Biology benchmark assessment items analyzed for congruency with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence were aligned for content, but only one assessment item was found aligned also in context
and cognition. The one benchmark assessment item found aligned for content, context, and cognition
was not deeply aligned in that the range of the content, the types of cognition, and multiple assessment
contexts were not present in the assessment benchmark items.

The mode of response for most Physical Science and Biology assessment items is multiple choice,
which is not aligned with the open-ended responses required in the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

In analyzing high school Physical Science and Biology benchmark assessment items for Depth of
Knowledge, reviewers found eight items (57%) that require Level I Recall/Reproduction and six items
(43%) requiring Level 11 Skill/Concept. No high school science assessment items reviewed required
Level III Strategic Thinking or Level IV Extended Thinking as described in the Depth of Knowledge
framework.

Exhibit 2.4.8 summarizes the analyses of alignment of science benchmark assessment items to GSEs.

Exhibit 2.4.8

Summary of Analyses of Draft Science Benchmark Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Grades 5, 8, Physical Science, and Biology
Richmond County School System

Fall 2017
Content Context Cognition
Grade Level/ A# Items Congruent Congruent Conggruent
Course nalyzed 4 % 4 % 4 %
Grade 5 6 5 83 1 17 1 17
Grade 8 7 2 29 0 0 0 0
Physical Science 6 6 100 0 0 0 0
Biology 8 8 100 1 13 1 13
Total 27 21 78 2 7 2 7

Exhibit 2.4.8 indicates the following:

L]

Twenty-seven draft science benchmark assessment items were compared to the Georgia Standards of
excellence for content, context, and cognition congruence.

Twenty-one (78%) of the 27 draft science assessment items analyzed were congruent with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for content.

Two (7%) of the 27 draft science assessment items were found to be congruent for context with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Two (7%) of the 27 draft science assessment items were found to be congruent for cognition with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Two draft assessment items analyzed were found to be congruent with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for content, context, and cognition.

If the sample of draft science benchmark assessment items analyzed is representative of science benchmark
assessment items available, the assessment items were insufficiently aligned with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence to provide feedback needed for instructional decision making.
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Draft Social Studies Benchmark Alignment

The reviewers analyzed draft social studies benchmark assessment items, which were identified as linked to
the Georgia Standards of Excellence. Draft social studies benchmark assessment items linked to three Georgia
Standards of Excellence were selected randomly for grades 5, 8, and the courses U.S. History and Economics.
In circumstances where more than one assessment item was listed for a given Georgia Standards of Excellence,
reviewers included as many items as appropriate for analysis. The Economics course has only one End of
Course exam. As a result, all three Economics assessment items were sclected from this one exam.

Exhibit 2.4.9 displays the results of the reviewers’ analysis of the congruency of selected draft social studies
benchmark assessments items for grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics.

Exhibit 2.4.9

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

improves standards of
living (such as how
specific economies in
the north and south
developed at the
beginning of the 20
century).

1. In October of 1908, Henry Ford’s company completed
production on the Model T. The car was more affordable
than any on the market. Ford’s use of a moving assembly
line enabled him to produce thousands of cars every week.
With more automobiles available and prices lower than
ever before, many Americans bought their first cars.

How did the developments described in the text change life

in the United States?

1. by causing many Americans to lose their jobs due to
lower profits on cheaper cars

2. Dby causing people to live farther from their place of
employment and travel to work

3. Dby causing people to live in major metropolitan centers
and women to join the workforce

4. by causing many Americans to migrate from the
industrial North to rural areas of the South

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
SS5E1e 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Aligned
Describe how Fifth Grade Social Studies Benchmark 2 — item 1 The assessment item is aligned
specialization Read the text. Then answer the question that follows. with the grade level standard and

therefore is topologically aligned.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The standard requires the student
to describe the impact of the
specialization. The benchmark
item only requires the student to
select from a list; no description is
required.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The standard requires the student
to “describe,” while the benchmark
item only asks the student to
“identify” the best choice given
four options (Recall/Recognition).
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Exhibit 2.4.9 (continued)

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 5

SS5H6:
The student will

d. Identify Roosevelt,

2018-2019 RCK12

Fifth Grade Social Studies Benchmark 3 — item 4

4. Who were the leaders of the three major Axis Powers
during World War I1?

Stalin, Churchill,
Hirohito, Truman,

Mussolini, and Hitler.

A. Adolf Hitler, Joseph Goebbels, and Hermann Goring

B. Benito Mussolini, Adolf Hitler, and Hirohito

C. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, and Joseph
Stalin

D. Herbert Hoover, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Harry S.

Truman

Content: Aligned

The standard and the assessment
item match in content.
Additionally, the student must
discriminate between leaders of
both the Allied Nations and lesser
figures of the Axis Nations.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for this
assessment item is multiple choice,
and the item does not meet the GSE
in context since the item requires
the student to select the right
answers from the four possibilities
given.

Cognition: Aligned

Students are asked to “identify”
in both the standard and the
benchmark assessment items
(Recall/Recognition).

SS5H9:

The student will
trace important
developments in
America since 1975.

A.

Describe U.S.
involvement in
world events;
include efforts

to bring peace

to the Middle
East, the collapse
of the Soviet
Union, Persian
Gulf, and the
War on Terrorism
in response to
September 22,
2001.

2018-2019 RCK12

Fifth Grade Social Studies Benchmark 4 — item 15

15. Which THREE statements about the attacks of
September 11, 2001, and their impact on the United States,
are correct?

A. The attacks were carried out by members of al-Qaeda
based in Afghanistan.

B. The attacks led to a reorganization of cabinet-level
government agencies.

C. The attacks occurred during the presidency of Barack
Obama.

D. George W. Bush was president when the attacks
occurred.

E. Saddam Hussein was responsible for planning and
funding the attacks.

F.  The United States captured the man who planned the

attacks in Afghanistan.

Content: Aligned

The standards and benchmark

item both require students to

have a basic understanding of
events surrounding the events and
subsequent actions from September
11, 2001.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The standard requires the student
to describe events surrounding
September 11, 2001. However, the
assessment item is multiple choice
and asks student to select from

a given list with no description
required.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The standard asks the student

to trace and describe, while the
benchmark item asks students to
identify (Recall/Recognition).
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Exhibit 2.4.9 (continued)

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Grade 8

SS8G1:

The student will

A. Evaluate the
impact of climate

2018-2019 RCK12

Eighth Grade Social Studies Benchmark 1 — item 2
Look at the chart of the average monthly precipitation in
Georgia. Then answer the question that follows.

Content: Aligned

The standard and assessment item
match in content in that they both
require the student to evaluate

on Georgia Georgia Average Precipitation By Month the impact of climate on Georgia
development , development.
g g — Context: Inadequately Aligned
"g . — The mode of response for this
g3 — assessment item is multiple choice,
g2 and the item does not meet the GSE
a in context since the item requires
0 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec the student to select the correct
Mo answer from the four possibilities
given.
Which conclusion about the development of Georgia’s . .
agricultural economy can be drawn from this data? Cogpition: Inade;quately Aligned
A. Ample precipitation during most of the growing season The standard requires the s'tudent
makes the state ideal for agriculture. to demfmstrate understandmg a“q
B. Farmers must rely on irrigation from wells and draw his/her own conclusion, while
reservoirs to supply water for most of the year. the assessment item has'the student
C. The low amount of precipitation in October and select thp response that is the b.est
November means agricultural production is limited. conglusmn based on the data given
D. Relatively heavy precipitation in the winter months (Skill/Concept).
creates flooding in the fields when the snow melts.
SS8HS: 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Inadequately Aligned

The student will
analyze the important
events that occurred
after World War I
and their impact on
Georgia.

A. Describe the
impact of the
boll weevil
and drought on
Georgia.

Eighth Grade Social Studies Benchmark 2 — item 19

19. Though the boll weevil infestation of the early 1900s

had a number of damaging effects on the state of Georgia,

it played an important role in

A. the birth of the environmental conservation movement.

B. the opening of rural lands throughout the state for
settlement.

C. the growth of cities such as Atlanta due to an influx of
sharecroppers and tenant farmers.

D. the deregulation of major industries as a means by
which to encourage rapid industrialization.

The standard and the assessment
item match in content for the
effects of the boll weevil, but not
drought. No other assessment
items on this examination assessed
for the effects of drought. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.9 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
SS8H12: 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Inadequately Aligned

The student will

d. Evaluate the effect
of the 1996 Olympic
Games on Georgia.

e. Evaluate the

Eighth Grade Social Studies Benchmark 3 — item 13
13. In the lead-up to the 1996 Summer Olympics,

immigrants in the city of Atlanta played a significant role in

providing the

A.

investment needed to revitalize the city’s downtown
area.

While the content of SS8H12e,
the effect of the 1996 Olympic
Games on Georgia, is incorporated
into the assessment item, the
content of SS§H12d focuses on
the importance of new immigrant

importance of B. labor necessary for massive improvements to the city’s | communities to the growth and

new immigrant infrastructure. economy of Georgia. Because

communities to the C. investment needed to complete new housing projects | content of the assessment is

growth and economy throughout the city. inadequately aligned with one

of Georgia. D. labor necessary to allow farms to keep up with the of the sections of the standard,
demands of city restaurants. reviewers go no further with

analysis of context and cognition.
U.S. History
SSUSH4: 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Inadequately Aligned

Explain the reason
for and significance
of the French alliance

U.S. History Benchmark 1 — item 14
14. Why did France support the United States during the
Revolutionary War? Select all that apply.

The standard requires the student
to explain BOTH the reason for
the alliance and the roles of two

and foreign assistance | A. France wanted to expand the slave trade into the key players. The question only
and the roles of Americas. asks for the reason for the alliance.
Benjamin Franklin B. France desired a profitable trade relationship between | Because content is inadequately
and Marquis de the two nations. aligned, reviewers go no further
Lafayette. C. France was unhappy about the territory it lost to Great | with analysis of context and
Britain during the French and Indian War. cognition.
D. France was interested in establishing an independent
French state in the American West.
E. France was concerned about the growing power of
Great Britain.
SSUSH9: 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Aligned

e. Describe the
significance of
the Emancipation
Proclamation

U.S. History Benchmark 2 — item 16

16. In what way was the issuing of the Emancipation
Proclamation an attempt to hurt the war effort of the
Confederacy?

A.

B.

By offering amnesty to Confederate deserters, the
Confederate Army would rapidly decrease in size.

By encouraging slaves to flee North, the Confederacy
would lose a key source of labor for the war effort.
By freeing all slaves held in the United States, the
Union hoped to attract more soldiers to its cause.

By establishing abolition as a goal of the Union, the
Union was able to gain the support of Great Britain.

The standard and assessment item
are aligned.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The assessment item does not
require the student to provide

a description as stated in the
standard, only to select from a
multiple-choice option.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The standard requires a description,
while the assessment item has the
student select an answer from a
provided list of options (Recall/
Recognition).
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Exhibit 2.4.9 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
U.S. History
SSUSH19: 2018-2019 RCK12 Content: Aligned

d. Describe the

war mobilization,

as indicated by
rationing, war time
conversion, and the
role of women in war
industries.

U.S. History Benchmark 3 — items 29 and 30
29. Look at the poster created by the War Production
Board in 1942. Then answer the question that follows.

w CanDo It!

What was the U.S. government’s ultimate aim with regard
to this poster?

A. to motivate women to join the military

B. to motivate women to work in manufacturing

C. to convince Americans that the draft was necessary

D. to convince Americans to support joining World War II

30. Read the text from Executive Order 8802, issued by
President Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1941. Then answer the
question that follows.

Whereas it is the policy of the United States to encourage
full participation in the national defense program by

all citizens of the United States, regardless of race,

creed, color, or national origin, in the firm belief that the
democratic way of life within the Nation can be defended
successfully only with the help and support of all groups
within its borders. ..

What motivated President Roosevelt to issue this executive

order?

A. the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor

B. the passage of the Selective Service Act

C. the march on Washington proposed by A. Philip
Randolph

D. the stock market crash at the start of the Great
Depression

The assessment items #29 and
#30, taken together, match the
expectation of the standard.
Therefore, these assessment items
are topologically aligned.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The mode of response for the
assessment items is multiple choice
and does not meet the standard
expectation that is to describe.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
Both assessment items require

the student to identify (Recall/
Recognition), while the standard
asks students to describe or infer
(Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.9 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GSE Benchmark Assessment Alignment Analysis
Economics
SSEMA3: 2017-2018 Content: Inadequately Aligned

The student will
explain how the
government uses
fiscal policy to
promote price

Mock Economics EOC —item 7

7. In the late 1970s, inflation rates in the United States rose
dramatically, peaking at over 13%. In response, the Federal
Reserve raised interest rates to nearly 20%. What type of
policy was this action?

The assessment item asks the
student what type of policy an
action is. The standard has three
parts, none of which are aligned
with the assessment item. One part

stability, full A. expansionary fiscal policy asks the student to explain how the
employment, and B. contractionary fiscal policy government uses fiscal policy to
economic growth. C. expansionary monetary policy promote things. One part asks the
A. Define fiscal D. contractionary monetary policy student to define fiscal policy, anq
. the last part has the student explain
policy . .
government taxing and spending.
B. Explain the Because content of the assessment
governments taxing is inadequately aligned with all of
and spending the parts of the standard, reviewers
decisions. go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.
SSEPF4: 2017-2018 Content: Inadequately Aligned

The student will
evaluate the costs
and benefits of using
credit.

a. List factors
that affect credit
worthiness.

c. Explain the
difference between
simple and compound
interest rates.

Mock Economics EOC — item 14

14. Kuria is a longtime customer of Middlebury Bank and

has a savings account with the bank. She recently took out

a car loan from the same bank. Which of the following is

MOST LIKELY true?

A. The interest rate on the car loan over the entire term of
the loan is lower than the interest rate on her savings
account.

B. The interest rate on the car loan over the entire term of
the loan is higher than the interest rate on her savings
account.

C. The bank decreased the interest rate on her car loan

because she has a savings account with the bank.

The bank increased the interest rate on her savings

account because she took out a car loan from the bank.

The standard has three parts. They
ask the student about costs and
benefits of using credit, factors
that affect credit worthiness, and
the difference between simple

and compound interest rates. The
assessment item does not ask

the student directly about the
difference between simple and
compound interest rates. Because
the content of the assessment is
inadequately aligned with all of the
parts of the standard, reviewers go
no further with analysis of context
and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.9 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Benchmark Assessment Items

To Georgia Standards of Excellence

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System
October 2017

GSE

Benchmark Assessment

Alignment Analysis

Economics

SSEF1:

The student will
explain why limited
productive resources
and unlimited wants
result in scarcity...
and define scarcity as
a basic condition that
exists when unlimited
wants exceed
productive resources.

2017-2018

Mock Economics EOC — item 40

40. Which of the following statements about the impact of
scarcity in every economic system is correct?

A.

B.

It imposes limitations not only on households,
businesses, and governments, but also on whole
nations.

It imposes limitations primarily on local and state
governments as opposed to the national government,
which is typically unaffected.

Households rarely experience the effects of scarcity,
which primarily affects business and government
affairs.

Businesses benefit from scarcity, which allows them
to expand the reach of their operations, while scarcity
causes households to suffer.

Content: Aligned

The assessment asks students to not
only understand scarcity but also its
impact on economic systems.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The standard requires students

to explain and define, while the
assessment only asks students to
identify the correct response from
four possibilities.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The standard requires that students
explain why. Students are asked

to recall information about scarcity
(Recall/Recognition).

provided

Source: Social studies curriculum documents found in RCSS Rubicon Atlas; Benchmark Assessments with Benchmark Blueprints

The following observations can be made from Exhibit 2.4.9 regarding analyses of 13 draft social studies
benchmark assessment items:

» All three of the fifth grade social studies assessment items analyzed were aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for content. One assessment item was also found to be aligned for cognition
but not for context.

» Of the three eighth grade social studies assessment items analyzed, one was aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for content but was not aligned for context or cognition.

* Three of four U.S. History assessment items analyzed were aligned with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for content, but none were aligned for context or cognition.

*  Only one of the three Economics assessment items analyzed was aligned for content, but it was not
aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence for context or cognition.

* None of the social studies assessment items analyzed were found to be aligned in all three dimensions
of content, context, and cognition with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.
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Exhibit 2.4.10 summarizes the analyses of social studies benchmark assessment items’ alignment to the Georgia
Standards of Excellence.

Exhibit 2.4.10

Congruency of Social Studies Assessment Items
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U. S. History, and Economics
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Content Context Cognition
Grade Level/ A# Items Congruent Congruent Cor;ggruent
Course nalyzed 4 % 4 % 4 %
Grade 5 3 3 100 0 0 1 33
Grade 8 3 1 33 0 0 0 0
U.S. History 4 3 75 0 0 0 0
Economics 3 1 0 0 0 0 0
Total 13 8 62 0 0 1 8

Exhibit 2.4.10 indicates the following:

» Thirteen draft social studies assessment items were compared to the Georgia Standards of Excellence
for content, context, and cognition congruence.

* Eight (62%) of the draft social studies assessment items were congruent with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for content.

* None of the draft social studies assessment items were congruent with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for context.

*  One (8%) of the draft social studies assessment items analyzed was found to be aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence for cognition.

If the social studies benchmark assessment items analyzed are representative of the social studies benchmark
assessment items available, the assessment items are insufficiently aligned with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence to provide feedback needed for instructional decision making.

Exhibit 2.4.11 summarizes reviewers’ analyses of 78 benchmark assessment items for alignment in content,
context, and cognition with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Exhibit 2.4.11

Summary of Analyses of Benchmark Assessment Items for Alignment
To the Georgia Standards of Excellence
Richmond County School System

Fall 2017
Total # Content Context Cognition
Subject/Course Items Congruent Congruent Congruent
Analyzed # % # % # %
Language Arts 16 4 25 0 0 0 0
Mathematics 22 14 64 3 14 3 14
Science 27 21 78 2 7 2 7
Social Studies 13 8 62 0 0 1 8
Totals 78 47 60 5 6 6 8
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As can be noted in_ Exhibit 2.4.11:

* Reviewers analyzed 78 district benchmark assessment items for alignment with the Georgia Standards
of Excellence.

*  Sixty percent of the assessment items analyzed were found to be congruent with the Georgia Standards
of Excellence for content.

*  Five (6%) of the assessment items analyzed were found to be congruent with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for context.

*  Six (8%) of the assessment items analyzed were found to be congruent with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence for cognition.

*  Ofthe 78 assessment items analyzed, only five (6%) were found to be topologically aligned for content,
context, and cognition with the Georgia Standards of Excellence. The five assessment items found
aligned on all three dimensions of content, context, and cognition were not found to be deeply aligned
due to the lack of assessment items that extended the range of content, cognition, or assessment contexts.

Overall, reviewers found a majority (94%) of the benchmark assessment items analyzed were not fully aligned
with the Georgia Standards of Excellence and did not provide a one-to-one match of the content, context,
and cognition requirement with each learning standard. The multiple-choice nature of the majority of the
assessment items prevented adequate alignment to the standards.

III. Congruence of the Richmond County School System Adopted Textbooks with the Georgia Standards
of Excellence (GSE)

The reviewers used the Georgia Standards of Excellence and teachers’ editions of district-adopted textbooks
provided by district administrators to analyze the congruence of suggested teacher strategies and student
activities found in the commercially produced resources against the randomly selected Georgia Standards of
Excellence. Exhibits 2.4.12 through 2.4.20 present the reviewers’ analyses of the congruence of district adopted
textbooks to the Georgia Standards of Excellence for content, context, and cognition.

Language Arts Instructional Resources Alignment

Reviewers examined the alignment of language arts instructional activities and resources in teachers’ editions
of district adopted textbooks identified as linked to the Georgia Standards of Excellence, state Common Core,
or Georgia Performance Standards at grades 3, 5, 8, and 9. Reviewers selected, at random, three instructional
activities or strategies from the teacher’s edition of the district-adopted textbook for the given course, linked to
the Georgia Standards of Excellence, to analyze. An analysis of the congruence of the resources for the course
American Literature is not included in this report as at the time of the review a copy of the teachers’ edition of
American Literature was not made available.

Exhibit 2.4.12 displays the reviewers’ analyses of a sample of language arts instructional strategies and resource
activities compared to the Georgia Standards for Excellence for grades 3, 5, §, and 9.

Richmond County School System System Review Page 191



Exhibit 2.4.12

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 3
ELAGSE3RI7 Benchmark Literacy Common Core Grade 3. Page Content: Aligned

Use information gained
from illustrations (e.g.,
maps, photographs)
and the words in a

text to demonstrate
understanding of the
text (e.g., where, when,
why, and how key
events occur.

N/A, identified as Unit 5/Day One

[Teacher Strategy]

Teacher introduces the comprehension strategy of making
inferences by sharing this example: 4 boy named Eric
asked his friend Matt to go swimming with him, Matt said
he could not go because he did not know how to swim.
Eric did not see Matt for several weeks because Matt went
to summer camp. When Matt returned, he invited Eric to
go swimming, and they swam together.

Students are asked what could be inferred or figured out
about how Matt changed while he was away. Students are
asked to share their inferences.

Teacher displays the comprehension poster Celebration,
and draws students’ attention to the fireworks.

Students are instructed to make an inference about the
reason for the fireworks in the picture. The teacher points
out that the title of the poster, “Celebration,” can help them
make an inference.

Students are asked to tell which details in the photo
and what connections they made helped them make an
inference about the reason for the fireworks.

The GSE and the activity match
in content as both require

the student to demonstrate
understanding of text by using
information gained from an
illustration to explain.

Context: Partially Aligned
The activity requires the student
to make observations about

a photograph and to use the
label on the picture to make an
inference about why the event
is occurring. This activity only
engages the student verbally,
although the standard isn’t
explicitly limited to only verbal
demonstration of the skill.
Therefore, this approach only
partially aligns to the standard
in context, as no writing is
involved.

Cognition: Partially Aligned
The GSE and the activity require
the student to use information

in student thinking that requires
recall (Recall/Reproduction).

ELAGSE3L1b
Form and use regular
and irregular plural
nouns.

Benchmark Literacy Common Core Grade 3, page 2,
[Teacher Strategy]

Students are introduced to the comprehension strategy of
sequence of events. The teacher gives an example of their
morning routine before coming to school modeling the use
of signal words, such as first, next, then, and last.

Teacher asks students what things they do every day before
coming to school. Students are asked to think about the
order in which they do these things.

Teacher asks students to ‘turn and talk’ to a partner and
share at least three things they do every morning and the
order in which they do them.

Content: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires the student

to form and use regular and
irregular plural nouns. The
activity requires the student

to demonstrate understanding
of sequence of events without
reference to regular or irregular
nouns. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers
go no further with analysis of
context and cognition. It should
be noted, however, that the
student activity is oral in nature,
while the standard suggests both
verbal and written contexts.
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Exhibit 2.4.12 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 3
ELAGSE3RLY: Benchmark Literacy Common Core Grade 3, page 6 Content: Inadequately Aligned

Compare and contrast
the themes, settings, and
plots of stories written
by the same author
about the same or
similar characters (e.g.,
in books from a series).

[Teacher Strategy]

Students briefly summarize what they have learned the
previous day about pourquoi tales. Teacher displays and
reviews the Features of a Pourquoi Tale chart.

Teacher reads aloud and discusses two pourquoi tales
“How Red Bird Got Her Color” and “How Rainbow
Serpent Made the World”. Teacher instructs students to
identify cause and effect relationships as they read to better
understand the story and asks text dependent questions to
ensure student understanding.

Teacher introduces the Pourquoi Tales Poster 3 to
demonstrate how the two tales can be compared and
contrasted. Students are directed to analyze the characters,
the structure of each tale and the important themes the tales
communicate. The teacher uses the questions on the poster
to launch students’ discussion and records students’ ideas
on the chart.

The GSE requires that the
student compare and contrast
themes, settings, and plots of
stories written by the same
author about the same or similar
characters. The activity requires
the student to recall how the two
stories are the same and how
they are different. The stories

in the activity are not by the
same author. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers
go no further with analysis of
context and cognition. However,
it should be noted that the
context of student engagement is
verbal; no explicit requirement
for writing is included.

