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DRAFT
Georgia Literacy