Grade 5

ELAGSESRL3:
Compare and contrast
two or more characters,
settings, or events in a
story or drama, drawing
on specific details in
the text (e.g., how
characters interact).

Benchmark Literacy Common Core Edition Grade 5,
Volume 2, page 7

[Teacher Strategy]

[Students will have previously read “Mystery of the
Creaking Stairs”.]

Students are directed to silently reread “Mystery of the
Missing Raffle Ticket.”

When students have finished their reading the teacher
displays Mystery Poster 4 and begins a discussion about
how mysteries can be compared and contrasted by
analyzing characters, setting and key events.

The teacher uses the questions on the poster to begin
students’ discussion. Students’ ideas are recorded on the
poster. Students are required to support their compare and
contrast statements with quotes directly from the two texts.

Content: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires the student

to compare and contrast two

or more characters, settings

or events in a story or drama,
drawing on specific details in the
text. The activity requires the
students to compare and contrast
two different texts of the same
genre. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers
go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.12 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
ELAGSESRI2: Benchmark Literacy Common Core Edition Grade 5, | Content: Inadequately Aligned

Determine two or more
main ideas of a text
and explain how they
are supported by key
details; summarize the
text.

Volume 2, page 11

[Teacher Strategy]

[Students reread and analyze the persuasive essay “Words
of a Patriot: “We Must Be Independent!”.]

After students have reread the essay the teacher guides a
discussion about how the essay writer has used reasons and
evidence to support his point of view about the colonists
separating from England.

Students are required to identify the author’s arguments
and reasons, as well as supporting evidence. The teacher
records students’ citations on a T-chart like the sample
below.

Problem: The British rule the colonies and impose
rules and taxes without giving them representation.
Position: The colonists should fight the British to
become free.

Audience: other colonists

Arguments
for Position

Evidence to Support
Argument

Both the GSE and the activity
require the student to determine
two or more main ideas
[arguments] in the text and

to identify in detail how the
arguments are supported. The
GSE also requires the student
to summarize the text, but the
activity does not. Because the
content is inadequately aligned,
the reviewers go no further
with analysis of context and
cognition. However, it should
be noted that the context of
student engagement is verbal; no
explicit requirement for writing
is included. The teacher is the
one writing down students’
citations, not the students.

ELAGSESRI1

Quote accurately from

a text when explaining
what the text says
explicitly and when
drawing inferences from
the text.

Benchmark Literacy Common Core Edition Grade 5,
Volume 2, page 8

[Student Activity]

Instructions: Today you’re going to practice reading and
drawing conclusions about a text. Remember to use what
you’ve learned. You can make inferences about the text to
help you.

Students read the worksheet and are instructed to write

a conclusion based on the evidence they cite. The
teacher instructs students to underline, circle, or flag key
information as they read. The worksheet is a short article
entitled “The World’s Oceans”. The worksheet has a
graphic of a world map with the oceans labeled. There
are two text boxes for writing, labeled Evidence and
Conclusion.

Content: Inadequately
Aligned

The GSE requires the student
to show that he/she can

quote accurately from a text,
explaining what the text says
explicitly. The activity has
the student draw conclusions,
but not quote the text. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further

with analysis of context and
cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.12 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
8.RL1 Georgia Collections Teacher’s Edition Grade 8, page | Content: Aligned
Cite the textual 230 The GSE and the activity match

evidence that most
strongly supports an
analysis of what the text
says explicitly as well
as inferences drawn
from the text.

[Teacher Strategy]
[Students have read the poem “Hanging Fire” by Audre
Lorde]

Review that the speaker in a poem is the voice that talks
to readers. From evidence in the poem, readers can make
inferences about the speaker.

Students are instructed to reread lines 24-35.

Ask what they can infer about the speaker and what
evidence supports the inference.

(The speaker is overly dramatic and sees herself as

persecuted and misunderstood Evidence: “Nobody ever
stops to think/about my side of it ”; “why do I have to
be/the one/wearing braces”; “I have nothing to wear

tomorrow”)

in content as both require the
student to cite text evidence in
support of an analysis of what
the text says explicitly and
inferences made from the text.

Context: Partially Aligned
The activity requires students to
read a poem, make an inference
about the speaker based on what
is explicitly stated in the poem,
and cite supporting evidence for
the inference they draw from
the text. This is a partial match
to the GSE. The students are
not explicitly asked to write

out their findings; this activity
could be conducted orally only.
Without also requiring response
in written form, the activity only
partially aligns to the standard.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE and activity both
require the student to use
information to make inferences
requiring skill/concept (Skill/
Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.12 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
ELAGSES.L3a Georgia Collections Teacher’s Edition Grade 8, page | Content: Inadequately Aligned

Use verbs in the active
and passive voice

and in the conditional
and subjunctive

mood to achieve
particular effects

(e.g., emphasizing the
actor or the action;
expressing uncertainty
or describing a state
contrary to fact).

70.
[Student Activity]

[Prior to this activity student will have defined active and
passive voice, identified examples and discussed effective
use of active and passive voice. Definitions and examples
would be charted by the teacher using the graphic below.]

Definition | Examples | Use To...

Active
Voice

Passive
Voice

The teacher uses examples from The Latehomecomer by
Kalia Kao Yang to demonstrate how the author uses active
and passive voice to show whether its subject performs or
receives the action expressed by a verb The teacher cites
several verb forms and charts the example by category.

[Instruction to the student] Identify the voice of the verb in

each sentence and tell if the subject performs or receives
the action. Then rewrite the sentence in a different voice.
The people of Laos were affected by the Vietnam War.
The war changed their country and their lives forever.
New leaders took harsh actions against the Hmong

1.
2.
3.

people.

The Hmong were uprooted from their homes by the
war and its aftermath.

Both the GSE and activity
require the student to use

verbs in the active and passive
voice; however, the GSE also
requires the student to use
verbs in the conditional and
subjunctive mood as well to
achieve particular effects.
Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further
with analysis of context and
cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.12 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
ELAGSESRI3 Georgia Collections Teacher’s Edition Grade 8, page | Content: Aligned

Analyze how a text
makes connections
among and distinctions
between individuals,
ideas, or events (e.g.,
through comparisons,
analogies, or
categories).

43,

[Student Activity]

[Students will have read the article, “A Place to Call
Home”.] The teacher explains that graphs provide visual
support for the data and conclusions in the text. The
information provided in the circle graph is reviewed with
the students.

Student instructions: Analyze and explain the connection
between the circle graph and the authors’ conclusion in
lines 40-41 that “Immigrants buy in to American society.”

The content of the activity and
the GSE match as they both
require the student to analyze
how a text makes connections to
and distinctions between ideas.

Context: Aligned

The activity requires the student
to break down [analyze] the
circle graph, read to understand
the author’s conclusions about
how “Immigrants buy in to
American society,” and then
explain the connections between
the circle graph [graph depicts
survey results of immigrants
views on American society]

and the text. The context of the
activity and the GSE match.

Cognition: Aligned

The activity requires the student
to examine and analyze and
compare the text and circle
graph and explain the connection
between the two. This is a match
with the GSE requiring Skill/
Concept.
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Exhibit 2.4.12 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 9
ELAGSE9-10RL1 Pearson Literature, Teacher’s Edition, Grade 9, page Content: Aligned

Cite strong and
thorough textual
evidence to support
analysis of what the text
says explicitly as well
as inferences drawn
from the text.

15.
[St

udent Activity]

Students are to do a close reading of the story “The Jade
Peony” by Wayson Choy. Following the reading students

are
1.

to answer the comprehension questions below:
(a) Citing details from the story, explain who gave
the grandmother her first wind chime. (b) Using this
information, explain why the making of wind chimes
was so important to the grandmother in her later years.
(a) What is the main conflict between the grandmother
and her family? (b) How is this conflict resolved?
(a) How do Sek-Lung’s reactions to his grandmother’s
activities differ from those of other family members?
(b) How do you account for these differences? Cite
details from the story to support your ideas.
Write a brief, objective summary of the story. Describe
the important characters, events, and details but do not
state your opinion.

Both the GSE and the activity
require the student to analyze
what the text says explicitly,
as well as inferences drawn
from the text, and to cite
textual evident to support their
understanding.

Context: Aligned

The activity requires the

student to read a story

closely and demonstrate their
comprehension of the text,
answering a number of questions
in writing in which they are to
cite textual evidence to support
analysis and inferences drawn
from the text. The context of the
activity and the GSE match.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE and the activity ask
the student to use information
to summarize, compare, and
draw conclusions that require
Strategic Thinking.
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Exhibit 2.4.12 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Language Arts, Grades 3, 5, 8, and 9
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 9
ELAGSE9-10RL4 Pearson Literature, Teacher’s Edition, Grade 9, page Content: Aligned

Determine the meaning
of words and phrases as
they are used in the text,
including figurative and
connotative meanings;
analyze the cumulative
impact of specific word
choices on meaning

and tone (e.g., how the
language evokes a sense
of time).

334,

[Student Activity]

Students have read and discussed the poems “Uncoiling”

and “A Voice” by Pat Mora. Teacher has directed the

students to apply the close reading strategies they have
learned as they read the poems multiple times.] Students
are directed to analyze the text by answering the following
questions:

1. In“Uncoiling,” what words and phrases, including
examples of figurative language, does Mora use to
describe the storm? (b) What is the effect of these
choices? Explain.

2. In“Uncoiling,” how do the sounds used in the lines
‘sound, spins herself/to sleep, sand stinging her ankles’
emphasize the actions described?

3. (a) Identify one simile and one metaphor in “A Voice”.
(b) What action does each example describe?

4. In “A Voice,” the speaker describes the mother’s voice
as being “spunky as a peacock”. What meaning does
this comparison suggest?

This activity is topologically
aligned with the GSE in most
cases, determining meaning

of words and phrases as they
are used in the text. Number
seven (7) does have the student
identify a simile and state

the action that the example
describes.

Context: Aligned

The activity requires the same
mode of response as the GSE,
indicating the context of the
item is the same, if the activity is
completed in writing.

Cognition: Aligned

The activity requires the student
to interpret and use context to
determine the meaning of words
and phrases as they are used in a
text. This is a match to the GSE
requiring Skill/Concept.

ELAGSE9-10L4
Determine or clarify the
meaning of unknown
and multiple-meaning
words and phrases
based on grades 9-10
reading and content,
choosing flexibly from a
range of strategies

Pearson Literature, Teacher’s Edition, Grade 9, page
154.

[Student Activity]

Student will have read and discussed Julia Alvarez’ essay
“My English”. Prior to the language study students are
informed that:

The following passages appear in the essay. Identify the
root in each boldfaced word. For each, explain what the
root means and how that meaning is evident in the word.

We lived then in the Dominican republic, and the family as
a whole spoke only Spanish at home, until my sisters and I
started attending the Carol Morgan School, and we became
a bilingual family.

He enumerated geniuses who had perhaps used two
grains. ..

She had an expressive, dreamy look that was accentuated
by the wimple that framed her face.

Content: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires the student to
determine or clarify the meaning
of unknown and multiple-
meaning words and phrases. The
activity only requires the student
to determine the meaning of
specified words by determining
the root of each word. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further

with analysis of context and
cognition.

Sources: Benchmark Literacy Common Core Edition, Teacher s Edition Grade 3, Grade 5, Georgia Collections Teachers
Edition Grade 8,and Pearson Common Core Literature Georgia Teacher s Edition Grade 9 samples provided by RCSS district

administrators.
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Reviewers noted the following in Exhibit 2.4.12 about language arts resource activities referenced in district
adopted textbooks compared to the Georgia Standards of Excellence:

Grades 3 and 5

At the third grade level, only one of the three instructional activities and resources in the teachers
editions of the district’s adopted language arts textbook resource analyzed was aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence in content, and only partially aligned in context and cognitive types.

The third grade resource activity compared to ELAGSE3L1b was inadequately aligned in content.
The Georgia Standards of Excellence requires the student to form and use regular and irregular plural
nouns. The resource activity suggested in the curriculum document requires the student to demonstrate
an understanding of sequence of events and does not reference regular or irregular nouns.

The third grade resource activity compared to ELAGSE3RL9 was inadequately aligned in content.
The Georgia Standards of Excellence requires the student to compare and contrast themes, settings, and
plots of stories written by the same author about the same or similar characters. The resource activity
suggested asks the student to recall how two stories, by different authors, are the same or different.

At the fifth grade level, none of the instructional activities and resources in the teachers’ editions of the
district’s adopted language arts textbook resource were found to be aligned with the Georgia Standards
of Excellence.

The fifth grade resource activity compared to ELAGSESRL3 was inadequately aligned in context. The
Georgia Standards of Excellence requires the student to compare and contrast two or more characters,
settings, or events in a story or drama, drawing on details in the text. The resource activity asks the
student to compare and contrast two different texts of the same genre.

The fifth grade resource activity compared to ELAGSESRI2 was inadequately aligned in context. The
Georgia Standards of Excellence and the activity require the student to determine two or more main
ideas of a text and explain how they are supported by key details. The Georgia Standards of Excellence
also requires the student to summarize the text. The resource activity does not require the student to
summarize.

The fifth grade resource activity compared to ELAGSESRI1 was inadequately aligned in context. The
Georgia Standards of Excellence requires the student to quote accurately from text when explaining
what the test says explicitly and when drawing inferences from the text, while the resource activity
requires the student to draw conclusions about the text.

When reviewers examined the type of cognition required by students as they responded to the grades 3
and 5 language arts resource activities, they found all require only DOK Level I Recall/Reproduction;
no upper-level, more challenging types of cognition were present.

Grades 8 and 9

At both the eighth and ninth grade levels, two of the three instructional activities and resources in the
teachers’ edition of the district’s adopted language arts textbook resources analyzed were aligned with
the Georgia Standards of Excellence in content. The two ninth grade activities aligned in content also
aligned in context and cognitive type. Only one of the eighth grade activities that aligned in content
also aligned in context and cognitive type; the other only partially aligned in context and cognitive type.

One eighth grade resource activity compared to ELAGSES8.L3a was inadequately aligned in content.
Both the Georgia Standards of Excellence and the resource activity require the student to use verbs in
the active and passive voice. The Georgia Standards of Excellence additionally requires the student to
use verbs in the conditional and subjunctive mood.

One ninth grade resource activity compared to ELAGSE9-10L4 was inadequately aligned in content.
The resource activity requires the student to determine the meaning of words by determining the root
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of each word, while the Georgia Standards of Excellence expects the student to determine or clarify the
meaning of unknown and multiple-meaning words and phrases.

When reviewers examined the type of cognition required of eighth and ninth grade students as they
respond to language arts resource activities, they found three of the activities required students to
respond at DOK Level II: Skill/Concept and one required students to respond at DOK Level III:
Strategic Thinking. Overall, the type of cognition was low.

Exhibit 2.4.13 summarizes the analyses of language arts instructional resource activities to Georgia Standards

of Excellence.
Exhibit 2.4.13
Summary of Analyses of Language Arts Instructional Resource Activities
To Georgia Standards of Excellence
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Total # Content Context Cognition
Grade Level/ Items Congruent Congruent Cofgruent
Course Analyzed # % # % # %
Grade 3 3 1 33 0 0 0 0
Grade 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grade 8 3 2 67 1 33 2 67
Grade 9 3 2 67 2 67 2 67
Total 12 5 42% 3 25% 4 33%

Exhibit 2.4.13 indicates the following:

L]

Reviewers analyzed 12 suggested instructional strategies and activities, from district adopted language
arts resources, for alignment with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Five (42%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence in content.

Three (25%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be fully congruent
with the Georgia Standards of Excellence in context. The resources rarely aligned in context, especially
at the elementary level, because the majority of the student activities required only oral participation,
rather than requiring students to write. Being able to demonstrate mastery of the standards includes
doing so in a written as well as spoken form.

Four (33%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be fully congruent with
the Georgia Standards of Excellence in cognitive type.

Of the 12 strategies and activities analyzed, only three were congruent across all three dimensions of
content, context, and cognition type with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

If the student activities and suggested teacher instructional strategies sampled from district adopted language arts
textbooks are representatives of the overall alignment of textbooks with the Georgia Standards of Excellence,
then they are not sufficiently aligned as a teaching resource to guide instruction that is adequately aligned with
the rigor and demand of the state learning standards.

Mathematics Instructional Resources

Reviewers examined mathematics instructional activities and resources in teachers’ editions of district adopted
textbooks identified as linked to the Georgia Standard of Excellence for congruency at grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra
I, and Geometry. Reviewers selected, at random, three instructional activities or strategies from the teachers’
edition of the district-adopted textbook for the given course to analyze.
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Exhibit 2.4.14 displays reviewers’ analysis of a sample of mathematics instructional strategies and resources
compared to the Georgia Standards of Excellence for grades 2, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry.

Exhibit 2.4.14

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard | Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 3
MGSE3.0A.2 envision Math — Grade 3 Content: Aligned

Interpret whole number
quotients of whole numbers,
e.g., interpret 56 + 8 as the
number of objects in each
share when 56 objects are
partitioned equally into 8
shares (How many in each
group?), or as a number of
shares when 56 objects are
partitioned into equal shares
of 8 objects each (How many
groups can you make?). For
example, describe a context
in which a number of shares
or a number of groups can be
expressed as 56 + 8.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 172
Remind students that sharing equally
means that each person or group has the
same number of items or objects.

Students may have difficulty modeling a
division problem correctly. Help students
to complete Exercise 5. Show 18 counters
to represent marbles. Draw 6 boxes to
represent sacks. Place an equal number
of counters in each box. There are three
counters in each box, [sic] or 3 marbles in
each sack.

Student Activity, p. 172
Use counters or draw a picture to solve.

6. 36 stickers, 4 people
How many stickers for each person?

Student Activity, p. 175

14. Model Toni has 6 tulips and 6 daisies.
She wants to put 4 flowers in each vase.
Which number sentence shows how many
vases she needs?

A. 12+4=16
B. 12-4=28
C. 6x4=24
D. 12+4=3

The GSE matches the instructional
strategy and two student activities that
expect the student to interpret whole
number quotients as the number of equal
shares.

Context Suggested Instructional
Strategy and Student Activity # 6:
Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity # 6 require the student
to interpret how many objects in each
group or share and how many equal groups
can be made and do not expand or extend
the GSE context.

Context Student Activity # 14:
Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for the student
activity is multiple choice, and the activity
does not meet the GSE in context since the
student does not apply the interpretation
of whole number quotients as the number
of equal shares in an open-ended context.
The activity requires the student to

select the correct answer from the four
possibilities given.

Cognition Suggested Instructional
Strategy and Student Activity # 6:
Aligned

The GSE, the instructional strategy, and
student activity # 6 require the student
to use a known procedure to solve the
problem (Skill/Concept).

Cognition Student Activity # 14:
Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires student to use
information or conceptual knowledge in
student thinking, but student activity # 16
only requires recall of information or a
procedure (Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 3
MGSE3.G.2 envision Math — Grade 3 Content: Aligned

Partition shapes into parts
with equal areas. Express
the area of each part as a unit
fraction of the whole. For
example, partition a shape
into 4 parts with equal area,
and describe the area of each
part as 1/4 of the area of the
shape.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 224
Remind students that the denominator of
a fraction tells the total number of equal
parts in the region, and the numerator tells
how many equal parts.

When drawing their pictures for Exercises
10 and 11, students might focus on
creating the equal parts and forget to shade
a number of the parts to show the fraction.
Point out that the fraction has two parts,
the numerator and denominator, and so
drawing the picture requires two steps.
Use exercise 11 as an example.

Student Activity, p. 224

11. Draw a circle that shows 6 equal parts.
Shade 1/6 of the circle. Check students’
drawings.

Student Activity, p. 225

16. Construct Arguments A pan of
cornbread is divided into 6 unequal

parts. Alana serves 2 of the parts. Is it
reasonable to say she has served 2/6 of the
cornbread? Explain.

The GSE, the suggested instructional
strategy, and both student activities expect
the student will partition shapes into equal
parts and express the area of each part as a
fraction.

Context Suggested Instructional
Strategy and Student Activity # 11:
Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity #11 each focus on the
partitioning shapes and expressing the arca
of each part as a unit fraction and do not
expand or extend the GSE context.

Context Student Activity # 16: Aligned
Student activity # 16 goes deeper than the
GSE in having the student explain unequal
parts expressed as a fraction.

Cognition Suggested Instructional
Strategy and Student Activity # 11:
Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity #11 require the
student to use information or conceptual
knowledge to partition and express the
area of each part as a unit fraction (Skill/
Concept).

Cognition of Item # 16: Aligned
Student activity # 16 requires the student
to go deeper than recalling information
or a procedure to explaining phenomena
in terms of concepts and supporting ideas
with details and examples (Strategic
Thinking).
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 3
MGSE3.MD.2 envision Math — Grade 3 Content: Inadequately Aligned

Measure and estimate liquid
volumes and masses of
objects using standard units
of grams (g), kiloglr%ms
(kg), and liters (1).” " Add,
subtract, multiply, or divide
to solve one-step word
problems involving masses
or volumes that are given in
the same units, e.g., by using
drawings (such as a beaker
with a measurement scale) to
represent the problem.

Student Activity, p. 375
19. Which measurement best describes the
capacity of a bathtub?

A. 50 cups
B. 50 quarts
C. 50 gallons
D. 50 pints

Student Activity, p. 381

For 13-16, choose the better unit to
measure the weight of each.

13. student desk: Ibor T

14. lemon: oz or Ib

15. bicycle: oz or Ib

16. truck: ozor T

The GSE expects the student to measure
and estimate liquid volumes and masses
of objects using standard units of grams,
kilograms, and liters. Both items do not
use the metric system of measurement.
Because content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with analysis

of context and cognition. However, the
resource would not align in context due to
the multiple-choice nature of the problem.

Grade 5

MGSES.NBT4

Use place value understanding
to round decimals up to the
hundredths place.

envision Math — Grade S

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 34
If students look at the digit in the rounding
place instead of the digit to the right of that
place, then say: Underline the rounding
place and draw a square around the digit to
the right.

Student Activity, p. 35

Round each number to the place of the
underlined digit.

18. 0.758

24. 23.009

Content: Aligned

The GSE, the suggested instructional
strategy, and both student activities match
in content for student to use place value to
round decimals to the hundredths place.

Context: Aligned

The GSE, the suggested instructional
strategy, and both student activities expect
the student to use place value to round
decimals to the hundredths place and do
not expand or extend the GSE in context.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE, the suggested instructional
strategy, and both student activities require
the student to use knowledge gained

and conceptual understanding to round
decimals to the hundredths place (Recall/
Recognition).
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade S
MGSES.NBT.7 envision Math — Grade S Content: Inadequately Aligned

Add, subtract, multiply, and
divide decimals to hundredths,
using concrete models or
drawings and strategies based
on place value, properties

of operations, and/or the
relationship between addition
and subtraction; relate the
strategy to a written method
and explain the reasoning
used.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 146
Remind students to move the decimal
point one place to the right for each power
of 10. Explain to students that “annexing”
zeros means “putting on” zeros to the
number in the product.

Student Activities, p. 146
Use mental math to find each product.
1. 0.009x10

6. 1.24x10°
11. 4.23x 100
18. 56.37 x 1,000

Suggested Student Activity, p. 170
12. 13.65+10

13. 175.3 =100

14. 890.1 = 1,000

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 160
If students are having difficulties finding
the hidden question, then have them
identify what they know and what they
need to find.

Student Activity, p. 160

1. Nancy wants to transfer 11 movies to
her 8 gigabyte (GB) memory card. Each
movie is 0.25 GB and she has already used
4.3 GB. How much free space will she
have left on the card after she transfers the
movies?

The GSE requires the student to use all
four mathematical operations on decimals
to the hundredths using models, drawings,
and strategies and to explain reasoning.
While the suggested instructional
strategies and student activities include the
four mathematical operations for decimals
using strategies, none ask the student to
explain the reasoning being used. Because
content is inadequately aligned, reviewers
go no further with analysis of context and
cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
MGSES.G.3 envision Math — Grade S Content: Aligned

Understand that attributes
belonging to a category of
two-dimensional figures also
belong to all subcategories of
that category. For example,
all rectangles have four

right angles and squares are
rectangles, so all squares

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 372
Encourage students to look at the shapes
for all the characteristics of a polygon: the
sides are line segments, it is contained in
one plane, and the figure is closed.

Student Activity, p. 372
3. How many sides and how many
vertices does a pentagon have? A

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and both student activities all match in
their content that attributes belonging

to a category of two-dimensional

figures (polygons) also belong to all
subcategories.

Context: Aligned
The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,

have four right angles. hexagon? and both student activities expect the
Student Activity, p. 373 student to‘demonstrate understandmg
D . of the attributes of polygons and their
16. Use Tools Divide a square in half by .
. . subcategories and do not expand or extend
connecting two vertices. What types of
the GSE context.
polygons are formed? Are they regular or
irregular? Cognition: Aligned
The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity # 3 require students
to use knowledge gained and conceptual
understanding of the attributes of two-
dimensional figures and their subcategories
(Skill/Concept).
Grade 8
MGSES.G.1 Go Math Middle School — Grade 8 Content: Inadequately Aligned

Verify experimentally the
congruence properties of
rotations, reflections, and
translations: lines are taken to
lines and line segments to line
segments of the same length;
angles are taken to angles of
the same measure; parallel
lines are taken to parallel
lines.

Student Activity, p. 282

4. Rashid drew rectangle PQRS on a
coordinate plane. He then translated the
rectangle 3 units up and 3 units to the left
and labeled the image P’Q’R’S’. How do
rectangle PQRS and rectangle P’Q’R’S’
compare?

Student Activity, p. 300

4. A triangle has vertices at J(-2, -4), K(1,
5), and L(2, 2). What are the coordinates
of the vertices of the image after the
triangle is rotated 90° counterclockwise?

The GSE includes rotations, reflections,
and translations, and neither student
activity included a reflection to
experimentally verify congruence.
Because content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
MGSES.F.4 Go Math Middle School — Grade 8 Content: Aligned

Construct a function to model
a linear relationship between
two quantities. Determine
the rate of change and initial
value of the function from a
description of a relationship
or from two ([, []) values,
including reading these from
a table or from a graph.
Interpret the rate of change
and initial value of a linear
function in terms of the
situation it models, and in
terms of its graph or a table of
values.

Student Activity, p. 78

1. The table shows the approximate
height of a football after it is kicked. Tell
whether the rates of change are constant or
variable.

Time (s) Height (ft)
0 0
0.5 18
1.5 31
2 26

Find the rates of change:

The GSE and student activity match in
content by having the student construct

a function to model a linear relationship
between two quantities, determine the rate
of change, and interpret the rate of change
in terms of the situation as constant or
variable.

Context: Aligned

The GSE and student activity match in
the construction of a function to model a
linear relationship between two quantities,
to determine the rate of change, and to
interpret the rate of change as constant or
variable. It does not expand or exceed the
GSE.

Cognition: Aligned

The student activity requires using
information or conceptual knowledge
employing two or more steps by
interpreting information from a simple
graph and applying a concept (Skill/
Concept). Although the GSE does not
include determining if the rate of change is
constant or variable, it is still interpreting
information and applying a concept and
does not go beyond the level of the GSE
(Skill/Concept)
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
MGSES.EE.8b Go Math Middle School — Grade 8 Content: Inadequately Aligned

Solve systems of two linear
equations in two variables
algebraically, and estimate
solutions by graphing the
equations. Solve simple cases
by inspection. For example,
30+20=5and300+200=6
have no solution because 311
+ 201 cannot simultaneously
be 5 and 6.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 238
Give students two or more systems of
equation....Have them complete tables that
show ordered pair solutions for each of the
equations, for all integers from x = -5 to x
= 5. Ask them to find the solution to each
system by identifying the ordered pair that
appears in both tables for the system.

Student Activity, p. 248

8. The Green River Freeway has a
minimum and a maximum speed limit.
Tony drove for 2 hours at the minimum
speed limit and 3.5 hours at the maximum
limit, a distance of 355 miles. Rae drove
2 hours at the minimum speed limit and 3
hours at the maximum limit, a distance of
320 miles. What are the two speed limits?

a. Write equations to represent Tony’s
distance and Rae’s distance.

b. Solve the system.

The GSE and student activity match in
content for solving systems of linear
equations in two variables algebraically
but do not mention or require estimating
the solutions by graphing the equations.
Because content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Standard

Resource/Activity

Alignment Analysis

Algebra I

MGSE9-12.A.REL3
Solve linear equations and
inequalities in one variable
including equations with
coefficients represented by

letters. For example, given ax

+ 3 =7, solve for x.

Algebra I

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 96
Some students forget to distribute a
number to all terms within parentheses
and will only distribute to the first term.
Remind students that the number outside
the parentheses must be multiplied by
every term inside the parentheses.

Student Activity, p. 96

1. Consider the new expression that is
obtained by simplifying 8(x — 1) + 15.
Select True or False for each statement.

A. The new expression has 3 terms.
O True O False

B. The coefficient of x in the new
expression is 8.

O True O False

C. The constant in the new expression is
14.
O True O False

Content: Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity match in content in
that they center on solving linear equations
in one variable including equations with
coefficients.

Context Suggested Instructional
Strategy: Aligned

The GSE expects students to solve linear
equations with coefficients in one variable.
The suggested instructional activity
reminds students to perform correct
operations to solve linear equations.

Context Student Activity # 1:
Inadequately Aligned

The mode of response for the student
activity is multiple choice and the activity
does not meet the GSE in context since
the student does not apply solving a linear
equation with coefficients in an open-
ended context. The activity requires the
student to select true or false for four
possibilities given.

Cognition for Suggested Instructional
Strategy : Aligned

The GSE and the strategy require the
student to use information or conceptual
knowledge to solve a linear equation with
coefficient in one variable (Skill/Concept).

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires student to use
information or conceptual knowledge in
student thinking, but student activity #1
only requires recall of information or a
procedure (Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Standard

Resource/Activity

Alignment Analysis

Algebra I

MGSE9-12.N.Q.3

Choose a level of accuracy
appropriate to limitations

on measurement when
reporting quantities. For
example, money situations
are generally reported to the
nearest cent (hundredth).
Also, an answer s precision is
limited to the precision of the
data given.

Algebra I

Student Activity, p. 98

6. Carla and Ross competed in the long-
jump at a track meet. Carla jumped 3.5
meters. Ross jumped 99 inches. Who
jumped farther and by approximately how
many feet? Use 1 m ~3.27 ft. Explain
how you solved this problem.

Content: Aligned

The GSE and student activity match in
content in that both require choosing a
level of accuracy appropriate to limitations
of measurements.

Context: Aligned

The student activity requires converting
meters to feet allowing for approximation
and then converting feet to inches, meeting
the context of the GSE for choosing an
appropriate level of accuracy. The activity
goes beyond the GSE by requiring the
student to explain how the problem was
solved.

Cognition: Aligned

Student activity requires the student to go
deeper than choosing a level of accuracy
to explaining how the problem was
solved. This activity goes beyond using
information or conceptual knowledge

to developing a sequence of steps and
explaining them with supporting ideas
(Strategic Thinking).

MGSE9-12.F.LE.2
Construct linear and
exponential functions,
including arithmetic and
geometric sequences, given
a graph, a description of a
relationship, or two input-
output pairs (include reading
these from a table).

Algebra I

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 126
Discuss with students any patterns they see
in their tables, graphs, and mappings. In
the table, students should note that as the
number of rides increases by 1, the total
amount spent increases by 2.

Student Activity, p. 126

At an amusement park, a person spends

$30 on admission and food, and then goes

on » number of rides that cost $2 each.

a. Write an equation to represent the
total amount A spent at the amusement
park if a person goes on anywhere
from O to 5 rides.

b. Represent the relation as a table, as a
graph, and as a mapping diagram.

c. Find the domain and range, and then
determine whether the relation is a
function or not.

Content: Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity match content in

that the student is expected to construct
linear and exponential functions and a
description of a relationship.

Context: Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional

strategy, and student activity go beyond
constructing linear and exponential
function by adding a mapping diagram and
determining if it is a function or not.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity require the student

to use a known procedure to solve the
problem (Skill/Content).
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Standard

Resource/Activity

Alignment Analysis

Geometry

MGSE9-12.G.GPE 4

Use coordinates to prove
simple geometric theorems
algebraically. For example,
prove or disprove that a figure
defined by four given points
in the coordinate plane is a
rectangle, prove or disprove
that the point (1, \/3) lies

on the circle centered at the
origin and containing the
point (0,2).

(Focus on quadrilaterals, right
triangles, and circles.)

Geometry

Student Activity, p. 382

G. Let AX be the length of any median of

a triangle from a vertex 4, and let P be the

intersection of the three medians. Write an
equation to show the relationship between

AX and AP.

Content: Inadequately Aligned

The GSE requires the student to use
coordinates, and the student activity does
not require using coordinates to generate
the algebraic equation for the geometric
theorem. Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition.

MGSE9-12.G.SRT.2

Given two figures, use the
definition of similarity

in terms of similarity
transformations to

decide if they are similar;
explain, using similarity
transformations, the meaning
of similarity for triangles

as the equality of all
corresponding pairs of angles
and the proportionality of all
corresponding pairs ofsides.

Geometry

Student Activity, p. 608

18. Is any pair of equilateral triangles
similar to each other? Why or why not?

Content: Aligned

Both the GSE and student activity match
in content given that they require the
student to use the definitions of similarity
transformations and to explain the
meaning of similarity for triangles.

Context: Aligned

The GSE and student activity match in
context for the presence of two figures to
use in determining similarity.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE and student activity both
require the student to use information or
conceptual knowledge (Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.14 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017

Standard

| Resource/Activity

Alignment Analysis

Geometry

MGSE9-12.G.SRT.8
Use trigonometric ratios and
the Pythagorean Theorem to

solve right triangles in applied

problems.

Geometry

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 703
How are cosine and the inverse cosine
related? How do you decide which
trigonometric ratio to use to find a missing
side length or angle measure in a right
triangle?

Student Activity, p. 703
16. How are the inverse sine and cosine

Content: Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity match in content
requiring the student to use trigonometric
ratios and the Pythagorean Theorem to
solve right triangle problems.

Context: Aligned
The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity contain the use of

trigonometric ratios and the Pythagorean
Theorem to solve right triangle problems
and do not expand or extend the GSE.

ratios for an acute angle of a right triangle
defined?

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE, suggested instructional strategy,
and student activity require the student to
use information and conceptual knowledge
to solve a multiple-step problem (Skill/
Concept).

Sources: Georgia Standards of Excellence-Mathematics, envision MATH Common Core Teachers’ Editions for grades 3 and 5,

Scott Foresman Addison Wesley; Go Math Middle School Grade 8 Teacher Edition), Houghton Mifflin Harcourt; Algebra I Teacher
Edition, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt; Geometry Teacher Edition Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, and mathematics curriculum documents
found in RCSS Rubicon Atlas.

Reviewers noted the following in Exhibit 2.4.14 about mathematics instructional activities referenced in district
adopted textbooks compared to the Georgia Standards of Excellence:

»  Atthethird grade level, four of five instructional activities in the teachers’ edition of the district’s adopted
mathematics textbook resource analyzed were aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence in
content. Three instructional activities were also found to be aligned in context and cognition.

» At the fifth grade level, two of the three instructional activities analyzed were found to be aligned with
the Georgia Standards of Excellence in content, context and cognition.

* At the eighth grade level, only one of three instructional activities analyzed was found to be aligned
with the Georgia Standard of Excellence in content, context, and cognition.

*  For Algebra I, all four of the instructional activities in the teachers’ edition of the district’s adopted
Algebra textbook were found aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence in content. Three of
the activities were also found aligned in context, and cognition.

*  For Geometry, two of the three instructional activities analyzed were found to be aligned in content,
context, and cognition with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

*  When reviewers examined the types of cognition required of students as they responded to the suggested
instructional strategies and activities, three of the activities required DOK Level I: Recall/Reproduction
level of responses, eight of the activities required DOK Level II: Skill/Concept types of responses, and
two required DOK III: Strategic Thinking types of responses.
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Exhibit 2.4.15 summarizes the analyses of alignment between mathematics textbook suggested instructional
strategies and the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Exhibit 2.4.15

Summary of Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Mathematics Textbooks
For Grades 3, 5, 8, Algebra I, and Geometry
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Total # Content Context Cognition
Grade Level/ Items Congruent Congruent Conggruent
Course Analyzed # % # % # %
Grade 3 5 4 80 3 60 3 60
Grade 5 3 2 67 2 67 2 67
Grade 8 3 1 33 1 33 1 33
Algebra | 4 4 100 3 75 3 75
Geometry 3 2 67 2 67 2 67
Total 18 13 72 11 61 11 61

Exhibit 2.4.15 indicates:

* Reviewersanalyzed 18 suggested instructional strategies and activities from district adopted mathematics
textbook resources for alignment with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

*  Thirteen (72%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be congruent with
the Georgia Standards of Excellence in content.

* Eleven (61%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be congruent with
the Georgia Standards of Excellence in context.

* Eleven (61%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be congruent with
the Georgia Standards of Excellence in cognitive type.

* Of the 18 strategies and activities analyzed, 11 (61%) were topologically aligned, that is, congruent
across all three dimensions of content, context, and cognitive type with the Georgia Standards of
Excellence.

If the student activities and suggested teacher instructional strategies sampled from district adopted mathematics
textbooks are representative of the overall alignment of textbooks with the Georgia Standards of Excellence,
then they are not sufficient as a teaching resource to support instruction that is 100% aligned in all dimensions
with the demand of the state standards.

Science Instructional Resources Alignment

Reviewers examined science instructional activities and resources in teachers’ editions of district adopted
textbooks identified as linked to the Georgia Standards of Excellence, the Georgia Performance Standards, or the
Next Generation Science Standards for congruency at grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and
Biology. Reviewers selected, at random, three instructional activities or strategies from the teachers’ edition of
the district-adopted textbook for a given course and identified as linked to the Georgia Standards of Excellence
to analyze. Reviewers noted an incongruence between the Georgia Performance Standards referenced in the
10-year-old grade 5 Georgia HSP Science textbook and the district curriculum where Georgia Standards of
Excellence serve as the foundation for the grade 5 science curriculum. The Pearson Biology textbook references
the Next Generation Science Standards, not the Georgia Standards of Excellence. However, both are listed in
the district curriculum for Biology. The textbooks for the other courses included in this analysis reference the
Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Richmond County School System System Review Page 213



Exhibit 2.4.16 displays reviewers’ analyses of sample of science instructional strategies and resource activities
compared to the Georgia Standards for Excellence for grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and

Biology.
Exhibit 2.4.16
Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks
For Grades S, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Standard | Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
Performance Georgia HSP Science Content: Aligned
Standard GA.S5L1.a | Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 279 The Performance Standard and both

Demonstrate how
animals are sorted into
groups (vertebrate and
invertebrate) and how
vertebrates are sorted
into groups (fish,
amphibian, reptile,
bird, and mammal).

Have students read article about the Georgia Aquarium
found on p. 279.

Ask: What are the two different types of animals that
can be found at the aquarium? Give an example of each

type.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, p. 284
Explain that the term vertebra (plural vertebrae) refers
to the type of bone that makes up the backbone.

Point out that animals can be classified into two major
groups: vertebrates and invertebrates. Both groups,
however, have many kinds of animals.

Ask: How would you go about breaking the vertebrates
into smaller groups?

Ask: How are vertebrates alike? How are they
different?

Ask: Why do you think scientists might have formed
animal groups based on whether a backbone was
present?

the suggested instructional strategies
expect the student to understand
that animals are sorted into
vertebrates and invertebrates) and
that vertebrates consist of subgroups
of animals based on animals’
characteristics.

Context: Aligned

The strategies require the student
to come up with a model to sort
animals into vertebrates and
invertebrates and then find ways
animals in the vertebrate group can
be sorted by finding ways they are
similar and different.

Cognition: Aligned

The Performance Standard and

the strategies require the student

to use information or conceptual
knowledge to compare and contrast
animals’ characteristics (Skill/
Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.16 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities

To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks

For Grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
Performance Georgia HSP Science Content: Aligned
Standard GA.S5P3.d | Student Activity, p. 215 The student activity matches

Compare a bar magnet
to an electromagnet.

Follow this Procedure
1.

Wrap the 1-m length of wire tightly around the nail.
Leave 20 cm of wire loose at each end. Record the
number of coils.

Connect one end of the wire to the battery holder.
Touch the other end to the holder, lower the nail
toward a pile of paper clips, and lift. Record the
number of clips lifted. Disconnect the wire.

Repeat steps 1 and 2 with the 1.5-m and 2-m lengths
of wire.

Hold the point of the nail near the poles of the bar
magnet. Observe which pole the nail attracts.

Turn the battery the other way in the holder. Repeat
step 4.

Draw Conclusions
1.

How does the number of coils relate to the
electromagnet’s strength? How do you know?

the Performance Standard in
content. Both are about students
understanding similarities and
differences between a bar magnet
and an electromagnet.

Context: Aligned

The student activity goes deeper
than the Performance Standard

in having the students construct
meaning about the topic by
conducting the steps of the
investigation. The questions require
the student to explain how he/she
knows the relation of number of
coils to the electromagnet’s strength
and that an electromagnet has
magnetic properties.

2. Ezgngg Cygllolngt\iz\é St?at an electromagnet has Cognition: Aligned
' Both the Performance Standard and
the student activity require students
to use information to understand
relationships and cause/effects
(Skill/Concept).
Performance Georgia HSP Science Content: Inadequately Aligned
Standard GA. Student Activity, p. 253 The publishers of this textbook
S5C58.b Follow This Procedure correlated this Performance
Students will apply the | 1. Put some water and hay in the jar. Standard to the “Independent

following to inquiry
learning practices:
Clear and active
communication is
an essential part of
science. It enables
scientists to inform
others about their
work, expose their
ideas to criticism by
other scientists, and
stay informed about
scientific discoveries
around the world.

2.

With the pipette, put a sample of the water on a
slide. Add a slide cover. Then use the microscope
to look for living things in the water. Record and
draw what you observe.

Cover the jar loosely. Wait a week. Then make
slides of three more water samples, taken from the
top, middle, and bottom of the jar. Label the slides
top, middle, and bottom.

Observe the three samples under the microscope.
Record and draw what you observe.

Independent Inquiry

Think about the steps in this investigation. What step
would you add, take away, or rewrite to make it easier
for a younger person to complete the investigation?
Plan an investigation. What might you add to the jar?
When would you take new samples? Carry out your
plan.

Inquiry” portion of the student
activity. The Performance Standard
focuses on students knowing the
importance of clear and active
communication as an essential

part of science. The Independent
Inquiry takes a different path,
placing importance on students
knowing the importance of making
an investigation easier for a younger
person to complete. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition for
this item.
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Exhibit 2.4.16 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks
For Grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Environmental Science
GSE GA.SEVS5.c Pearson Environmental Science Content: Aligned

Construct an argument
from evidence
regarding the
ecological effects of
human innovations_

(Agricultural,
Industrial, Medical,
and Technological
Revolutions) on global
ecosystems.

Student activity, p. 9

What do you think accounts for the variation in sizes of
ecological footprints among societies? Do you think
that nations with larger footprints should have to reduce
their effects on the environment, to leave more resources
available for nations with smaller footprints?

Student activity, p. 10

Use the Internet or other reference material to look up
the ten nations with the largest gross national product
(GNP), a measure of a nation’s wealth. How does
the wealth of a nation relate to its relative ecological
footprint?

The GSE and both activities match
in content in that both focus on the
effects of human innovations on
global ecosystems.

Context: Aligned

Both activities require the student
to construct an argument from
evidence as required in the GSE.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE and both activities direct
the student to compile information
from sources to address a specific
topic and develop a logical
argument (Strategic Thinking).

GSE GA.SEVl.a
Develop and use a
model to compare and
analyze the levels of
biological organization
including organisms,
populations,
communities,
ecosystems, and
biosphere.

Pearson Environmental Science

Student activity, Lesson 2, p. 75

1. Compare and contrast: What are the two types of
feedback loops? How are they similar? How are
they different?

2. Classify: Suppose your lab partner were to empty
a beaker of mud onto your lab table and ask you
which of Earth’s spheres it was part of. How would
you answer? Explain.

Content: Aligned

The GSE and both activities match
in content in that both center on
levels of organization.

Context: Aligned

The GSE has the students use a
model to compare and analyze.
The activities are about comparing,
contrasting, and classifying.

Cognition: Aligned

The GSE and both activities require
the student to use knowledge gained
and conceptual understanding of
the levels of biological organization
(Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.16 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks
For Grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System
October 2017

Standard

| Resource/Activity

Alignment Analysis

Environmental Science

GSE GA.SEV5.D
Design and defend a
sustainability plan to
reduce your individual
contribution to
environmental impacts,
taking into account
how market forces
and societal demands
(including political,
legal, social, and
economic) influence
personal choices.

Pearson Environmental Science

Student activity, p. 469-470

[Student read an article about the Southern Utes and
their issues with pollution of the air from a processing of
natural gas. The article describes the provisions of the
Clean Air Act]

Ask students to write a short newspaper-style article
that explains the importance of one specific provision
of the Clean Air Act listed in the text that they have just
read. Remind students that their articles should not
simply describe one of the provisions; they must include
information to justify the importance of the provision.

Content: Aligned

The GSE focuses on market

forces and societal demands that
influence personal choices about

the environment when it directs

the student to design and defend a
sustainability plan to reduce his/

her individual contribution to
environmental impacts. The student
activity addresses this focus as the
student writes about and justifies the
importance of a specific provision of
the Clean Air Act.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The activity does not require the
student to design and defend a
sustainability plan to reduce his/
her individual contribution to
environmental impacts. In order
for this activity to be topologically
aligned, the directions should state
that in addition to justifying the
importance of the provision, the
student should relate it to his/her
own sustainability plan.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE requires an investigation,
time to think and process multiple
conditions of the problem to
include specifying a problem and
reporting results and solutions. The
activity has the student develop a
logical argument and identify and
then justify a solution (Strategic
Thinking).
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Exhibit 2.4.16 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks
For Grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System
October 2017

Standard

Resource/Activity

Alignment Analysis

Physical Science

GSE GA. SPS2.b
Develop and use
models to predict
formulas for

stable, binary ionic
compounds based on
balance of charges.

McGraw-Hill Physical Science

Student activity, p. 555

Have students use various colors of modeling clay to
make spheres that represent metals and nonmetals. Tell
them to use smaller spheres of a specific color to show
electrons. Attach the correct number of electrons to
each model sphere to represent the outer energy level of
the selected atoms. Challenge students to use a periodic
table to identify possible elements that each model
represents. Have them explain how the element in each
model can obtain eight outer electrons.

Content: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE content is about models
used to predict formulas for stable,
binary ionic compounds based on
balance of charges. The student
activity focuses on representing
metals, nonmetals, and electrons in
different colors of clay. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition for
this item.

GSE GA.SPS7.c
Analyze and interpret
specific heat data to
justify the selection
of a material for a
practical application
(e.g., insulators and
cooking vessels).

McGraw-Hill Physical Science

Student activity, p. 142

In their science journals, have students summarize

the characteristics of thermal energy, kinetic energy,
potential energy, and heat. Then have students work in
groups to create a graphic that demonstrates how each
type of energy is related to the other.

Student activity, Practice Problems, p. 142

1. The air in a room has a mass of 50 kg and a specific
heat of 1,000 J/(kg°C). What is the change in
thermal energy of the air when it warms from 20°C
to 30°C?

2. The temperature of a 2.0-kg block increases by 5°C
when 2,000 J of thermal energy are added to the
block. What is the specific heat of the block?

Content: Inadequately Aligned
The GSE has the student analyze
and interpret data to justify selection
of a material. The first student
activity simply has the student
summarize characteristics. The
second set of student activities does
not link the problem to practical
application. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers go
no further with analysis of context
and cognition for this item.

GSE GA.SPS3.a
Plan and carry out
investigations to
generate evidence
supporting the claim
that mass is conserved
during a chemical
reaction.

(Clarification
statement: Limited

to synthesis,
decomposition, simple
replacement, and
double replacement
reactions.)

McGraw-Hill Physical Science
Suggested Instructional Strategy, Quick Demo, p. 475

Materials: chalk, file, dilute hydrochloric acid
Estimated time: 5 minutes

Procedure: A piece of chalk can be used to show the
physical and chemical changes discussed in the text.
Have students observe the chalk and note its size,
appearance, and color. Next, file the chalk to show
bits of it breaking away and reducing its size and form.
This illustrates physical changes like those produced
by wind, geological movements, or cracking. Take the
same chalk and place it in dilute hydrochloric acid. A
noticeable gas-producing reaction occurs. This is a
chemical change that produces new products, including
carbon dioxide gas.

Content: Aligned

The instructional strategy matches
the GSE in content as it generates
evidence supporting the claim that
mass is conserved during chemical
reaction.

Context: Aligned

The GSE intends that the student
perform the investigation. However,
given the gas-producing reaction,
safety is ensured if the teacher
demonstrates.

Cognition: Aligned

Both the GSE and the instructional
strategy describe the cause/effect
of a particular investigation and
generate evidence supporting the
claim that mass is conserved during
a chemical reaction (Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.16 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks

Richmond County School System

For Grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Biology
NGSS LS2.4 Pearson Biology Content: Aligned

Use mathematical
representations to
support claims for
the cycling of matter
and flow of energy
among organisms

in an ecosystem.
[Clarification
Statement: Emphasis
is on using a
mathematical model
of stored energy in
biomass to describe
the transfer of energy
from one trophic
level to another

and that matter and
energy are conserved
as matter cycles

and energy flows
through ecosystems.
Emphasis is on atoms
and molecules such
as carbon, oxygen,
hydrogen and nitrogen
being conserved as
they move through an
ecosystem. |

Suggested Instructional Strategy, Connect to the Real
World, p. 85

Ask: If wastewater containing phosphates from laundry
detergent made its way into waterways, such as streams,
rivers, and lakes, how would that affect the phosphorus
cycle?

Student Activity, Write About Science, p. 86
Describe how oxygen, although it does not have an
independent cycle, moves through the biosphere as part
of the carbon cycle. Include a description of the various
forms that oxygen takes.

The NGSS focuses on cycling of
matter and flow of energy among
organisms in an ecosystem.
Likewise, the instructional strategy
is about cycling of wastewater
affecting the phosphorus cycle. The
student activity is about how oxygen
moves through the biosphere as part
of the carbon cycle.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The NGSS requires the student to
use mathematical representations

(a model) to support claims for the
cycling of matter and flow of energy
among organisms in an ecosystem.
Neither of the resources described
here require the use of mathematical
representations.

Cognition of the Suggested
Instructional Strategy: Aligned
The GSE and the suggested
instructional strategy require the
student to use knowledge gained
and conceptual understanding of the
cycling of matter and flow of energy
(Skill/Concept)

Cognition of the Student Activity:
Inadequately Aligned

The activity requires the student to
describe how oxygen, although it
does not have an independent cycle,
moves through the biosphere as part
of the carbon cycle and describe

the various forms that oxygen takes
(Recall/Reproduction).
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Exhibit 2.4.16 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks
For Grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology

Richmond County School System

October 2017
Standard | Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Biology
NGSS LS2.7 Pearson Biology Content: Aligned

Design, evaluate, and
refine a solution for
reducing the impacts
of human activities
on the environment
and biodiversity.
[Clarification
Statement: Examples
of human activities can
include urbanization,
building dams, and
dissemination of
invasive species. ]

Suggested Instructional Strategy, Use Visuals, p. 176
[Student reads a case study of the North Atlantic
Fisheries, p. 176]

Focus students’ attention on the information in the graph
in Figure 6-27, The Decline of Cod, entitled “Cod Catch
and Biomass: Georges Bank, NW Atlantic” to discuss
the case study of North Atlantic Fisheries.

T
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Make sure students understand the meanings of biomass
and catch. Explain that biomass refers to the total mass
of cod in the North Atlantic, while catch refers to the
total mass of the cod caught by the fishing boats.

Ask: What caused the sharp increase in the catch
between the late 1970s and the early 1980s?

Ask: How do you know the decline in catch in the late
1980s was due to overfishing and not to something else,
like a decline in fishing?

Discuss the regulation of fisheries and why restoring fish
populations has been slow.

The suggested strategy matches the
NGSS in that both are about the
student understanding the impact of
human activities on the environment
and biodiversity.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The NGSS has the student
designing, evaluating, and refining a
solution for reducing the impacts of
human activities on the environment
and biodiversity. The suggested
strategy has the students answering
questions that require them to
remember details about what they
read.

Cognition: Inadequately Aligned
The NGSS generates reasoning
and developing a solution to

the problem. The suggested
strategy requires the student to use
knowledge gained and conceptual
understanding to respond to the
questions (Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.16 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks

Richmond County School System

For Grades 5, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology

October 2017
Standard Resource/Activity Alignment Analysis
Biology
NGSS LS1.4 Pearson Biology Content: Inadequately Aligned

Use a model to
illustrate the role

of cellular division
(mitosis) and
differentiation in
producing and
maintaining complex
organisms.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, Lead a Discussion,
p- 294

Make sure students understand the difference between
totipotent and pluripotent stem cells.

Ask: What types of cells can totipotent stem cells form
that pluripotent stem cells cannot?

Point out that both totipotent and pluripotent stem cells
can develop into all of the types of cells that make up an
adult human body.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, Teach for
Understanding, p. 377

Enduring Understanding: DNA is the universal code

of life; it enables an organism to transmit hereditary
information and, along with the environment, determines
an organism’s characteristics.

Guiding Question: How do cells regulate gene
expression?

Evidence of Understanding: After completing the
lesson, assign students the following assessment to show
they understand how eukaryotic cells regulate gene
expression. Ask students to use presentation software

to create and present a series of slides showing how
gene expression in eukaryotic cells is regulated by
transcription factors and RNA interference. Their slides
should include both text and visuals.

Suggested Instructional Strategy, Use Visuals, p. 280
Use Figure 10-5 to start a discussion on the structure
of eukaryotic chromosomes. Discuss the levels of
organization within the chromosome structure.
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Figure 10-5
Ask: What are nucleosomes composed of?

Ask: Tightly-packed nucleosomes form what structure?

The three suggested strategies
described here were on the pages
that the publisher deemed to be
correlated to this NGSS. All three
strategies are inadequately aligned
to the content of the NGSS. The
student learning expected in the
NGSS is to understand the role of
cellular division and differentiation
in producing and maintaining
complex organisms. The first
instructional strategy comes close
to topological alignment when the
teacher is instructed to point out
that stem cells can develop into all
types of cells. Because content is
inadequately aligned, reviewers go
no further with analysis of context
and cognition for these three
instructional strategies.

Source: Science curriculum documents found in RCSS Rubicon Atlas; Grade 5 Georgia HSP Science, Pearson Environmental
Science, McGraw-Hill Physical Science, and Pearson Biology
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Reviewers noted the following in Exhibit 2.4.16 about science resource activities referenced in district adopted
textbooks compared to the Georgia Standards of Excellence:

At the fifth grade level, three of the four instructional activities identified in the district’s adopted science
resources were aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence in content, context and cognition.

For Environmental Science, all five instructional activities identified in the district’s adopted science
resources were aligned in content. Four of the five instructional activities were also aligned with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence in context and cognition.

For Physical Science, one of the four instructional activities identified in the district’s adopted science
resources was found aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence in content, context, and cognition.

For Biology, three of six instructional identified in the district’s adopted science resources was found
aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence for content. None were found aligned in content and
one was aligned in cognitive type.

A total of eight science instructional activities analyzed were found to be aligned with the Georgia
Standards of Excellence across all three dimensions of content, context and cognition.

Reviewers examined the type of cognition required of students for 12 of the 19 instructional strategies
analyzed. One of the instructional strategies required DOK Level I: Recall/Reproduction; eight of
the instructional strategies required DOK Level II: Skill/Concept; three of the instructional strategies
required DOK Level III: Strategic Thinking.

Exhibit 2.4.17 summarizes the analyses of science instructional resource activities to the Georgia Standards of
Excellence.

Exhibit 2.4.17

Summary of Internal Consistency of Teacher Instructional Strategies or Student Activities
To Standards Referenced in District-adopted Science Textbooks
For Grades S, Environmental Science, Physical Science, and Biology
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Total # Content Context Cognition
Grade Level/Course Items Congruent Congruent Congruent
Analyzed # % # % # %
Grade 5 4 3 75 3 75 3 75
Environmental Science 5 5 100 4 80 4 80
Physical Science 4 1 25 1 25 1 25
Biology 6 3 50 0 0 1 33
Total 19 12 63 8 42 9 47

Exhibit 2.4.17 indicates the following:

L]

Nineteen suggested instructional activities found in adopted science instructional resources were
analyzed for congruence with the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

Twelve (63%) of the suggested instructional activities analyzed were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence in content.

Eight (42%) of the suggested instructional activities analyzed were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence in context.

Nine (47%) of the suggested instructional activities analyzed were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Standards of Excellence in cognitive type.
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* Of the 19 strategies and activities analyzed, only seven (37%) were topologically aligned, that
is, congruent across all three dimensions of content, context, and cognition type with the Georgia
Performance Standards.

If the student activities and suggested teacher instructional strategies sampled from district adopted science
textbooks are representative of all the activities and strategies, then they are not sufficient as a teaching resource
to guide instruction that is 100% aligned with the state learning standards in all three dimensions, content,
context, and cognitive type.

Social Studies Instructional Resources

Reviewers examined social studies instructional activities and resources found in teachers’ editions of district-
adopted resources. Social studies textbook student activities and teacher suggested strategies are linked to the
Georgia Performance Standards. Reviewers noted incongruence between the Georgia Performance Standards
referenced in the social studies textbooks and the district curriculum, where Georgia Standards of Excellence
serve as the foundation for what students are expected to master.

As noted, the publishers of the district-adopted social studies textbooks have correlated activities in the textbooks
to the Georgia Performance Standards. Exhibit 2.4.18 reports reviewers’ analyses of internal consistency
between a sample of social studies instructional resource activities and the Georgia Performance Standards
for grades 5, 8, U. S. History, and Economics. Sample activities correlated by the textbook publisher to three
Georgia Performance Standards were randomly selected for each grade level.

Exhibit 2.4.18

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities
To Georgia Performance Standards
Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics
Richmond County School System

October 2017
GPS | Resource Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 5

SS5H3d: Houghton Mifflin; Social Studies; U.S. History Civil Content: Inadequately Aligned
Describe the reasons | War to Today (Georgia Edition); Core Lesson 2, The resource activity is
people emigrated to United States Today, pp. 484-487. topologically aligned with
the United States, from | (Instructions to the student) SS5CG4. However, SSSH3d
where they emigrated, has the student describe the

Lesson Review Questions.

. S . reasons people emigrated to
1. Write a paragraph about immigration to the United peop g

the United states. The lesson

and where they settled.

SS5CG4: States using the words refugee and heritage. . .
. . N . review questions do not ask
The student will 2. In what ways did the change in immigration laws in .

. . N . . the student to describe reasons
explain the meaning 1965 affect immigration from Asian countries? for emicratine. Because the
of and reason for the |3. Looks at the chart on page 485. From which area do Srgratung :

. . . activity is inadequately aligned

motto of the United most immigrants to the United States come?

. . - . v, to both standards correlated to
States “e pluribus 4.  What does “e pluirbus unum” mean and what .

» . . . the resource by the publisher,
unum. meaning does it have for the United State today? . .

. . . . | reviewers go no further in
5. Who is Daniel Inouye and what has he done in public . .
life? analyzing the activity for context

TS and cognition.
6. What are some contributions immigrants make to g

United States society?
7.  What were the effects of the government’s decision in
1965 to change immigration laws?
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Exhibit 2.4.18 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Performance Standards

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GPS Resource Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 5
SS5G2e: Houghton Mifflin; Social Studies; U.S. History Civil Content: Inadequately Aligned
Map and explain War to Today (Georgia Edition); Core Lesson 1, The content of the activity does

how the dispersion
of global economic
activities contributed
to the United States
emerging from World
War I as a world
power.

United States Today, pp. 322-325.

Students are asked to complete a reading in their textbook,
which describes the economic boom period following
WWI caused by the repayment of loans from foreign
nations to the United States. Additionally, students are
asked to locate Germany on a map.

not meet the expectation of the
standards in that the standard
requires the student to explain
how the U.S. became a world
power following WWI. The
activity simply describes the
transfer of wealth from other
nations to the United States but
does not connect this action to the
U.S.’s status as a world power.
Additionally, while the student
must identify Germany on a map,
the connection between Germany
and world power status of the U.S.
is not presented. Because content
is inadequately aligned, reviewers
go no further with analysis of
context and cognition.

SSSH9b:

Explain the impact the
development of the
personal computer and
Internet has had on
American life.

Houghton Mifflin; Social Studies; U.S. History Civil
War to Today (Georgia Edition); Core Lesson 3,
United States Today, pp. 456-461.

Students are asked to read a narrative from their textbook
about the effects of computers on both personal lives and
in the business world. Then they are to write a paragraph
about changes in the computer industry using the words
Internet and high-tech.

Content: Aligned

The content of the activity is
matched with the standards. The
students are asked to understand
how computers and technology
impacted business and industry.

Context: Aligned

The activity requires the student
to explain in writing the basic
components of the standard.

Cognition: Aligned

The activity matches the cognition
level of the standard (Recall/
Recognition).
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Exhibit 2.4.18 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Performance Standards

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GPS Resource Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
SS8G1d: Clairmont Press, Georgia Studies for Georgia Content: Aligned

The student will
evaluate the impact of
climate on Georgia’s
development.

Students; pp. 20-25.

Students are asked to read several pages in the text
describing the following: climate vs. weather; types of
weather phenomena; and climate’s effect on the state’s
development.

The standard and activity are
aligned inasmuch as climate’s
effect on development is
mentioned in the reading.
Reviewers noted that, of the
five pages of reading, only

two paragraphs are devoted to
Georgia’s development. The
remainder of the narrative deals
with weather phenomena and
weather vs. climate, which are not
part of the standard.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
The standard requires the

student to evaluate; however, no
opportunities are provided for this
activity. At most, the students are
asked to read.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The instructional activity and
standard expectation are not
aligned. Reading, which can be

a rigorous activity, is of factual
material and at no time are
students asked to evaluate the
text. The standard requirement

is an activity that would require
the student to cite evidence,

draw conclusions, and assess
information. The activity requires
conceptual understanding of what
is being read (Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.18 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Performance Standards

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GPS Resource Activity Alignment Analysis
Grade 8
SS8H9a: Clairmont Press, Georgia Studies for Georgia Content: Aligned

The student will
describe the impact of
events leading up to
American involvement

Students; pp. 572-579.
The students are asked to read a narrative or their

textbook looking for the following topics: the reasons

for WWII, why the U.S. entered the war, how the war

Both the GPS and the activity
require the student to understand
the main ideas and supporting
details of the impact of events

in World War II; affected Georgia’s economy, and how Georgian’s [sic] leading up to American
include Lend-Lease contributed to the war effort. involvement in World War II.
;I;grtlh;;%zlfmg of Additional activities include the following: Context: Aligned
’ + Students examine photos and a timeline of events, The activity meets the GPS in
* Aclass discussion about the Treaty of Versailles, context by requiring that students
* Think-Pair-Share Activity about isolation, and describe their thinking about the
neutrality in world events, main idea and supporting details
* Provide and read three articles of the Kellogg-Briand | in the homework assignment.
Pact of 1928, This is primarily accomplished
* Provide copies of the Lend-Lease Act of 1941, through the Think-Pair-Share
* Read a description of events of Pearl Harbor, and activities throughout the unit.
. [(}resatjne: rt;rﬁf:tlsr;;:] %t]‘ IrInajor events leading up to the Cognition: Aligned
e ’ Both the GPS and the activity
require the student to summarize
a text generating understanding in
student learning, in both oral and
written form (Skill/Concept).
SS8CG4d: Clairmont Press, Georgia Studies for Georgia Content: Inadequately Aligned

The student will
describe ways to avoid
trouble and settle
disputes peacefully.

Students; pp. 120-122.

After reading the text about the 7 stages in pretrial
procedures, students are asked to:

1. use a graphic organizer (provided) to sequence the
pretrial steps,

2. present a short skit depicting pretrial steps in the
criminal justice process, and

3. given facts of a criminal case, write an opening
argument for either the prosecution or the defense.

4. Share oral arguments.

The activity is not a match with
the GPS in that the student must
describe pretrial procedural
events, but this does not relate to
the standard, which is to describe
ways to avoid trouble and settle
disputes peacefully. Because
content is inadequately aligned,
reviewers go no further with
analysis of context and cognition.
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Exhibit 2.4.18 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Performance Standards

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GPS Resource Activity Alignment Analysis
U.S. History
SSUSH1a: Pearson; United States History, pp. 4-9. Content: Inadequately Aligned
Explain Virginia’s Students are asked to read several sections from their The GPS and the activity do not
development, textbook, which describe how American Indians may match in content. The lesson
including the have come to America, Early American cultures in North | involves much material about
Virginia Company, America, and American Indian Cultures. Students are American Indians and their

tobacco cultivation,
relationships with
Native Americans
such as Powhatan,
development of the
House of Burgess,
Bacon’s Rebellion,
and the development
of slavery.

then asked to reflect on what information or sources have
shaped their perspectives on America Indians.

culture. The only reference to
American Indians in the Georgia
U.S. History standards asks
students to explain relationships
between the Native Americans
and Virginia’s development.
Because content is inadequately
aligned, reviewers go no further
with analysis of context and
cognition.

SSUSH21b:
Describe the impact
television has

had on American
culture, including the
presidential debates
(Kennedy/Nixon,
1960) and news
coverage of the Civil
Rights Movement.

Pearson; United States History, Digital Text 5

Following an introduction by the teacher, students are to

read a digital text which emphasizes the following:

* The emergence of television as a powerful form of
communication,

» Television’s portrayal of the idealized family,

» The effectiveness of television as an advertising
medium,

« Television’s impact on the national postwar culture in
the U.S,,

+ Television’s role as an agent of influence in
presidential campaigns.

Content: Aligned

The standard and the activity
match in content. Both require the
student to understand the impact
television has had.

Context: Inadequately Aligned
There is no description of a
student performance activity that
allows them to demonstrate their
understanding of the concepts.

Cognition: Inadequately
Aligned

The GPS states the student will
“describe the impact,” which
requires students to assess
information, perform strategic
thinking, and develop a logical
argument. However, the lesson
does not describe a performance
activity to demonstrate their
learning, other than to read

the narrative. Therefore,
reviewers conclude that the
activity generates conceptual
understanding by the student
(Skill/Concept).
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Exhibit 2.4.18 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Performance Standards

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GPS Resource Activity Alignment Analysis
U.S. History
SSUSH15c: Pearson; United States History, Digital Text 2 Content: Aligned
Explain Wilson’s Students are presented with a chart describing Wilson’s The content of the activity and
Fourteen Points and Fourteen Points and the proposed League of Nations. the GPS match. Both require
the proposed League | Students are asked to discuss the following: the student to explain Wilson’s
of Nations. * Explain why Wilson believed that a “peace without Fourteen Points and the proposed
victory” would help avoid future wars. League of Nations.
*  Why did Wilson think that the Fourteen Points were .
w . ' Context: Aligned
the “only possible program” for world peace? .. .
. . . The activity requires students to
* How did the debate over the United States joining
. . read and analyze about the text
the League of Nations reflect disagreement over . .
Lo ) » and explain their answers. The
participation in international organizations and ..
treaties? context of the activity and the
’ GPS match.
Cognition: Aligned
The activity requires students
to examine and break apart the
text in the reading and chart to
find evidence to support their
conclusions (Skill/Concept).
Economics
SSEIN2: Pearson, Economics, Digital Text 1 Content: Aligned

The student will

explain why countries

sometimes erect trade
barriers and sometimes
advocate free trade.

a. Define trade
barriers as
tariffs, quotas,
embargoes,
standards, and
subsidies

Students will participate in a digital reading which defines
many terms linked to trade, including tariff, import

quota, health and safety regulations. The reading also
emphasizes reasons that nations utilize trade barriers and
students are asked to describe the barriers and explain the
effects of each.

The standard and the activity
match in content in understanding
why trade barriers sometimes
countries erect and sometimes
advocate free trade.

Context: Aligned

The activity matches the GPS

in that it requires the student to
define and explain key vocabulary.
This is a match with the context of
the GPS.

Cognition: Aligned

The activity requires the student
to define and explain, which is
a match with the GPS (Recall/
Recognition).
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Exhibit 2.4.18 (continued)

Internal Consistency of Sample District Instructional Resource Activities

To Georgia Performance Standards

Social Studies, Grades 5, 8, U.S. History, and Economics

Richmond County School System

October 2017
GPS Resource Activity Alignment Analysis
Economics
SSEF1ec: Pearson, Economics, Digital Text 1 Content: Aligned
List a variety After reading the digital text, answer the following The activity requires the student
of strategies for questions: to read and gain an understanding
allocating scarce » Explain why scarcity and choice are the basis of of scarcity, the basic component
resources. economics in every society. of the standard. Additionally,
* Summarize how entrepreneurs fuel economic growth. | students are expected to
* Describe the three economic factors of production and | understand the impact of scarcity
the differences between physical and human capital. on factors of production, which
» Explain how scarcity affects the factors of production. |exceeds the GPS expectation.
Context: Aligned
Students are asked in the standard
to merely list, but in the activity
students are asked to explain,
summarize, and describe, which
exceeds the expectation of the
GPS.
Cognition: Aligned
The GPS requires recall/
reproduction, but the instructional
activity requires students to
summarize (Skill/Concept).
SSEMAZ2b: Pearson, Economics, Digital Texts 1, 2, and 3 Content: Inadequately Aligned
Define monetary Following the reading of several digital texts, students are | The GPS and the activity do not
policy. asked to complete the following: match in content. The activity
SSEMA2¢: . D.escribe the uses.al}d functions of money. describes the rple of money, while
Describe how the « Listthe gharacter1stlcs of money, including its the GPS describes the F edferal
commodity and representative forms. Reserve and monetary policy.
Federal Reserve uses o . .
the tools of monetary * Analyze the pos1t1ve.and negative aspects of currency, Bt.ecause cor}tent is inadequately
. as well as other media of exchange. aligned, reviewers go no further
policy to promote . .
price stability, full with gpalysm of context and
cognition.
employment, and
economic growth.

Sources: Houghton Miffiin. Social Studies; U.S. History Civil War to Today (Georgia Edition); Clairmont Press, Georgia Studies for

Georgia Students; Pearson, United States History, Digital; and Pearson, Economics, Digital

Reviewers noted the following in Exhibit 2.4.18 about social studies resource activities referenced in curriculum
documents:

* At the fifth grade level, only one of the three instructional activities found in the district adopted social
studies textbook resource analyzed was aligned with the Georgia Performance Standards in content,
context, and cognition.

* Atthe eighth grade level, two of the three instructional activities from the district adopted social studies
resource were aligned with the Georgia Performance Standards in content, context, and cognition.
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For the course U.S. History, two of the three instructional activities analyzed from the district adopted
textbook were aligned for content with the Georgia Performance Standards. Of the two activities found
aligned in content, one was also aligned in context and in the type of cognition required.

For Economics, two of the three instructional activities analyzed were found aligned with the Georgia
Performance Standards in content. One of the two found aligned in content was also aligned in context
and cognition. The second activity related to Georgia Performance Standards SSEF 1c required a more
complex response that went beyond the expected standard. This is an example of deep alignment.

When reviewers examined the type of cognition required by students as they responded to social studies
activities, they found two of the activities required students to respond at the DOK Level I: Recall/
Respond and five required students to respond at the DOK Level II: Skill/Concept.

Exhibit 2.4.19 summarizes the analyses of alignment between social studies textbook activities and the GPS.

Exhibit 2.4.19

Summary of Analyses of Social Studies Instructional Resource Activities
To Georgia Performance Standards
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Total # Content Context Cognition
Grade Level/ Items Congruent Congruent Conggruent
Course Analyzed # % # % # %
Grade 5 3 1 33 1 33 1 33
Grade 8 3 2 67 1 33 1 33
U.S. History 3 2 67 1 33 1 33
Economics 3 2 66 2 66 2 66
Total 12 6 50 5 42 5 42

Exhibit 2.4.19 indicates the following:

L]

Reviewers analyzed 12 suggested instructional strategies and activities from district adopted social
studies resources for alignment with the Georgia Performance Standards.

Six (50%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Performance Standards in content.

Five (42%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Performance Standards in context.

Five (42%) of the suggested instructional strategies and activities were found to be congruent with the
Georgia Performance Standards in cognition.

Of'the 12 strategies and activities analyzed, only five (42%) were topologically aligned, that is, congruent
across all three dimensions of content, context, and cognitive type with the Georgia Performance
Standards.

If the student activities and suggested teacher instructional strategies sampled from district adopted social
studies textbooks are representative of the overall alignment of textbooks with state content standards, then
they are not sufficiently aligned as a resource to guide instruction that is aligned with district and state learning
standards.

Of the 61 suggested instructional strategies sampled by reviewers, 25 (41%) were not aligned to the Georgia
Standards of Excellence in content. When the content was not adequately aligned with the Georgia academic
standards, then the reviewers did not analyze alignment of the resource in context or cognition. Exhibit 2.4.20
summarizes reviewers’ analyses of a sampling of suggested instructional strategies and student activities found
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in district-adopted textbooks for alignment in content, context, and cognition with the Georgia academic
standards.

Exhibit 2.4.20

Summary of Analyses of District-adopted Textbooks for Alignment
To the Georgia Standards of Excellence Student Expectations
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Total Content Context Cognition
Subject/Course #Items Congruent | Congruent | Congruent
Analyzed # % # % # %
Language Arts 12 5 42 3 25 4 33
Mathematics 18 13 72 11 61 11 61
Science 19 12 63 8 42 9 47
Social Studies 12 6 50 5 42 5 42
Total 61 36 [59% | 27 |44% | 29 | 48%

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.4.20:

» Reviewers analyzed 61 textbook suggested instructional strategies and activities for alignment with
Georgia academic standards.

* Fifty-nine percent of the textbooks’ suggested instructional strategies and activities analyzed were
congruent with state academic standards in content.

*  Forty-four percent of the textbooks’ suggested instructional strategies and activities analyzed were
congruent with state academic standards in context.

* Forty-eight percent of the textbooks’ suggested instructional strategies and activities analyzed were
congruent with state academic standards in cognitive type.

* Of the 61 suggested instructional strategies and activities analyzed, 27 (44%) were found to be
topologically aligned for content, context, and cognition with Georgia academic standards.

Overall, reviewers found over half (54%) of the textbook suggested instructional strategies and activities
analyzed were not fully aligned with Georgia’s academic standards, and did not provide a one-to-one match of
the content, context, and cognition requirement with each learning standard. The alignment found is insufficient
to promote student attainment of curriculum standards and success on the state assessments.

IV. Feasibility of Standards and Learning Targets for Language Arts and Mathematics

For any grade level or course, the number of standards and/or objectives must be feasible for the time allotted
for instruction if teachers are to be able to teach to mastery rather than coverage. When teaching to mastery,
students need to be provided numerous practice opportunities over a period of time in order to retain the learning.
The amount of time needed to master an objective will vary depending on the complexity of the learning. Those
developing curriculum need to consider not only the amount of time a typical student may need to acquire the
learning but also the time needed to retain the learning. Designing a curriculum around the typical learner
ensures that there are not too many objectives to be taught. Reviewers analyzed the number of standards and
learning targets per grade level and course offering for language arts and mathematics in the Richmond County
School System.

The reviewers found that the number of standards and learning targets contained in the K-8 language arts and
mathematics units of study is too numerous to ensure that teachers are able to teach those standards to mastery
in the instructional time allotted.
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Language Arts

Language arts is made up of components including language, reading foundational, reading informational,
reading literacy, speaking and listening, and writing. Each unit of study contains Georgia Standards of Excellence
and learning targets to be taught to mastery. Learning targets are defined in Rubicon Atlas as student-friendly
descriptions—via words, pictures, actions, or some combination of the three—of what the teacher intends
students to learn or accomplish in a given lesson. Because the amount of time needed to teach an objective
to mastery varies, as does the amount of instructional time available at a particular grade level and/or school,
reviewers used a consistent assumption regarding the amount of time available for language arts instruction in
the Richmond County School System. At grades K-35, reviewers assumed there is 120 minutes of language arts
instruction available per day and 160 days of uninterrupted instruction available per school year for a total of
320 hours of time available for language arts instruction. Assuming it takes an average of eight hours to teach
an objective to mastery, elementary teachers might reasonably be expected to teach approximately 40 objectives
per year to mastery. At the middle school level (grades 6-8), due to the variety of instructional schedules found
across the school district, reviewers assumed 160 hours of uninterrupted language arts instruction per year.
Assuming it takes three hours to teach an objective to mastery, middle school teachers might reasonably be
expected to teach 53 language arts objectives per year to mastery.

The Rubicon Atlas language arts K-12 scope and sequence was used to identify and count the number of
Georgia Standards of Excellence to be taught to mastery in each grade. Reviewers also counted the number of
language arts learning targets listed in each unit for each grade level and then checked for duplication. When a
learning target was found in more than one unit of study, it was only counted only once. It was noted that the
curriculum map divides K-2 language arts learnings into eight units, while at grades 4-8 language arts has four
units for each grade level.

Exhibit 2.4.21 displays the number of language arts Georgia Standards of Excellence and learning targets at
each grade level K-8.

Exhibit 2.4.21

Analysis of Feasibility of Learning Targets for Language Arts K-8
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Number of Georgia Standards of Excellence and Learning Targets
Grade K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
GSES 76 88 77 93 89 86 80 77 79
Learning Targets 70 59 39 51 130 64 80 90 234

Sources: Rubicon Atlas language arts curriculum maps, unit plans, and K-12 scope and sequence of GSEs for language arts

From Exhibit 2.4.21 the following is noted:

*  The number of language arts Georgia Standards of Excellence and district learning targets students are
expected to master differs greatly from grade to grade.

*  The number of language arts Georgia Standards of Excellence to be taught to mastery over the course
of a school year ranged from 76 standards in kindergarten to 93 standards in third grade.

*  The number of unduplicated district learning targets students are expected to master ranged from 51 for
third grade to 234 for eighth grade.

* Atall grade levels the number of learning targets students are expected to master within the course of a
school year exceeded what is feasible considering the amount of instructional time available per school
year.
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Reviewers took a closer look at the numbers of learning targets at grades 4 and 8 to see how the learning targets
are divided among reading, writing, speaking and listening, and language. Exhibit 2.4.22 displays the number
of learning targets by skill area for grades 4 and 8.

Exhibit 2.4.22

Analysis of Feasibility of Language Arts Learning Targets
By Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening, and Language
Grades 4 and 8
Richmond County School System

October 2017
. .. Speaking and
Grade Reading | Writing Listening Language Total
Grade 4 90 30 None listed None listed 130
Grade 8 92 60 32 50 234

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.4.22:

* None of the language arts units of study in grade 4 listed learning targets for speaking and listening or
language.

* Teachers of grades 4 and 8 are expected to teach to mastery 90 and 92 reading learning targets,
respectfully.

* Grade 4 teachers are expected to teach to mastery 30 learning targets for writing. There is an expectation
that grade 8 teachers are to teach to mastery twice as many learning targets (60) as in grade 4.

Given the assumptions outlined above, the number of language arts standards and learning targets, kindergarten
through eighth grade, that students are expected to master is too numerous to ensure the ability of teachers to
teach to mastery in the instructional time allotted.

Mathematics

Curriculum documents for mathematics, grades K-8, list Georgia Standards of Excellence for each grade. For
each of these standards, learning targets (“I Can” statements) are identified. Because the amount of time needed to
teach an objective to mastery varies, as does the amount of instructional time available at a particular grade level
and/or school, reviewers used a consistent assumption regarding the amount of time available for mathematics
instruction in the Richmond County School System. At grades K-5, reviewers assumed there is 50 minutes of
mathematics instruction available per day and 160 days of uninterrupted instruction available per school year
for a total of 133 hours of mathematics instruction. Assuming it takes an average of eight hours to teach an
objective to mastery, elementary teachers might reasonably be expected to teach approximately 16 objectives
per year to mastery. At the middle school level (grades 6-8) due to the variety of instructional schedules found
across the school district, reviewers assumed 160 hours of uninterrupted mathematics instruction available
per year. Assuming it takes three class periods to teach an objective to mastery, middle school teachers might
reasonably be expected to teach 53 mathematics objectives per year to mastery.

The Rubicon Atlas mathematics K-12 scope and sequence was used to count the number of mathematics
Georgia Standards of Excellence to be taught to mastery in each grade. Reviewers also counted the number
of mathematics learning targets (“I Can” statements) in each unit for each grade level and then checked for
duplication. As noted above, the district considers the “I Can” statements skills that students should learn or
accomplish in a unit. When a learning target was found in more than one unit of study, it was only counted once.
It was also noted that the last unit of each grade is a preview of the next year’s standards, and expectations are
that these standards will be introduced. Reviewers included these standards and learning targets in the count
for a given grade.
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Exhibit 2.4.23 displays the number of mathematics Georgia Standards of Excellence and learning targets
included at each grade.

Exhibit 2.4.23

Analysis of Feasibility of Learning Targets for Mathematics K-8
Richmond County School System

October 2017
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
GSE 28 27 28 36 43 40 45 44 38
Learning Targets 33 34 36 61 77 62 66 70 57
Source: Rubicon Atlas mathematics curriculum maps, unit plans, and K-12 scope and sequence of GSEs for mathematics

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.4.23:

The number of mathematics Georgia Standards of Excellence to be taught to mastery over the course of
a school year ranged from 28 in Kindergarten and second grade to 45 in sixth grade.

The number of unduplicated district learning targets students are expected to master ranged from 33 in
kindergarten to 77 in the fourth grade.

At all grade levels, the number of learning targets students are expected to master within the course
of a school year exceeded what is feasible considering the amount of instructional time available per
school year.

Given the assumptions outlined above, reviewers concluded that the number of mathematics standards and
learning targets, kindergarten through eighth grade, students are expected to master is too numerous to ensure
the ability of teachers to teach to mastery in the instructional time allotted.

Through an anonymous online survey, teachers in the Richmond County School System were provided an
opportunity to comment on the reasonableness of the number of learning objectives students are expected to
master during the course of a school year. Four hundred fifty-one teachers responded to the survey question.
Following is a representative sampling of the comments reviewers received regarding the feasibility of the
number of skills to be taught from teachers:

“The curriculum moves too fast each week. We basically have one week to teach 3 different skills in
ELA and sometimes the students need extra practice.”

“There are so many standards for each grade that it is difficult to keep up with them.”

“For ELA, [there are] basically four different subjects being covered. I do not feel there is enough time
to truly cover all that is on the pacing guide.”

“Math moves at an extreme pace. I think that for mastery of each standard, we need more time for
practice and re-teaching.”

“Standards based instruction requires a deep level of mastery. Students have to have various
opportunities to develop and show deep mastery of the standards. This is difficult when you have so
many standards.”

“Kindergarten is full of learning outcomes. Children at that state need time to practice and master the
skills.”

“NO, I do not have enough time to teach the objectives in my content area the way they should be
taught. I am skimming the surface.”

Overall reviewers determined that the number of learning targets contained in the K-8 language arts and
mathematics units of study is too numerous to ensure the ability of teachers to teach to mastery in the instructional
time allotted.
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Summary

The reviewers conducted an in-depth analysis of the Richmond County School System curriculum to determine
the extent to which alignment exists. District policy does not specify requirements concerning the components
of curriculum and their alignment to the standards, beyond that the curriculum be aligned. Reviewers compared
a sample of benchmark assessments to the Georgia Standards of Excellence and found the assessments are not
always congruent in content, context, or cognition with state learning standards for language arts, mathematics,
science, and social studies. An analysis of adopted instructional resources found suggested instructional
strategies and activities are not consistently aligned with the Georgia Standards of Excellence for content,
context, and cognition. The number of learning targets identified in the district’s language arts and mathematics
curriculum is not feasible for the instructional time available and does not contribute to mastery learning (see
Recommendations 3, 4, 5, and 6).

AT RN . ix W\
A seventh grade student at CT Walker Traditional Magnet School rewriting a math expression

_

Anatomy students at Cross Creek High School identifying parts of the human skeleton

Richmond County School System System Review Page 235



Finding 2.5: The Gifted and Talented and Special Education programs have seen an increase in student
eligibility and must continue planning for responsiveness to meet increasing demands and to support
student success in the regular and specialized curriculum.

When school leaders working in effective school districts attempt to select instructional materials and
supplemental programs to meet targeted or general student needs, they establish criteria to determine the
purpose and focus of the decision. Such districts also identify the evidence of alignment of the material or
programs with the district curriculum, state expectations, or other sources of accountability for students and
teachers. While the need for variation in approaches to the intended curriculum is typically a reason for
choosing supplemental programs, the focus fluctuates between emphasis on intervening with changes in design
or delivery, supplementing existing instructional materials and methods, or finding materials and methods that
address specific student needs identified through analysis of data.

The Richmond County School System has two programs that have experienced increased enrollment over the
past few years: the Gifted and Talent Program, and the Special Education Program. The Gifted and Talent
program has seen increases due to a deliberate attempt by the district to identify previously under-identified
populations of qualifying students. The Special Education program has seen an increase through normal
identification processes.

Gifted and Talented

Reviewers were presented with a variety of documents related to gifted programming in the Richmond County
School System. Documents included in the review are listed in Exhibit 2.5.1.

Exhibit 2.5.1

Gifted and Talented Program Documents
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Document Date
Board Policy IDDD, Gifted Student Programs 2015

Academic and Creative Enrichment (ACE) Program

(Gifted Instructor’s Policies and Procedures Handbook) 2016
Gifted Education Handbook 2017-18
RCSS Gifted Department Improvement Plan 2015-2018
Gifted Department Monthly Meetings and PL Agendas 2016-17

Board Policy IDDD: Gifted Student Programs requires that the district develop a program to support the
development and identification of gifted students. Included is the expectation to “Establish qualifying criteria”
and an environment to “extend student competencies in the areas of cognitive skills, learning skills, research
skills, communication skills, and metacognitive skills beyond the regular classroom.”

The Gifted Education Handbook ensures the district’s gifted programming is delivered in accordance with
GaDOE rule 160-4-2-.38, which makes provisions for the special needs of gifted students. Also included in
this handbook, are the nomination procedures, qualifying processes, and eligibility rules. Delivery of services
is also discussed it the handbook, with an emphasis on the principles of a differentiated curriculum for gifted/
talented students.

The Gifted Education Handbook also presents several Program Delivery Models, including Resources Classes
(grades K-5), Advanced Content Classes (grades 6-12), Cluster Grouping (grades 1-8), and Collaborative
Teaching (grades 2-12). The handbook notes that Collaborative Teaching is not currently in use in the RCSS.
Students identified as gifted shall receive at least five segments per week using one of the service delivery
models. Students in the middle school and high school also receive services via Advanced Placement, honors,
and International Baccalaureate curricula.
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The Academic and Creative Enrichment Program Handbook presents further details and “teacher friendly”
information about program requirements and the instructor’s roles and responsibilities, including requirements
to access and utilize the RCSS K-5 Gifted Curriculum and to attend monthly department meetings and serve on
collaborative teams with other elementary G/T teachers.

The Richmond County School System K-5 Gifted Curriculum is located in two places: the Rubicon Atlas
website and in paper form within the Academic and Creative Enrichment Program Handbook. The curriculum
presented in the Academic and Creative Enrichment Program Handbook is a pacing guide for grades 1-5 and
presents instructional units of covering between four and six weeks in lengths. Sample unit titles include
topics such as Poetry, The Nervous System, Creative Writing, Problem Solving, Genius Hour, and Architecture.
GaDOE Gifted Standards are also presented, although in a different document than the pacing guide.

The Gifted Department Improvement Plan includes a goal to “provide ongoing professional development to
continue developing teacher efficacy in the areas of referring, screening, and testing of potential gifted students.”
In discussion with district personnel at Richmond County School System, reviewers learned that there has been
an effort to increase the number of Richmond County School System student enrolled in the district’s gifted
program to more closely resemble the state of Georgia enrollment average of 11.5%. District screening records
indicate an increase in students screened over the past five years, as displayed in Exhibit 2.5.2.

Exhibit 2.5.2

Gifted and Talented Program Referrals and Enrollment
Richmond County School System

2013-2017
. Percent of
Screening Year Referrals Potential Subsequent Year RCSS October
Enrollment Year Enrollment

Enrollment
FY13 1466 FY14 956 3.0
FY14 1068 FY15 1281 3.8
FY15 1755 FY16 1614 5.2
FY16 1967 FY17 1765 5.7
FY17 1436 FY18 1882 N/A

Source: Referral and Enrollment is District Provided Data

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.5.2:

» Referrals for gifted and talented screening increased markedly beginning with the first year of the
Improvement Plan Goals, 2015.

*  Enrollment has also grown since FY13, increasing from 956 in 2013 to 1882 in 2017.
*  The percent of G/T student enrollment district-wide has increased from 3.0% in 2014 to 5.7% in 2016.

Reviewers next examined the actual number of G/T students in each elementary, middle, and high school across
the district.
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Exhibit 2.5.3 displays the elementary Gifted and Talented enrollment for FY2015 through FY2017.
Exhibit 2.5.3

Gifted and Talented Enrollment by Elementary School
Richmond County School System

2015-2017
FY17 Percent

School FY15 | FY16 | FY17 ADM G/T
Lake Forest 127 137 127 683 18.6
Walker Magnet 171 189 128 798 16.0
State Average* 11.5*
Goshen 18 22 41 520 7.9
McBean 22 24 30 407 7.4
Blythe 10 10 21 301 7.0
Garrett 25 27 29 455 6.4
Hephzibah 12 8 26 410 6.3
Freedom Park 19 43 41 682 6.0
Deer Chase 38 39 25 559 4.5
Lamar-Milledge 6 6 18 433 4.2
Hains 6 6 25 640 39
Merry 5 5 13 354 3.7
Welles Foreman 9 9 11 339 3.2
Craig-Houghton 3 2 12 391 3.0
Reynolds 17 19 26 955 2.7
Gracewood 14 17 12 473 2.5
Monte Sano 7 9 357 2.5
Barton Chapel 3 3 12 505 24
Hornsby 6 12 7 309 2.3
Tobacco Road 4 4 10 443 2.3
Copeland 7 9 10 470 2.1
Glenn Hills 8 7 8 395 2.0
Diamond Lakes 6 6 11 631 1.7
Windsor Springs 6 5 7 473 1.5
Jamestown 4 5 5 354 1.4
Meadowbrook 4 3 7 472 1.4
Wilkinson Gardens 3 5 6 486 1.2
Jenkins 4 5 4 419 1.0
Rollins 4 4 4 412 1.0
Southside 9 8 4 408 1.0
Bayvale 3 7 4 496 0.8
Terrace Manor 2 2 2 365 0.5
Warren Road 58 66 40 611 0.2
Bold indicates meets or exceeds state average by +/- 5%.
Source: *Governor s Office of Student Achievement; Enrollment data from Georgia Department of Education
website

Richmond County School System System Review Page 238



Reviewers used a range of +/- 5% (6.5 or above) to determine if schools have achieved the goal of meeting the
state average. As can be noted in Exhibit 2.5.3:

* Gifted and Talented enrollments have increased in some, but not all, of the district’s elementary schools
over the past three years.

* Gifted and Talented enrollments at Lake Forest Elementary School and Walker Traditional Magnet
School exceed the state average. Gifted and Talented enrollments at all other district elementary
schools remain below the state average.

Exhibit 2.5.4 displays middle school Gifted and Talented enrollment for FY2015 through FY2017.
Exhibit 2.5.4

Gifted and Talented Enrollment by Middle School
Richmond County School System

2015-2017

School FY15 FY16 FY17 FY17 ADM | Percent G/T
State Average* 11.5*
Pine Hill 34 32 37 584 6.3
Tutt 28 33 24 455 5.3
Hephzibah 30 30 18 446 4.0
Spirit Creek 6 10 18 481 3.7
Langford 34 38 28 792 3.5
Hornsby 12 12 9 295 3.1
Morgan Road 2 2 6 371 1.6
Murphy 6 11 6 625 1.0
Glenn Hills 4 3 5 546 0.9
Bold indicates meets or exceeds state average by +/- 5%.
Sources: *Governor s Office of Student Achievement; Enrollment data from Georgia Department of Education website

As noted in Exhibit 2.5.4,

* Gifted and Talented enrollment at all middle schools in the Richmond County School System is below
the state average of 11.5%.

* Gifted and Talented enrollment in FY2017 compared to FY2015 has decreased in all but four district
middle schools.
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Exhibit 2.5.5 displays high school Gifted and Talented enrollment for FY2015 through FY2017.
Exhibit 2.5.5

Gifted and Talented Enrollment by High School
Richmond County School System

2015-2017

School FY15 FY16 FY17 FY17 ADM | Percent G/T
Davidson Magnet 377 371 409 795 514
Johnson Magnet 206 223 250 690 36.2
Richmond Co Technical Magnet 18 16 55 397 13.9
State Average* 11.5*
Westside 39 40 58 735 7.9
Academy of Richmond 61 66 69 1,241 5.6
Hephzibah 35 42 49 976 5.0
Cross Creek 36 44 48 1,228 39
Laney 6 14 19 567 34
Butler 11 15 23 840 2.7
Glenn Hills 3 6 6 732 0.8
Josey 6 6 2 552 0.3
Bold indicates meets or exceeds state average by +/- 5%.
Source: *Governor s Office of Student Achievement; Enrollment data from Georgia Department of Education website

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.5.5,

* Between FY2015 and FY2017, Gifted and Talented enrollment has increased at all high schools in the
district except for TW Josey High School.

* Gifted and Talented enrollments are below the state average at all but three of the district’s high schools.

While Gifted and Talented enrollment has increased in the district, it still lags far behind the state average
of 11.5%. Enrollment has almost doubled since 2013, with current enrollment of 1,882. Reviewers noted
that enrollment increases are focused primarily in a few school buildings. In discussions with district staff,
it was noted that once students are identified for gifted services, parents will sometimes choose to enroll their
student in one of the magnet schools in the district, a school with a strong Advanced Placement/International
Baccalaureate program, or a school with a reputation for higher student achievement, thereby leaving their
neighborhood school. These decisions are fully identifiable when noticing the large number of G/T students in
the magnet schools. Davidson Magnet School, for instance, has over 50% of its ADM identified as gifted and
talented. While the decision to change schools is fully within the parameters for enrollment in the Richmond
County School System, it presents potential difficulties for the district, including the following:

¢ As students elect to switch schools, there remains a smaller cohort of Gifted and Talented students to
serve in the neighborhood school. Gifted and talented students remaining at their neighborhood schools
are often served through in-class differentiation. However, as was noted by reviewers in classroom
visits, few classrooms utilized differentiation of either curriculum or instruction (see Finding 3.3).
With little or no differentiation, the curriculum remains the same as that for the general population
and is not specialized to meet the unique learning needs of gifted and talented students. A sampling of
comments received by reviewers during interviews related to this status follows:

o “We need better processes for monitoring those who are gifted. In lower-performing schools, I
know that there are more students who are gifted and talented.” (Building Administrator)

o “We say we differentiate for the advanced kids, but I don’t see it in the classrooms in my school.”
(Building Administrator)
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o “Our gifted numbers are VERY low. Only 12 students in the building. Plus 40 others in the talent
development program.” (Building Administrator)

o “We currently receive more gifted teacher referrals from some schools than from others. This
creates an imbalance of students who might qualify for the program from building to building.”
(Central Office Administrator)

o “Once kids are identified as gifted — they tend to transfer to the magnet schools.” (Central Office
Administrator)

While all schools are required to have teaching staff in place who are credentialed by the state of
Georgia as trained to teach in a G/T program, not all schools have full-time staff, nor are they able to
retain the existing staff who are G/T trained. Building administrators commented to reviewers of the
difficulty of retaining teachers who hold gifted credentials. In fact, while the district provides funding
for teachers to earn the gifted credential, often times, once the credential is earned, that teacher leaves
RCSS to obtain a position in a more lucrative district elsewhere. Most often the departing teachers
had been assigned to a school with a lower G/T population. Data related to teacher retention were not
presented to reviewers for analysis. However, even if such data were available, the reason for the G/T
teacher departure would not be indicated. Comments made to reviewers verify the concern about G/T
teacher retention:

o “Some of my best teachers [gifted] have been hired away by the neighboring county.” (Building
Administrator)

o “We [the district] pay for training teachers for the gifted endorsement, then they leave for higher
paying jobs in Columbia County.” (Building Administrator)

o “My gifted teacher left for better paying job the year after we trained her.” (Building Administrator)

o “There’s an issue with the quality of the teachers in those [Gifted and Talented] positions. Are
they truly trained to be gifted teachers? We have no control over who’s chosen.” (Building
Administrator)

While Gifted and Talented enrollments have increased over the past three years, increases have not
been uniform across district schools. Most of the increased Gifted and Talented enrollment can be
tracked to a few school buildings. Even if some parents elect to transfer schools, reviewers would
expect to see at least a modest increase in Gifted and Talented enrollments across all district schools
since services are provided at all schools. Determination of eligibility for Gifted and Talented services
in the Richmond County School System is based primarily upon students obtaining a CogAT score of
90™ percentile or above. The CogAT (Cognitive Abilities Test) is a reasoning and problem-solving test
commonly used for qualifying students for gifted and talented programs. To increase the number of
students in the district’s pool of potential students for screening, district leaders relaxed the qualifying
CogAT score to the 80" percentile. A second strategy to increase the pool of potential gifted students
was to provide training for staff in gifted and talented identification with the hope of increasing the
number of teacher referrals. This would be especially helpful for those students who might not qualify
based on mental ability or achievement, but could qualify based on creativity or motivation. However,
in discussions with building administrators, reviewers heard concerns about the reluctance of teachers
to refer potential gifted and talented candidates for screening.

o “We would have more gifted students if the classroom teachers would refer them for eligibility.
Often time the teachers don’t refer some of their brightest students because the child might be a
behavior problem in the classroom.” (Building Administrator)

o “Iliked it better when the gifted students were sent to another school where they could be engaged
all day. Now they stay here all day and get pulled from my classroom.” (Teacher)
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A combination of factors, including uneven distribution of gifted and talented students throughout the district,
difficulty retaining credentialed teachers with a specialization in teaching the gifted, the inconsistent nomination
processes for nominating potential gifted students, and service delivery in the regular education classroom that
may not be differentiated to meet the child’s learning needs, has created a program where some students may
not have full access to services or not be identified for services at all. This creates an inequity for this population
of students that must be addressed by district administration. Finding 3.2 provides a full analysis of potential
equity issues in RCSS, including that of the gifted and talented program.

Special Education

Special Education has experienced an increase in enrollment over the past few years. Unlike the Gifted and
Talented program, recruiting efforts were not necessary, and students are identified for special education
services based on classroom learning difficulties. Exhibit 2.5.6 displays the number of students receiving
special education services in the Richmond County School System over the past four years.

Exhibit 2.5.6

Special Education Enrollment by Qualifying Category
Richmond County School System

2014-2017
FY14 to
Category FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY17
Change
Autism (A) 184 181 198 211 +27
Emotional & Behavioral Disorder (EBD) 237 184 152 146 -91
Hard of Hearing (HH) 15 16 18 20 +5
Mild Intellectual Disability (MID) 240 232 220 227 -13
Moderate Intellectual Disability (MolD) 108 92 93 97 -11
Other Health Impaired (OHI) 453 506 559 593 +140
Orthopedic Impairment (OI) 14 12 14 11 -3
Significant Development Delay (SDD) 472 541 562 620 +148
Speech-Language Impairment (SL) 320 324 349 414 +94
Severe Intellectual Disability (SID) 32 24 30 23 -9
Specific Learning Disability (SLD) 584 698 825 937 +353
Total | 2,659 2,810 3,020 3,299 +640
Students qualifying with more than one category are listed by primary disability only.
Source: Georgia Department of Education website

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.5.6:

*  Opverall, the number of students identified for special education services has increased by 640 (24%)
students from 2014 to 2017.

* In total, 3,299 students received special education services in FY2017

* Specific Learning Disability (SLD) is the leading qualifying category, with 937 students receiving
services.

* Significant Development Delay (SDD), Other Health Impaired (OHI), and Speech-Language Impairment
(SL) are the next three highest categories.
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The Richmond County School System utilizes a variety of interventions for service delivery to students who
are struggling academically, both IEP and non-IEP students. The RCK12 Pyramid of Interventions is a four-tier
service delivery model that focuses on increased support across a continuum of services as follows:

* Tier 1: Standards-Based Instruction: Utilizes the general curriculum and instructional model approved
for use in the district. Essentially, no additional supports are implemented.

e Tier 2: Data Driven Targeted Instruction: Small group instruction (no more than seven students)
is utilized. Intervention strategies include a variety of programs in English language arts including
iReady, Pearson Intervention, and virtual school (specific interventions will vary by content area).
Progress monitoring is completed once monthly.

* Tier 3: SST Driven Instruction: Small group instruction of no more than three students. Individually
assigned and needs based intervention is the focus of Tier 3. Sample programs include iReady, Start
Up, and Build Up. Progress monitoring is completed every two weeks.

e Tier 4: Special Education: Individually determined instructional programs delivered via an
Individualized Education Plan (IEP).

With 3,299 students identified as receiving special education services, of which 937 are identified as Specific
Learning Disability, reviewers would expect to see Tier 2 and 3 services provided to students in district
classrooms. During brief classroom visits to 392 classrooms across the district, reviewers noted evidence of
differentiated instruction present in 13% of classrooms visited. Since small group work is the cornerstone of
Tier 2 and 3 services, reviewers looked for evidence of small group work. Of the classrooms visited, small
group work was present in 19% of classrooms, while whole group instruction was present in 68% of classrooms.
Reviewers noted that, in those classrooms where students were working in small groups, the assignments in the
small group were identical to those of the rest of the class, so no differentiation of curriculum or instruction was
observed. The small group was simply a seating arrangement for the class (see Finding 3.3).

The Special Education Department Improvement Plan includes a performance measure to “Implement rigorous
and relevant curriculum and instruction to provide a foundation to maximize student achievement and prepare
students to be College and Career Ready.” One of the components of reaching this goal is to ensure that the
curriculum for special education needs is available to all teachers. District staff explained that special education
is in the middle of a three-year plan to revise the curriculum to include specially designed instruction.

Another Department of Special Education action step to help meet the goal to implement rigorous and relevant
curriculum and instruction is to work with other departments (including English language arts, mathematics,
science, and social studies) to ensure staff assigned to work with students with disabilities have access to
instructional resources to improve outcomes for all students. While laudable as a goal and action step, comments
made by district staff revealed the extent to which educators within the district are faced with difficulties as they
attempt to meet the academic needs of students in the classroom. Many of the following comments heard by
reviewers during interviews with district administrators and teachers are related to the overwhelming number
of students requiring special services and a lack of available staff to serve the children.

» “Staffing for increasing special enrollment is lagging behind the need.” (Building Administrator)

*  “We used to have a bigger department [for special education] and it has been downsized because of our
budget. It has impacted our department in the special education curriculum.” (District Administrator)

*  “Nobody wants to sign up to be the inclusion class because that is nine additional students with IEPs;
sometimes we may have another teacher there for only four hours. No professional development to the
extent that they need to be effective; special education segments and scheduling common planning is
difficult because of the schedule.” (Building Administrator)

*  “No, we are not meeting the needs of the special ed. kids. Thirty-five kids with 1.5 teachers to cover
self-contained and pull-out. It’s under staffed.” (Building Administrator)
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*  “The class sizes in Richmond County are very large which make it difficult for the teachers to instruct
giving small group instruction.” (Teacher Survey)

* “Response to Intervention is done with fidelity in the earlier grades. [However,] students are entering
6th grade with significant deficits in Reading and Mathematics, but received A’s and B’s all throughout
elementary school. Their grades do not correlate with I-Ready Assessments or State Assessments at
the end of the year. With this being said we have way too many students below grade level when they
reach middle school.” (Teacher Survey)

*  “I am overwhelmed by the number of students that I have to see in a single day. I teach both pullout
and collaboratively and feel that due to the number of students I teach, I cannot give each student the
time and individualized instruction they require.” (Teacher Survey)

The Richmond County School System has seen an increase in the number of students qualifying for special
education services over the past four years. The number of students identified with Specific Learning Disabilities
has increased the most dramatically. To address student learning needs, the district utilizes a four-tier model
of intervention supports, with increasing levels of direct support as needed on a pupil-by-pupil basis. To help
address the increased burden on the district staff, the Department of Special Education has outlined goals in its
improvement plan to make specialized curricula needs more readily available to teachers via Rubicon Atlas,
and provide professional learning to district staff focused on meeting the needs of special education students in
the general education classroom.

The successful implementation of both improvement plan action steps should help provide necessary resources
to teachers and building administrators to meet the learning needs of special education students. However,
the concern remains whether students who qualify for special education services are receiving all the supports
they require to be successful in the Richmond County School System. Reports from district staff indicate
that overcrowded classrooms create an impediment to providing needed services, particularly small group
or individualized instruction. Additionally, in the absence of differentiated instructional strategies, student
specialized learning needs are not met in the general education classroom. See Finding 3.2 for a full description
of the ramifications and discussion of potential equity issues related to special education programming.

Summary

Reviewers examined both the Gifted and Talented and Special Education programs with a focus on the potential
consequences of increased enrollment in both programs. Reviewers noted that both programs have experienced
increased enrollments. While the Gifted and Talented program has focused its efforts recently on increasing
numbers to approach state averages, the Special Education program focus has been on addressing accessibility
to the curriculum and instructional resources to support teachers and building administrators. Reviewers
determined that the increase in enrollment in both programs has resulted in a potential equity issue related to
availability of services to meet the specialized learning needs of these student populations. While the causes for
these potential equity issues vary, that access to programs must be made available to students regardless of their
school of attendance, number of children in the program, or availability of staffing in a particular department/
school (see Recommendations 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7).
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STANDARD 3: The School District Demonstrates Internal Consistency and
Rational Equity in Its Program Development and Implementation.

A school system meeting this System Review standard is able to show how its program has been created as the
result of a systematic identification of deficiencies in the achievement and growth of its students compared to
measurable standards of pupil learning.

In addition, a school system meeting this standard is able to demonstrate that it possesses a focused and coherent
approach toward defining curriculum and that, as a whole, it is more effective than the sum of its parts, i.e., any
arbitrary combinations of programs or schools do not equate to the larger school system entity.

The purpose of having a school system is to obtain the educational and economic benefits of a coordinated and
focused program for students, both to enhance learning, which is complex and multi-year in its dimensions, and
to employ economies of scale where applicable.

What the Reviewers Expected to Find in the Richmond County School System:

The CMSi reviewers expected to find a highly-developed, articulated, and coordinated curriculum in the school
system that was effectively monitored by the administrative and supervisory staffs at the central and site levels.
Common indicators are:

* Documents/sources that reveal internal connections at different levels in the system;

* Predictable consistency through a coherent rationale for content delineation within the curriculum,;
*  Equity of curriculum/course access and opportunity;

*  Allocation of resource flow to areas of greatest need;

* Acurriculum that is clearly explained to members of the teaching staff and building-level administrators
and other supervisory personnel;

*  Specific professional development programs to enhance curricular design and delivery;
* A curriculum that is monitored by central office and site supervisory personnel; and

e Teacher and administrator responsiveness to school board policies, currently and over time.

Overview of What the Reviewers Found in the Richmond County School System:

This section is an overview of the findings that follow in the area of Standard Three. Details follow within
separate findings.

The district does not have a comprehensive plan in place that drives decision making about professional learning
program design, delivery, and program evaluation. Professional learning is offered by many central office staff
and school-based staff, which sometimes leads to conflicting messages about programming and expectations.
Various perceptions of the effectiveness and efficiency of professional learning exist. The vision of professional
learning is clouded by inconsistencies in communication among teaching and administrative staff.

Inconsistencies in the allocation of staff and resources have led to inequities throughout the school system.
Funding and resources for Gifted and Talented, Special Education, and English as a Second Language programs
are distributed inequitably, often impacting student achievement negatively. Inconsistencies in the allocation
of library books and computers were identified. Student suspension rates varied between schools based on
socioeconomic levels. Placement of waiver teachers in lower performing schools also leads to inequities.

The reviewers also found inconsistencies between what administrators believe is taking place in classrooms and
what is actually taking place in classrooms. Monitoring of curriculum delivery is inconsistent. Data collected
proved these inconsistencies exist at schools throughout the district and at each instructional level in the core
subject areas.
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Board policy directs professional learning for the district. The district Professional Learning Plan is not an
effective document to guide professional learning on a daily basis. Information pertaining to the characteristics of
an effective professional learning plan was not included in the professional learning plan but was found in various
other documents submitted for the reviewers to study. Administrator and teacher feelings about professional
learning programming varied. The district provides many professional learning programs opportunities, most
of which focus on digital learning and teaching and learning. Teaching and learning workshops and seminars
focus on effective instruction but usually did not include wording in the course description pertaining to
rigorous teaching and learning and higher level thinking skills. Processes and procedures for monitoring the
implementation of curriculum were not found in professional learning activities.

Inconsistencies in program implementation, district staffing practices, and programming for smaller groups
within the student enrollment lead to inequities throughout the school district. Instructional resources, library
books, and computers were found to be inequitably distributed to schools, especially those enrolling students
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. Students in Special Education and Gifted and Talented programs are
often not engaged in instructional programs designed to address their specific learning needs. The percentage of
students suspended from school was higher in lower performing schools.

Study of student artifacts indicated that most instructional programming did not demonstrate higher levels of
thinking and/or rigorous instruction at any of the instructional levels, elementary, middle, or high school.

Classroom visitation data clearly show that district administrators’ expectations that classrooms instruction
is rigorous and promotes higher level thinking are not transferred to classroom instruction. Written learning
standards were not consistently evident in classrooms. Very little evidence of differentiation and small group
instruction was evident in classrooms across the district.

Finding 3.1: The district offers an array of professional learning opportunities; however, a comprehensive
professional learning plan is not in place to provide long-range direction, system coordination, and
evaluation in terms of desired student achievement.

Professional learning is the primary vehicle to achieve the overall purpose of improving teacher effectiveness
and increasing student achievement. Quality professional development is research-based, driven by data,
individualized to allow for differentiation for both the teacher and the learner, and provides all staff with the
necessary skills and knowledge to meet the needs of a diverse student population. A well-planned professional
learning program is an essential component of a district’s efforts to achieve its mission and goals and to connect
curriculum design and classroom delivery. A high quality program results from a comprehensive professional
development plan that addresses short-term and long-range needs. To be comprehensive, a professional learning
plan must be linked to district goals, aligned with identified needs, include a district planning process, incorporate
long-term implementation, and provide opportunities for meaningful practice and follow-up. Professional
learning needs to be well defined and coordinated at the district level, with a limited number of focus areas at
any given time and opportunities to revisit key areas of training from one year to the next to provide depth to the
learning and move it from an awareness level into standard practice. Effective professional learning programs
are focused on the delivery of curriculum and include multiple evaluation methods to evaluate effectiveness
in terms of results attained. In addition, a quality professional learning program includes a systemic feedback
process designed to gather data to inform the direction of the program and the training. Furthermore, quality
professional development is critical to ensuring teachers are effectively trained to deliver instruction that is
at the identified cognitive level to assure students achieve mastery of Georgia’s academic standards and can
demonstrate such mastery on district and state assessments.

A comprehensive professional learning plan incorporates long-range planning to guide the district in a direction
that is aligned with identified district expectations and is coordinated among district departments and schools.
The comprehensive plan is measured and evaluated in terms of student achievement outcomes. The most
successful professional learning programs articulate and communicate to staff a clear, focused mission and
vision. The program begins with a focused needs assessment by analyzing data to determine strengths and
weaknesses in curriculum delivery and to establish a starting point for the initial planning phase. Training
should be job-embedded and offer a variety of delivery models that will mirror expectations for delivery of
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classroom instruction at the necessary depth and complexity aligned with the expectations of the Georgia
academic standards. Professional learning starts with a clear purpose aligned with identified needs and must
be relevant and meaningful. Additionally, good professional development models the instructional strategies
expected to demonstrate to learners what a quality classroom environment looks and feels like. It requires
policy guidance and should be inclusive of all employee groups. Monitoring is a key component; measuring
the success of the training is critical to its direct impact on student achievement and intended results.

To determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the professional learning program in the Richmond County
School System, the reviewers examined board policies, job descriptions, and district planning documents
and interviewed district administrators and teachers about professional learning development, planning, and
programing in the district.

Reviewers found there was no policy to provide direction and an absence of a comprehensive plan to guide and
inform professional development in the Richmond County School System. Implementation of professional
learning is inadequate in design to determine if desired improvements in measured student achievement are
being obtained. Professional learning activities across the school system are not clearly aligned to district
goals or priorities. There is no indication that teacher evaluation results or student achievement data have been
used systematically in prioritizing professional learning needs or evaluating the effectiveness of professional
learning activities.

Reviewers examined board policies to identify direction and expectations regarding professional learning. The
following board policies address professional development.

*  Board Policy IDA: Basic Program states, “The Board of Education shall encourage and support
professional staff development as it relates to curriculum implementation.” It was noted that Policy
1IDA encourages but does not require professional learning in the school district.

*  Board Policy GAD: Professional Learning Opportunities recognized the importance of establishing,
coordinating, and maintaining professional learning programs that address the assessed needs of all
students and school personnel. This policy directs the superintendent to include professional learning
as a major component of a system-level strategic plan and to appoint a Professional Learning Director.
The superintendent is also required to report to the board annually describing progress in meeting goals
of a comprehensive learning plan.

*  Board Policy GAMA: Drug-Free Workplace states, “The school system shall provide such professional
learning activities as required by state or federal law to inform employees of the dangers of drug abuse,
the availability of employee assistance and drug counseling and treatment and the terms of this policy.”

*  Board Policy BBBC: Board Member Development Opportunities encourages board members to keep
abreast of educational trends, in part, by attending workshops, seminars, and conventions of the Georgia
School Boards Association.

Overall, board policies of the Richmond County School System communicate a clear expectation for
professional learning in the school system that is funded, included as a component of the district’s strategic
plan, and coordinated by a Director of Professional Learning. Board policies, however, did not communicate
expectations for:

* Professional learning needs to be identified, prioritized, and coordinated at the district, school, and
individual level.

* Professional learning needs to be based on an analysis of student achievement results and aggregated
professional summative evaluations.

* Professional learning opportunities to be designed to train staff in the effective delivery of the adopted
curriculum.

* Results of professional learning initiatives to be evaluated based on increased student achievement.
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* An ongoing program of professional learning designed to identify and solve problems of bias in all
aspects of school programing.

Reviewers also examined job descriptions of district personnel to determine what district expectations are
relative to professional learning planning and implementation. District administrators, building administrators
and teachers all serve distinctive roles in the design and delivery of instruction to students. Inherent in each
position is an expectation of how the individual shall meet the district expectations of the position held. Listed
below in Exhibit 3.1.1 is a listing of job descriptions that reference professional development, a brief summary

of the roles and responsibilities of each, and an indication if the responsibilities are considered essential.

Exhibit 3.1.1

Job Descriptions: Roles and Responsibilities Related to Professional Learning

Richmond County School System

October 2017
Job Title Roles and Responsibilities Essential
Job Duty
Assistant Supports the planning, coordination, delivery, and monitoring of
Superintendent professional learning and school improvement with the purpose of
(Area I, I1, and enhancing student achievement.
1) Assumes responsibility for additional strategic and tactical assignments,
initiatives, and programs from time to time as designated by the
Superintendent of Schools (e.g. technology, magnet programs, professional
learning, teacher presentation and reader evaluations programs, system
accreditation).
Associate The Associate Superintendent oversees the instructional programs Y
Superintendent including all curriculum such as Pre-K and CTAE, Technology, Student
for Curriculum, Services, Specialist Education, Title I, Professional Learning...
Instruction, Develop, implement, and supervise staff professional development to be
Assessment and aligned with all district curriculum initiatives.
Technology Develop, oversee and evaluate school system plans for federal programs,
curriculum development, professional development...
Works collaboratively with Human Resources on the professional
development of all educators to ensure staff is highly qualified and highly
effective.
Director of The coordinator of staff/professional learning works with central office Y
Professional and schools to set staff/professional learning priorities to meet the needs
Learning of staff; manages the professional development teacher program; develops
and disseminates innovative and successful school improvement practices;
coordinates system-wide professional learning initiatives and activities
through the implantation of a comprehensive training calendar; serves as a
liaison to other offices and departments on professional learning needs; and
assists the superintendent or designee on other school system initiatives.
Director of Provides leadership in design and delivery of professional development Y
Curriculum and training activities for principals, teachers, and support staff to promote
Instruction innovative teaching approaches and techniques. Provides support and
guidance to in-service instructors and coordinators.
Director of Makes recommendations to the Superintendent regarding long-term Y
CTAE planning for professional learning with respect to the vocational education
programs in Richmond County.
Director of Title Responsible for planning and supervising appropriate in-service activities
I/GA Pre-K for program staff.
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Exhibit 3.1.1 (continued)
Job Descriptions: Roles and Responsibilities Related to Professional Learning
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Job Title Roles and Responsibilities Essential
Job Duty
Instructional * Conducts workshops, seminars, conferences and training sessions with Y
Technology school staff to increase knowledge of hardware, software, networking and
Specialist telecommunications for successful implementation into the instructional
program.
Middle School |+ Provides Professional Learning that supports the School Improvement Plan
Principal by collaboratively identifying the professional learning needs of the staff.
Assistant + Assists with identification of professional learning needs and the
Principal development and implementation of a school improvement plan to meet
those needs.
Professional * Plans, conducts, and evaluates professional development activities Y
Learning throughout the RCSS for teachers.
Facilitator for *  Works cooperatively with Director of Professional Development and
Leader Quality School Improvement, Superintendent, and other appropriate administrators
in identifying and projecting staff needs and providing training to support
identified needs.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.1.1:

*  Within various job descriptions there are expectations that professional learning activities will be
planned, implemented, and evaluated.

* Several positions are charged with responsibilities associated with developing and delivering
professional learning.

*  The Director of Professional Learning is responsible for coordinating professional learning efforts.
»  The Professional Learning Facilitator is responsible for planning professional learning activities.

* There is no clear expectation that professional learning will be monitored in terms of professional
practices or evaluated in terms of improved student achievement.

* Based on the job descriptions reviewed, there is an expectation that professional learning will align with
curriculum initiatives, but there is no clear expectation that professional learning will be aligned with
district goals.

Planning

Reviewers were presented with a District Improvement Plan for the Professional Learning School Improvement
Division, which was represented as the district’s professional learning plan. To determine the adequacy of
the professional learning plan, reviewers compared the district’s professional learning plan against 18
characteristics of a comprehensive professional learning program. An “X” in the “Adequate” column indicates
that the characteristic was met. “Partial” indicates that not all parts of a characteristic were present. An “X” in
the “Inadequate” column indicates that the characteristic was not met. In order for the district’s professional
learning plan to be considered adequate, the district’s approach to professional learning must demonstrate 13
(70%) of the characteristics of a comprehensive professional learning program. The reviewers’ assessment of
the district’s professional development program is presented in Exhibit 3.1.2.
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Exhibit 3.1.2

Curriculum Management Improvement Model Professional Learning Criteria
Reviewers’ Assessment of Professional Learning Program
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Characteristics Reviewers’ Rating
Adequate | Inadequate
Policy
1. Has policy that directs staff development efforts. Partial*
2. Fosters an expectation for professional growth. X
3. Is for all employees. X
Planning and Design
4. Is based on a careful analysis of data and is data-driven. X
5. Provides for system-wide coordination and has a clearinghouse function in x
place.
6. Provides the necessary funding to carry out professional development goals. X
7. Has a current plan that provides a framework for integrating innovations x
related to mission.
8. Has a professional development mission in place. Partial*
9. Is built using a long-range planning approach. X
10. Provides for organizational, unit, and individual development in a systemic Partial*
manner.
11. Focuses on organizational change—staff development efforts are aligned to x
district goals.
Delivery
12. Is based on proven research-based approaches that have been shown to X
increase productivity.
13. Provides for three phases of the change process: initiation, implementation, Partial*
and institutionalization.
14. Is based on human learning and development and adult learning. X
15. Uses a variety of professional development approaches. X
16. Provides for follow-up and on-the-job application necessary to ensure X
improvement.
17. Expects each supervisor to be a staff developer of staff supervised. Partial*
Evaluation
18. Requires an evaluation of process that is ongoing, includes multiple sources
of information, focuses on all levels of the organization, and is based on X
actual change in behavior.
Total 4 14
Percentage 22%
*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
©2017 CMSi

Reviewers found the Richmond County School System professional learning program to be not yet adequate.
As shown in Exhibit 3.1.2, the Richmond County School System’s professional learning program was rated
adequate on four (22%) of the 18 criteria and inadequate on 14 (78%) of the 18 characteristics. Details regarding
the reviewers’ assessment of each characteristic follow:
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Characteristic 1: Has policy that directs professional learning efforts

This characteristic was rated partially adequate. The reviewers examined several board policies that gave some
direction concerning professional learning. Board Policy GAD establishes an expectation that the district’s
strategic plan and individual school improvement plans include professional learning as a major component.
While there is a clear expectation for professional learning in the Richmond County School System, board
policies were considered weak regarding guidance in how to select, prioritize, and coordinate professional
learning activities. Policies also did not have an expectation requiring evaluation of the effectiveness of
professional learning to be based on student achievement.

Characteristic 2: Fosters an expectation for professional growth

This characteristic was rated adequate. Reviewers note that there is value placed on professional learning
that addresses the needs of all students and staff and enhances the skills and knowledge of school system
personnel that directly relate to improving student achievement. Board policies communicate an expectation for
professional learning, although they were considered weak in communicating expectations for how professional
learning will be planned, coordinated, and evaluated. District job descriptions establish roles and responsibilities
associated with planning, developing, coordinating, and delivering of professional learning. The Professional
Learning School Improvement Division plan established an expectation that district employees will participate
in 20 hours of job-embedded professional learning yearly.

Characteristic 3: For all employees

This characteristic was rated adequate. Documents provided reviewers communicate an expectation that
all district employees are to participate in ongoing professional learning. Board Policy GAD establishes the
importance of professional learning for all school and system personnel. The Professional Learning School
Improvement Division plan includes as an action step providing professional learning opportunities for all
district employees. Job descriptions, however, were inconsistent in communicating expectations that employees
in named positions participate in their own ongoing professional development.

Characteristic 4: Based on data and is data-driven

This characteristic was rated inadequate. No evidence that professional learning goals or course offerings have
been developed in response to student achievement data, performance evaluation data, or classroom data was
found in documents provided reviewers. While the Professional Learning School Improvement Division plan
lists as an action step examining comprehensive needs assessments, school improvement, and professional
learning plans, no documentation was found indicating what data were used to prepare the current professional
learning plan. The current professional learning plan lists a variety of data that are to be collected by district
leaders; however, the majority of the data listed are in the form of sign-in sheets, surveys, meeting agendas, and
mentor logs, with only one mention of student data. Although school improvement plans provided performance
measures, none documented how the professional learning activities listed were identified or selected in response
to specific student learning data. There is no policy expectation that all professional learning programs will be
based on student academic achievement needs, and there was no evidence that professional learning activities
have been evaluated in terms of student achievement.

Characteristic 5: System-wide coordination with a clearinghouse function

This characteristic was rated inadequate. Reviewers found no overall coordination of professional learning
initiatives or activities across the district. There is, within Board Policy GAD, an expectation that the Professional
Learning Director will be responsible for coordinating the professional learning program. The job description for
the Director of Professional Learning assigns responsibility for coordinating system-wide professional learning
initiatives and activities through the implantation of a comprehensive training calendar. Although there is a
policy expectation and a role charged with coordinating professional learning across the school district, there
is no evidence that the coordination of professional learning has taken place to ensure a focus on district goals,
avoid duplication of efforts, ensure consistency of focus, and avoid overloading individual staff members with
unrealistic professional learning expectations and/or schedules.
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Characteristic 6: Provides necessary funding

This characteristic was rated adequate. District budget documents and school improvement plans indicate funds
have been allocated for professional development activities. School improvement plans primarily indicate the
use of Title I funds to support site-based professional learning initiatives. The Professional Learning School
Improvement Division plan does not contain any language related to funding necessary to implement the various
action steps listed.

Characteristic 7: Plan providing a framework

This characteristic was rated inadequate. While the Professional Learning School Improvement Division plan
is presented as the district’s professional learning plan, there is a catalog of professional learning opportunities,
and school improvement plans include professional learning activities, no written framework for professional
development is in place that explicitly linked district student achievement goals and priorities to professional
learning activities. Because there was no comprehensive professional learning plan or system-wide coordination
and a clearinghouse function, the district is limited in its ability to focus district professional learning efforts
toward achieving specific goals. No expectation was found in board policy or administrative regulations
requiring the development of a framework for professional development.

Characteristic 8: Has a professional learning mission in place

This characteristic was rated partially adequate. On the district’s website, reviewers found posted a mission of
professional learning that states, “To provide quality job embedded professional learning for all employees to
enhance and refine their knowledge and skills to advance student achievement,” which paraphrases a statement
found in Board Policy GAD. Reviewers found no evidence indicating how this mission statement has been
translated into a focus for the district’s professional learning efforts. The mission statement is not referenced
in the fall 2017 Professional Learning Catalogue, nor was it referenced in the Professional Learning School
Improvement Division plan.

Characteristic 9: Is built using a long-range planning approach

This characteristic was rated inadequate. Although the Professional Learning School Improvement Division
plan identifies performance measure targets for a three-year period, all listed plan activities are for the current
plan year only. Reviewers found no evidence of a multi-year approach to planning for professional learning
in the Richmond County School System. No policy expectation is in place requiring a multi-year approach
to professional learning planning. No job descriptions were found requiring those responsible for planning
professional learning to take a multi-year approach to the planning.

Characteristic 10: Provides for organizational, unit, and individual development

This characteristic was rated partially adequate. The district provides an extensive catalog of professional
learning opportunities in which teachers, paraprofessionals, administrators, and retired teachers may participate.
A cadre of professional learning facilitators, professional learning specialists, and content area coordinators are
available to provide professional learning support at individuals schools and for individual teachers who may
be struggling. Reviewers found no organizational structures in place for coordinating professional learning at
the district, campus, or individual level.

Characteristic 11: Professional development efforts are focused on organizational change

This characteristic was rated inadequate. Reviewers noted references in board policy communicating an
expectation that professional learning is to enhance the skills and knowledge of school system personnel that
directly relate to improving student achievement. In terms of alignment between professional learning plan
initiatives and district strategic initiatives, reviewers noted incongruencies. For example, the professional
learning division plan lists as an initiatives providing training for employees to engage in professional learning
communities, but there is no corresponding initiative listed in the district’s strategic plan. The lack of congruence
among strategic initiatives and actions often results in a fragmented system that may not be tightly focused on
accomplishing desired goals. In district, department, and school improvement plans, no statements were found
that related desired change, in professional practices to improved student achievement.
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Characteristic 12: Training is based on proven research-based approaches

This characteristic was rated inadequate. Reviewers found no direct or indirect references to a research-based
professional development approach in district documents. Reviewers were provided with no documentation
that would indicate any specific professional development initiatives or activities had been selected based on
effectiveness in improving professional practice and, ultimately, improving student academic achievement,
particularly for students who are not meeting rigorous academic standards.

Characteristic :13: Provides initiation, implementation, and institutionalization

This characteristic was rated partially adequate. Quality professional learning begins with an initiation phase
that includes orienting participants to the desired changed behavior and providing clear, rational explanations
and demonstrations for the new learning. Successful implementation requires sufficient practice to ensure
mastery and coaching over time so that new learning and skills are implemented with fidelity. Institutionalization
requires revisiting the training over time as well as inducting new staff who have not had the training. Reviewers
noted that there is in place an induction program for new teachers to the district called the SMART Induction
Program, which employs trained mentors. Beyond the SMART Induction Program, reviewers were unable to
determine to what degree professional learning in the Richmond County School System actually provides for
initiation, implementation, and institutionalization.

Characteristic 14: Based on principles of adult learning and development

This characteristic was rated inadequate. Reviewers found no plan in place describing how professional
development will be developed and delivered congruent with adult learning theory or designed to align with
the professional needs of individual teachers. Adults have firmly established attitudes and habits, and a wealth
of prior information and experiences, which must be integrated with the acquisition of any new professional
knowledge and skills. To support adult learners as they progress from surface compliance to deep commitment
to any knowledge or practice requires internal dissonance and resolution over time. No evidence was presented
by district leaders that the consideration of these factors has formed a coherent philosophy of adult learning that
guides professional training in the Richmond County School System.

Characteristic 15: Uses a variety of professional learning approaches

This characteristic was rated adequate. Reviewers noted a variety of approaches to professional learning in the
Richmond County School System, including large- and small-groups presentations, face-to-face coaching and
mentoring, and online training opportunities. While there are a variety of approaches in place for delivery of
professional learning, there is no indication that district leaders have analyzed which strategies produced the
best results in terms of improved professional practice and/or improved student achievement.

Characteristic 16: Provides for follow-up and on the- job application

This characteristic was rated inadequate. Reviewers found no expectations communicated through board policies
of district planning documents that professional learning initiatives exists to refine and reinforce professional
practice in the classrooms. The Professional Learning School Improvement Division plan lists a variety of
data sources that are to be collected, including TKES data, ELEOT observation data, formatives, student data,
attendance sheets, surveys, and meeting logs, but the plan does not address how the data collected will be used
refine and reinforce professional instructional practices in the classroom. While building administrators report
they are regularly observing classroom instruction, using the ELEOT classroom observation tool that focuses
on the extent to which learners are engaged and not on teacher performance, no plan for the use of aggregated
observation data was provided.
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Characteristic 17: Expects each supervisor to be a developer of staff

This characteristic was rated partially adequate. District job descriptions for supervisory personnel are
inconsistent in the inclusion of responsibilities for professional learning. Several job descriptions for key
leadership positions, including the Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent, Chief Financial Officer, High
School Principal, and Elementary and Middle School Principal, do not make any references to responsibilities
associated with training, coaching, and professional development. Job descriptions do not have sufficient
specificity regarding teaching practices, student learning, delivery of an aligned curriculum, providing staff
with constructive and/or directive feedback, and monitoring progress toward changed practice.

Characteristic 18: Requires an evaluation process

This characteristic is rated inadequate. Reviewers found no evidence that the effectiveness of professional
learning activities had been evaluated in terms of specific outcomes concerning teaching practices or student
learning. No documentation was provided reviewers that would indicate professional development programs
and activities had been assessed for quality or appropriateness.

Overall, the Professional Learning School Improvement Division plan, presented as the district’s professional
learning plan, is inadequate for guiding professional learning programming in pursuit of improved student
achievement. Board policies and district job descriptions communicate a general expectations for professional
development. A variety of professional development opportunities are provided; however, there is no
coordination of professional development activities across the district, and there is no process in place for
evaluating the effectiveness of professional learning activities in terms of improved instructional practices or
student achievement. Only four characteristics of an a comprehensive professional development program were
considered adequate.

Professional Learning Programming

Reviewers noted that a variety of professional learning opportunities have been implemented in the Richmond
County School System. To determine the current focus for professional learning in the school district, reviewers
compiled a list of professional learning topics listed in the Fall 2017 Professional Learning Catalog. Reviewers
noted that 36 professional learning programs are scheduled to be offered, including the following categories of
topics:

*  Classroom Management: 3 programs (8.3%)

*  Professional Learning Communities: 3 (8.3%)
» Digital Learning: 16 (44.4%)

* Teaching and Learning: 14 (38.9%)

Based on the program descriptions, five of the Teaching and Learning programs described the program content
as addressing higher order thinking.

Reviewers also noted in the fall professional learning catalog program listings for administrators on professional
learning communities, programs for staff who work with special education students on the identification and
education of children with special needs, along with courses for teachers new to the school system, retired
teachers, and paraprofessionals.

Reviewers used an anonymous online survey to solicit responses from teachers about the quality and relevance
of professional development. Exhibit 3.1.3 displays a summary of the responses to the survey prompt “I
consider the quality and relevance of professional development to be...”
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Exhibit 3.1.3

Summary of Teacher Online Survey Responses
Related to Quality and Relevance of Professional Development
Richmond County School District

October 2017
Reported Quality Total
Professional Learning Provider Above ot
Excellent Average | Poor | Responses
Average
L . - . 17% 25.1% 43.5% | 14.5%
District provided training by outside consultant 74 109 139 63 435
L . - L 13.9% 23.5% 46.4% | 16.2%
District provided training by district personnel 61 103 203 71 438
School provided training by principal, 18.4% 16.8% 47.5% 7.3% 436
department head, etc. 80 117 207 32
: . 12.8% 26.8% 48.5% | 11.9%
State provided training or workshop 54 113 204 50 421
o 23.2% 30.5% 349% | 11.4%
Out of district conferences, workshops 96 126 144 47 413
17.0% 26.5% 44.1% | 12.7%
Total |~ 365 568 947 263 | B4

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.1.3:

Overall, 44.1% of teachers responding to an online survey rated the quality and relevance of professional
development as “average.”

Teachers rated the quality and relevance of professional development as poor 12.7% of the time.

Overall, 43.5% of teachers rated the quality and relevance of professional development as “above
average” or “excellent.”

Following is a representative sampling of anonymous comments submitted by teachers, along with their rating
of the quality and relevance of professional development opportunities in the Richmond County School System:

“Professional development has not been a focus for our school. We only attend the workshops that are
County Wide.”

“Conferences are an Excellent [sic]resource and way for teachers, to reignite their love for their subject
matter!”

“The district provided training goes through the material too fast to really do hands on or absorb the
material.”

“Professional development quality fluctuates.”

“Most district PL is poorly run. We were given a PL on standards-based report cards this summer and
our ‘trainers’ barely knew what they were talking about and were unable to answer questions.”

“I selected average for district provided training, but some particular sessions have been very good
and others have been very poor. School based training is far more effective because it can address the
specific needs of the consumers.”

Reviewers also used an anonymous online survey to solicit responses from building administrators about the
sufficiency of district professional development to meet their needs. Exhibit 3.1.4 displays a summary of the
responses to the survey prompt “The professional development I receive in my position as a building leader
sufficiently meets my needs.”
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Exhibit 3.1.4

Summary of Building Administrator Online Survey Responses
Related to Sufficiency of Professional Development
Richmond County School District
October 2017

3.9% 1.9% 1.9%

75.0%

~ Strongly Agree Agree = Disagree ® Strongly Disagree N/A

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.1.4:

The majority of building administrators (75%) agreed with the survey questions “The professional
development I receive in my position as a building leader sufficiently meets my needs.”

Indicating they “strongly agreed” with the statement the professional development they were receiving
sufficiently meets their needs was 17.3% of building administrators responding to an online survey.

Following is a representative sampling of anonymous comments submitted by building administrators along
with their response regarding the sufficiency of the professional development they are receiving in the Richmond
County School System:

“Sometimes it’s a lot of information at once, I need to learn to manage my time better so that I can
digest it all.”

“There are too many things put on your plate at one time.”

“Professional development is completely insufficient; most of the professional development sessions
that administrators attend consists [sic] of PowerPoint presentations that read to the audience. Critical
issues and/or concerns are not addressed or briefly addressed.”

“I have not been able to choose professional learning for myself in many years due to budget. Richmond
County does a good job of trying to do PL here, but [ would like to get ideas and knowledge from others
outside of the county.”

Reviewers conducted interviews with teachers, building administrators, and district administrators. During
interviews reviewers received a number of comments about professional learning in the Richmond County
School System. The following comments are typical of those received by reviewers:

“When we provide professional learning for differentiated instruction teachers don’t attend. The
implementation piece is not a part of it. We don’t necessarily monitor and evaluate.” (Central Office
Administrator).

“Professional learning has been a little challenging for us with principals who don’t want to participate.”
(Central Office Administrator)

“We haven’t for years done professional learning in a way that is effective.” (Building Administrator)
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*  “Almost all professional learning is done through the ‘Trainer of Trainers’ model...Teachers reading
from a PowerPoint presentation. No follow-up for professional learning.” (Building Administrator)

*  “Professional learning is redundant. Should be differentiated. It feels like you are punching a ticket
sometimes.” (Building Administrator)

*  “Itseems we always get trained after whatever is started. We are always in catch-up (mode).” (Building
Administrator)

*  “Professional learning generated from the district is a waste of time.” (Building Administrator).

*  “We forget that new people need the background and training on the changes and initiatives that are
taking place.” (Building Administrator)

*  “It seems like we have professional learning...so there’s a box that can be checked off.” (Teacher)

*  “High school teachers need time to collaborate and/or have professional learning that is meaningful to
them.” (Teacher)

*  “We need to get good professional development BEFORE something is implemented.” (Teacher)
Summary

Overall, there is a variety of professional learning provided in the Richmond County School System. The
professional learning system that is currently in place does not have a sufficient system-wide focus to improve
the delivery of curriculum or student achievement. While there is a professional learning department plan, which
functions as the district’s professional learning plan, it was found insufficient to function as a comprehensive
long-range plan to guide professional learning in the school district. There is no documentation that teacher
evaluation results, student achievement data, or program results have been used in planning professional
learning activities or evaluating professional learning activities (see Recommendations 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7).

Finding 3.2: Current practices in the Richmond County School System are leading to inequities among
the schools in the areas of teacher assignment, Gifted and Talented, and the distribution of resources. In
addition, the distribution of Title I funds has created an inequitable system of funding.

The concept of equity is distinguished from equality in an important way. Equality refers to treating people the
exact same way, or impartially, while equity refers to a state of fairness that may require inequalities. In other
words, equity treatment means treating un-equals unequally until they are equal. For example, under a state of
equality, children with greater needs receive the same as children with fewer needs — they are treated equally.
But under a state of equity, students with greater needs receive greater attention and resources to make up for the
difference with children who begin with more. Equity is the more relevant and important aspect of educational
success in effective school systems. These school systems recognize that if students are all treated the same,
regardless of their individual challenges and needs, some of those students will be limited in their opportunities
to succeed. Providing children with equal opportunities in a spirit of equity may, in fact, mean that resources
and attention must be divided unequally.

The concepts of equity and equality may become blurred in a system such as the Richmond County School
System where the district is a majority-minority district and where nearly all students qualify for free or reduced
priced meals. Quite often inequalities may be hidden in the data and unrecognizable at first glance. To better
understand the expectations for equity in the Richmond County School System, the reviewers examined board
policy, regulations, planning documents, curriculum documents, and other documents.

Reviewers found the Richmond County School System has students with limited access to resources such
as advanced courses, Gifted and Talented services, computers, and library books. The system also has an
inequitable distribution system for waiver teachers that put the neediest students in classrooms with the most
inexperienced teachers. Finally, the distribution of Title I funds is done through an equal distribution and has
created an inequitable situation in the system.
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Board policies provide little guidance regarding equity in the Richmond County School System. Reviewers
noted Board Policy JAA: Equal Educational Opportunities stated, “It is the policy of the Richmond County
Board of Education not to discriminate on the basis of sex, gender, sexual orientation, age, race, disability,
religion, or national origin in the educational programs and activities.” Also, Board Policy IDA: Basic Program
states, “It is policy of the Richmond County Board of Education to provide a comprehensive Richmond County
K-12 curriculum, instruction and assessment program (RCK12) to serve the educational needs of the System’s
students.”

Waiver Teachers

Waiver teachers are teachers who have not completed all certification requirements for a teaching certificate in
the state of Georgia. Waivers are good for one year and are non-renewable. At the time of the system review,
the Richmond County School System employed 95 waiver teachers. Reviewers compared the number of waiver
teachers by school to each school’s Tier level. Under the provisions of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, school improvement funds are focused on each state’s Tier I and Tier II schools. Tier I schools
are the lowest achieving 5% of the state’s Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.
Tier II schools are the lowest achieving 5% of the state’s secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not
receive, Title I funds. Tier III schools are Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring
that are not identified as Tier I or Tier II schools. At the time of the review, 20 schools had one waiver teacher
assigned to their faculty. The remaining 75 waiver teachers were assigned across 19 schools. Exhibit 3.2.1
displays the number of waiver teachers assigned to schools receiving more than one waiver teacher, along with
each school’s respective Title I tier rating.

Exhibit 3.2.1

Waiver Teachers by Campus and Tier
Richmond County School System
October 2017
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As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.1:
* Of all the schools receiving more than one waiver teacher, only one campus was rated as Tier L.
» Three of the four schools assigned the largest number of waiver teachers were rated as Tier III schools.

The assignment of the most inexperienced teachers to schools identified as Tier III, schools with students who
need the most support, can be detrimental to the students being served.

Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, and Gifted and Talented Programs

Students who excel in their coursework should be allowed opportunities to do so. This may include access to
programs such as Advanced Placement (AP), International Baccalaureate (IB), and Gifted and Talented (GT).
Reviewers expect that access to these types of programs is open to all students and that the enrollments mirror
the overall demographics of students enrolled in the school system as a whole. Too often, certain demographics
within the overall school population are underrepresented in such programs. As baseline data to understand
enrollment in these particular programs, reviewers examined three-year enrollment data for the district by race.
Exhibit 3.2.2 displays the enrollment for the past three years, and Exhibit 3.2.3 examines the enrollment trends
by race.

Exhibit 3.2.2

Enrollment Trends
Richmond County School System
2015-16 to 2017-18

32,000
31,800
31,600
31,400
31,200
31,000
30,800
30,600
30,400
30,200
30,000

29,800 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

H Enrollment 31,751 30,984 30,488

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.2, the enrollment has steadily decreased over the last three years.
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Exhibit 3.2.3 displays the enrollment by the percentages of students identifying by race.
Exhibit 3.2.3

Enrollment by Race in Percentages
Richmond County School System
October 2017

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10% %
0% i s ﬂ —_— | __#4

White Black  Hispanic ~ Asian Am. Multi-

Indian Racial
m2015-16 19% 73% 4% 1% 0% 3%
#2016-17 17% 73% 5% 1% 0% 3%
2017-18 17% 74% 5% 1% 0% 3%

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.3, the demographic representation of student enrollment by race has changed
little over the past three years, while overall student enrollment in the school district has declined (see Exhibit
3.2.2).

Reviewers examined enrollments trends in the district’s Advanced Placement (AP) and International
Baccalaureate (IB) programs. Exhibit 3.2.4 displays the three-year enrollment trend for the Advanced Placement
and International Baccalaureate programs.

Exhibit 3.2.4

Enrollment Trends in Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate Programs
Richmond County School System
2015-16 to 2017-18

5,000
4,500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000

500

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
B Enrollment 2,103 2,666 4,548

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.4, enrollment in the district’s Advanced Placement (AP) and International
Baccalaureate (IB) programs has grown considerably over the past three years, with the largest increase noted
in the past two years.
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Reviewers examined the enrollment by race for the district’s Advanced Placement (AP) and International
Baccalaureate (IB) programs to determine if enrollments by race reflects the racial demographics of the school
system overall. Exhibit 3.2.5 displays the three-year trend for enrollment in the Advanced Placement (AP) and
International Baccalaureate (IB) programs by race.

Exhibit 3.2.5

Enrollment Trends by Race in Advanced Placement
And International Baccalaureate Programs
Richmond County School System
2015-16 to 2017-18

70%
60%
50%

40%

30% .
20%
10%
0% /s /7 | /7, | (77
. . . . Am. Multi-
White Black Hispanic Asian Indian Racial
m2015-16  29% 59% 4% 4% 0% 3%
»#2016-17  31% 58% 4% 3% 0% 3%
2017-18  31% 60% 4% 3% 0% 3%

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.5:

*  The breakdown of enrollment, by race, in the district’s Advanced Placement (AP) and International
Baccalaureate Programs (IB) has remained steady for the previous three years.

* Black students, which make up more than 73% of the total district student enrollment, made up only
60% or less of the enrollment in the Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate programs.

*  White students, which make up 17% to 19% of the school district’s overall total student enrollment,
make up 29% to 31% of the enrollment in the Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate
programs.

*  Asa group, Black students are underrepresented in the district’s Advanced Placement and International
Baccalaureate programs.

One of the actions steps in the school system’s Strategic Plan is to increase post-secondary options for district
students. As indicated in Exhibit 3.2.4, the district has succeeded in increasing student enrollments in Advanced
Placement (AP) and International Baccalaureate Programs (IB). However, as indicated in Exhibit 3.2.5, the
district has not made progress in closing the gap in the proportion of Black students enrolled in advanced
academic programs. Access to AP and IB programs help not only prepare students for college level course
work but also increase the opportunities for students to college admissions. The district’s strategic plan does not
include sufficient detail to describe what policies and strategies have been implemented to expand the capacity
of the Richmond County School System to increase enrollment of underrepresented student groups in rigorous
courses, such as AP and IB, ultimately influencing their chances for success beyond high school.

Reviewers also examined whether students receiving free and reduced Iunches were equally represented in the
district’s Gifted and Talented program. Reviewers expected to find enrollment of economically disadvantaged
students in the district’s Gifted and Talented program to be proportional to the percentage of all district students
identified as economically disadvantaged.
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In Exhibit 3.2.6, reviewers compare the percentage of economically disadvantaged students enrolled at each
high school to the percentage of students being served in each school’s Gifted and Talented program.

Exhibit 3.2.6

Comparison: High School Economically Disadvantaged Students Enrollment
Total Enrollment, and Gifted and Talented Program Enrollment
Richmond County School System
October 2017

Percentages of Economic Disadvantaged Enrollment vs.
Gifted & Talented Enrollment by High School

120% 60%
100% 50%
80% 40%
60% 30%

40% 20%

\

20% 10%

% Gifted & Talented Enrollment

0% 0%

% Economic Disadvantaged Enrollment

ARC High School
Career Magnet
Westside High School

Hephzibah High School
Cross Creek High School
Butler High School
Glenn Hills High School
T.W. Joesey High School
Laney High School

Davidson Fine Arts Magnet
A.R. Johnson Magnet School
Richmond County Technical

==, Econ Disadv % G&T

Source: RCSS Enrollment data from Funding Report dated 10/10/2017, Percent economically disadvantaged data from
Title IA School Allocation 2017, and G/T numbers from Gifted Enrollment by School 2017.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.6:

* As the percentage of students identified as economically disadvantaged in a school increases, the
percentage of students identified for Gifted and Talented services decreases.

* The percentage of high school students identified as economically disadvantaged ranged from a low of
17.8% at Davidson Fine Arts Magnet to 100% at Glenn Hills High School, T.W. Josey High School,
and Laney High School.

» The percentage of students identified as Gifted and Talented ranged from 0.3% at Glenn Hills High
School to a high of 50.6% at Davidson Fine Arts Magnet School.

*  The Magnet Schools have the lowest concentration of students identified as economically disadvantaged
and the highest concentration of students enrolled in Gifted and Talented services.

Reviewers found a relationship between the percent of students identified for gifted and talented services and
the percent of economically disadvantaged students at the high school level. High schools with the higher
percentages of economically disadvantaged students had lower numbers of students in the gifted program.
Overall, reviewers found an underrepresentation of economically disadvantaged students in the high school
Gifted and Talented programs.
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In Exhibit 3.2.7, reviewers compare the percentage of economically disadvantaged students enrolled at each
middle school to the percentage of economically disadvantaged students being served in each school’s Gifted
and Talented program.

Exhibit 3.2.7

Comparison: Middle School Economically Disadvantaged Students Enrollment,
Total Enrollment, and Gifted and Talented Program Enrollment
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Percentages of Economic Disadvantaged Enrollment vs.
Gifted & Talented Enrollment by Middle School
£ 120% %
£ =
— D
—El 100% /___A/‘ L & L " ) 6% E
5 s
= 5% &
S 80% ~ 5
g 4% 3
g 60% 5
= 3% =
P 40% 3
2 A 3
2 2% <
E 20% 1% 5
=
e X
0 (V]
2 0% 0% 3
S g g g g g 8 g g 8
= = <= = =) = = = =
Q [33 Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
2] wn wn ) wn [75] w2 wn n
) ) o ) 2 ) ) 2 2
2 2 b= 3 g g 2 g 2
= b= p = = = b= p =
— o = = L hel > v >
T 5 E E = k E E
2 2 = = 5 © 5
= < [=% =] g = 3=t j=n
[-9) — o S an =
= S 5 & %
= =
==, Econ Disadv % G&T

Source: RCSS Enrollment data from Funding Report dated 10/10/2017, Percent economically disadvantaged data from
Title I4 School Allocation 2017, and G/T numbers from Gifted Enrollment by School 2017.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.7:

»  The percentage of students identified for the Gifted and Talented program ranges from a low 0.9% at
Glenn Hills Middle School to 6.3% at Pine Hill Middle School.

»  The percentage of middle school students identified as economically disadvantaged ranged from 80.1%
at Pine Hill Middle School to 100% at Glenn Hill Middle School, Morgan Road Middle School, Murphy
Middle School, Spirit Creek Middle School, and W.S. Hornsby Middle School.

* In general, the percentage of students enrolled in the Gifted and Talented program decreases as the
overall percentage of students in middle school increases.

Reviewers found a relationship between the percent of gifted students and the percent of economically
disadvantaged students at the middle schools. The middle schools with the higher percentages of economically
disadvantaged students had lower percentages of gifted students. Reviewers found an underrepresentation of
economically disadvantaged middle school students in the Gifted and Talented program. In Exhibit 3.2.8,
reviewers compare the percentage of economically disadvantaged students enrolled at each elementary school
to the percentage of economically disadvantaged students being served in each school’s Gifted and Talented
program.
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Exhibit 3.2.8

Comparison: Elementary School Economically Disadvantaged Students Enrollment
Total Enrollment, and Gifted and Talented Program Enrollment
Richmond County School System
October 2017
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Source: RCSS Enrollment data from Funding Report dated 10/10/2017, Percent economically disadvantaged data from Title IA
School Allocation 2017, and G/T numbers from Gifted Enrollment by School 2017.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.8:

The percentage of students identified for the Gifted and Talented program ranges from a low 0.3% at
Terrace Manor Elementary School to 18.1% at Lake Forest Hills Elementary School.

The percentage of elementary school students identified as economically disadvantaged ranged from
a low of 2.6% at Freedom Park Elementary School to 100% at 23 elementary schools. In general, the
percentage economically disadvantaged students enrolled in the Gifted and Talented program is higher
at schools with lower percentages of economically disadvantaged students enrolled.

Reviewers did not find a consistent relationship between the percentage of economically disadvantaged students
enrolled an elementary school and the percentage of economically disadvantaged students served in the gifted
and talented program. It is still apparent, however, that as the percentage of students in a school identified
as economically disadvantaged increases, the number of students served in the gifted and talented program
declines.

Reviewers surveyed administrators, teachers, and parents before and during the on-site visit. They also
conducted face-to-face interviews with central office staff, building administrators, and teachers. The following
is a representative sample of the comment reviewers received about the district’s Gifted and Talented program
enrollment.

“We have increased the number of students identified for gifted services.” (Central Office Administrator).

“Once kids are identified as gifted — they tend to transfer to the magnet schools.” (Central Office
Administrator)

“Gifted program (is) local now at their schools. Numbers have increased.” (Central Office Administrator)
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*  “Ifthey don’t speak English, I don’t know if we can tell if they are gifted.” (Building Administrator)

*  “It is difficult for students to qualify for the program (referring to the gifted program).” (Building
Administrator)

*  “No consistency in serving students, schedules are different each day, and some parents opt for pulling
students out because of missing other activities.” (Building Administrator)

*  “The curriculum doesn’t reflect the needs of GT students.” (Teacher)

*  “We have just started to look at identifying twice exceptional children to be included in gifted services.”
(Teacher)

*  “You have a whole group of (gifted) kids who just aren’t having their needs met.” (Teacher)
Library Books per Student by School

This section examines data related to access students have to library books across the Richmond County Schools.
Reviewers expected to find equal access to library books without regard to the campus attended by the students.
It is understood that more library books exist in elementary schools and steadily decrease in numbers through
middle schools and high schools as students utilize other forms and sources of reading material such as online
sources. The expectation is that the number of books per student is similar across the three levels of schools:
elementary, middle, and high school.

Reviewers calculated the number of library books available per student at each of the high schools using data
provided by Richmond County School System administrators. Exhibit 3.2.9 summarizes the number of library
books per student available by school.

Exhibit 3.2.9

Library Books by High School and Per Pupil
Richmond County School System

October 2017
. Total Total Number of | Books per

High Schools Enrollment Books Studell)lt
T.W. Josey High School 519 12,959 25.0
Glenn Hills High School 663 14,138 21.3
Hephzibah High School 977 19,273 19.7
Cross Creek High School 1,252 19,608 15.7
Davidson Fine Arts Magnet 808 12,485 15.5
Richmond County Technical Career Magnet 403 6,206 15.4
Butler High School 913 13,678 15.0
A.R. Johnson Magnet School 686 9,965 14.5
ARC High School 1,316 17,445 13.3
Laney High School 644 8,207 12.7
Westside High School 738 6,227 8.4

Totals/Average 8,919 140,191 16

Sources: RCSS Enrollment data from Funding Report dated 10/10/2017. Library Book data from 3.090 District Library
Statistics Report.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.9:
* On average, across the 11 high schools listed, there is an average of 16 library books per student.

e There is a range of library books available per students across the school district, from 8.4 library
books per student at Westside High School to 25 library books per student at T.W. Josey High School.
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Reviewers calculated the number of library books available per student at each of the middle schools using data
provided by Richmond County School System administrators. Exhibit 3.2.10 summarizes the number of library
books per student available by school.

Exhibit 3.2.10

Library Books by Middle School and Per Pupil
Richmond County School System

October 2017
. Total Total Number of Books per
Middle Schools Enrollment Books Studell)lt

W. S. Hornsby Middle School 331 14,730 44.5
Spirit Creek Middle School 570 19,509 34.2
Glenn Hills Middle School 599 20,098 33.6
Hephzibah Middle School 425 13,819 32.5
Murphey Middle School 670 16,235 24.2
Tutt Middle School 479 10,103 21.1
Pine Hill Middle School 605 9,702 16.0
Langford Middle School 816 12,267 15.0
Morgan Road Middle School 665 8,388 12.6

Totals/Average 5,160 124,851 24.0
Sources: RCSS Enrollment data from Funding Report dated 10/10/2017. Library Book data from 3.090
District Library Statistics Report.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.10:
* On average, across the nine middle schools listed, there is an average of 24 library books per student.

*  There is a range of library books available per students across the school district, from 12.6 library
books available per student at Morgan Road Middle School to 44.5 library books per students at W.S.
Hornsby Middle School.

Reviewers calculated the number of library books available per student at each of the elementary schools using
data provided by Richmond County School System administrators. Exhibit 3.2.11 summarizes the number of
library books per student available by school.

Exhibit 3.2.11

Library Books by Elementary School and Per Pupil
Richmond County School System

October 2017
Total Total Number Books per
Elementary Schools Enrollment of Books Studelr)lt
Jamestown Elementary School 311 17,053 54.8
McBean Elementary School 410 21,604 52.7
Willis Foreman Elementary School 326 15,896 48.8
W. S. Hornsby Elementary School 332 14730 44 .4
Rollins Elementary School 352 13,147 37.3
Garrett Elementary School 464 15,624 33.7
Meadowbrook Elementary School 386 12,725 33.0
Tobacco Road Elementary School 442 14,191 32.1
Monte Sano Elementary School 384 11,869 30.9
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Exhibit 3.2.11
Library Books by Elementary School and Per Pupil
Richmond County School System
October 2017
Total Total Number Books per
Elementary Schools Enrollment of Books Stlldell)lt

Blythe Elementary School 299 8,979 30.0
Goshen Elementary School 548 15,233 27.8
Jenkins-White Elementary School 393 10,762 27.4
Windsor Spring Elementary School 484 13,199 27.3
Southside Elementary School 405 10,862 26.8
Terrace Manor Elementary School 523 13,987 26.7
Bayvale Elementary School 481 12,121 25.2
Craig-Houghton Elementary School 385 9,484 24.6
A.B. Merry Elementary School 368 9,023 24.5
Glenn Hills Elementary School 489 11,945 24.4
Hephzibah Elementary School 389 9,136 23.5
Wilkinson Gardens Elementary School 584 12,396 21.2
Barton Chapel Elementary School 497 10,226 20.6
Lamar Milledge Elementary School 423 8,370 19.8
Walker Magnet School 791 15,157 19.2
Freedom Park Elementary School 726 13,722 18.9
Gracewood Elementary School 475 8,806 18.5
Diamond Lakes Elementary School 572 10,365 18.1
Hains Elementary School 609 10,894 17.9
Warren Road Elementary School 615 10,737 17.5
Deer Chase Elementary School 547 9,466 17.3
Lake Forest Hills Elementary School 702 12,163 17.3
Copeland Elementary School 509 8,627 17.0
Reynolds Elementary School 952 12,165 12.8

Totals/Average 16,173 404,664 25.0
Sources: RCSS Enrollment data from Funding Report dated 10/10/2017. Library Book data from 3.090
District Library Statistics Report.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.11:
* On average, across the 33 elementary schools listed, there is an average of 25 library books per student.

* Thereis arange of library books available per students across the school district, from 12.8 library books
per student at Reynolds Elementary School to 54.8 library books per student available at Jamestown
Elementary School.
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Exhibit 3.2.12 provides a summary of library books available per student in the Richmond County School
System at the elementary, middle and high school levels.

Exhibit 3.2.12

System Total Library Books and Per Pupil Average
Richmond County School System

Fall 2017
Schools Total Total Number Books per
Enrollment of Books Student
High Schools Totals/Average 8,919 140,191 16
Middle Schools Totals/Average 5,160 124,851 24
Elementary Schools Totals/Average 16,173 404,664 25
System Totals/Average 30,252 669,706 22

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.12:

*  The number of library books per student by school type ranges from 16 at the high schools to 25 at the
elementary schools.

*  Average number of library books per student system wide is 22 books per student.

There is a positive relationship between the adequacy of a school’s library and student learning, including
academic achievement, reading literacy, student attitudes towards reading, and information literacy. The
adequacy of the school library involves many factors including the presence of media specialists and their role
in supporting curriculum delivery, the access to and quality of the resource collection, and the integration of
technology into the learning and teaching process. Student access to a balanced resource collection of fiction
and non-fiction that is developmentally appropriate, diverse, and multicultural in scope is part of ensuring a
quality library program. While there are no set standards for the number of volumes that should be available
per student in a school library, 15 to 16 books per student at all grades levels is generally considered desirable.
While the quality of the school libraries in the Richmond County School System is not the focus of this review,
equitable access to library resources is.

Overall, reviewers found a wide variation in the access students have to library resources based on the school
they attend. The number of library books available to students in the district’s school libraries ranged from
a low of 8.4 library books per student at Westside High School to a high of 54.8 library books per student at
Jamestown Elementary School. While collectively the number of library books available per students district
wide certainly falls within what is generally considered desirable, not all students are afforded the same access
across the district.

Distribution of Title I Funds

Title I funds are intended to ensure all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a
high-quality education and demonstrate proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards.
The purpose of Title I can be accomplished by many means, including ensuring high quality curriculum and
instruction; meeting the educational needs of low-achieving students, students who are not proficient in English,
and students with disabilities; and closing the achievement gap between high- and low-achieving students. For
FY2017, the Richmond County School System allocated $11,180,650 in federal Title I funds to 58 schools.
According to district leaders, a distribution formula is used to allocate Title I funds to each school. Exhibit
3.2.13 displays the distribution formula used by district leaders to distribute federal Title I funds in the Richmond
County School System.
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Exhibit 3.2.13

Title I Funding Distribution Formula
Richmond County School System

FY2017
Percent of Students
Qualifying to Receiving Dollars per Student
Free and Reduced Meals
100 $500.00
80-99 $450.00
40-79 $350.00
20-39 $200.00
0-19 $0.00

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.13:

*  Schools in which 100% of all students qualified to receive free and reduced priced meals received $500
per student in Title I funding.

*  Schools in which 80% to 99% of all students qualified to receive free and reduced priced meals received
$450 per student in Title I funding.

*  Schools in which 40% to 79% of all students qualified to receive free and reduced priced meals received
$500 per student in Title I funding.

*  Schools in which 20% to 39% of all students qualified to received free and reduced priced meals
received $200 per student in Title I funding.

Reviewers found no documentation, nor were they provided any documentation, describing the rationale
upon which the Title I distribution formula was based. Based on the formula simply as presented in Exhibit
3.2.14, it could be surmised that the distribution of Title I funds is based on the concentration of economically
disadvantaged students enrolled in a particular school. Title I funding distribution formulas could also be based
on a weighted value assigned to specific characteristics, such as economically disadvantaged, limited English
proficient, a disability, or other identifiable characteristics that may impact a student’s potential to achieve at
high levels without additional supports. Distribution formulas could also be based upon the cost of needed
resources assigned to a school, including staffing and supplies. Without a clearly defined distribution formula,
the district’s leadership is limited in it ability to examine the effectiveness of Title I reform efforts to ensure
all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and demonstrate
proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards.

Richmond County School System System Review Page 269



Exhibit 3.2.14 displays the allocation of Title I funds by school for the 2017 fiscal year based on information
obtained from Richmond County School System administrators.

Exhibit 3.2.14

Distribution of Title I Funds by School
Richmond County School System

FY2017
Povert Pover Per Pupil School
Name of School Enrollment Studenzs Perceltl}tl Amtp Allocation

Academy of Richmond County High School 1,339 832 62.1 $350 $291,200
Alternative Education Center at Lamar 160 136 85.0 $450 $61,200
Barton Chapel Elementary School 464 464 100 $500 $232,000
Bayvale Elementary School 476 476 100 $500 $238,000
Blythe Elementary School 271 271 100 $500 $135,500
Butler High School 781 762 97.6 $450 $342,900
Copeland Elementary School 471 471 100 $500 $235,500
Craig-Houghton Elementary School 389 389 100 $500 $194,500
Cross Creek High School 1,216 872 71.7 $350 $305,200
Davidson Magnet School 808 144 17.8 $0 $0
Deer Chase Elementary School 569 504 88.6 $450 $226,800
Diamond Lakes Elementary School 534 534 100 $500 $267,000
Dorothy Hains Elementary School 495 495 100 $500 $247,500
Freedom Park Elementary 693 18 2.6 $0 $0
Garrett Elementary School 447 242 54.1 $350 $84,700
Glenn Hills Elementary School 363 363 100 $500 $181,500
Glenn Hills High School 716 716 100 $500 $358,000
Glenn Hills Middle School 647 647 100 $500 $323,500
Goshen Elementary School 356 243 68.3 $350 $85,050
Gracewood Elementary School 388 388 100 $500 $194,000
Hephzibah Elementary School 343 343 100 $500 $171,500
Hephzibah High School 981 656 66.9 $350 $229,600
Hephzibah Middle School 493 478 97.0 $450 $215,100
Jamestown Elementary School 323 323 100 $500 $161,500
Jenkins-White Elementary School 419 419 100 $500 $209,500
Johnson Magnet 631 245 36.0 $200 $49,000
Josey High School 632 632 100 $500 $316,000
Lake Forest Hills Elementary School 621 360 58.0 $350 $126,000
Lamar - Milledge Elementary School 389 389 100 $500 $194,500
Laney High School 549 549 100 $500 $274,500
Langford Middle School 851 782 91.9 $450 $351,900
Lighthouse Care Center of Augusta 22 14 63.6 $350 $4,900
McBean Elementary School 381 381 100 $500 $190,500
Meadowbrook Elementary School 491 491 100 $500 $245,500
Merry Elementary School 283 283 100 $500 $141,500
Monte Sano Elementary School 342 342 100 $500 $171,000
Morgan Road Middle School 453 453 100 $500 $226,500
Murphey Middle School 609 609 100 $500 $304,500
Performance Learning Center 207 147 71.0 $350 $51,450
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Exhibit 3.2.14 (continued)
Distribution of Title I Funds by School
Richmond County School System
FY2017
Povert Povert Per Pupil School
Name of School Enrollment Studenzs Percen)t] Amtp Allocation
Pine Hill Middle School 593 475 80.1 $450 $213,750
Richmond County Technical Career Magnet School 444 277 62.4 $350 $96,950
Rollins Elementary School 355 355 100 $500 $177,500
Sego Middle School 608 608 100 $500 $304,000
Southside Elementary School 365 365 100 $500 $182,500
Spirit Creek Middle School 482 482 100 $500 $241,000
Sue Reynolds Elementary School 876 560 63.9 $350 $196,000
Terrace Manor Elementary School 321 321 100 $500 $160,500
Tobacco Road Elementary School 422 395 93.6 $450 $177,750
Tutt Middle School 500 466 93.2 $450 $209,700
W.S. Hornsby Elementary School 275 275 100 $500 $137,500
W.S. Hornsby Middle School 356 356 100 $500 $178,000
Walker Traditional Elementary School 842 373 443 $350 $130,550
Warren Road Elementary School 597 347 58.1 $350 $121,450
Westside High School 752 474 63.0 $350 $165,900
Wheeless Road Elementary School 516 516 100 $500 $258,000
Wilkinson Gardens Elementary School 476 476 100 $500 $238,000
Willis Foreman Elementary School 322 288 89.4 $450 $129,600
Windsor Spring Road Elementary School 446 446 100 $500 $223,000
Total | 30,201 24,718 81.8 $25,300 | $11,180,650

Source: Title I Distribution provided by RCSS Administration.

As can be noted from Exhibit 3.2.14:

The total Title I funds allocated to schools in the Richmond County School System for fiscal year 2017
was $11,180,650.

Distribution of Title I funds is based on the percentage of students identified as economically
disadvantaged and qualifying to receiving free and reduced meals.

The per pupil allocation of Title I funds ranged from $0 to $500 per student.

The per school allocation of Title I funds ranged from $0 at Freedom Park Elementary and Davidson
Magnet School to $358,000 at Glenn Hills High School.

Glenn Hills High School, with 716 students enrolled, 100% of whom qualify for free and reduced
priced meals, receives $500.00 per student in Title I funds.

Cross Creek High School, with 1,216 students enrolled, of which 872 (71.7%) qualify for free and
reduced priced meals, receives $350 dollars per student.

Without a clearly defined district rationale to inform the distribution of Title I funds, how those funds should be
used, and whether they are equitable and rationally based on the actual needs of students is left open to individual
interpretation. Reviewers found no board policies or administrative regulations that provide guidance regarding
the distribution of Title I funds to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain
a high-quality education and demonstrate proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards.
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Summary

Reviewers examined board policies, district programs, and district documents to understand Richmond County
School Systems’ approach to equity. Equity refers to treating un-equals unequally until they are equal. Reviewers
found inequities in some district practices associated with the distribution of waiver teachers, access to Gifted
and Talented programs, access to library books, and the distribution of Title I funds. Waiver teachers, with the
least experience in instructional pedagogical practices are disproportionally assigned to some of the district’s
neediest schools. Student enrollments in advanced academic programs and the district’s Gifted and Talented
program did not reflect the overall demographics of the school system. Black students are underrepresented
in the district’s Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate programs, while the enrollment of
economically disadvantaged stu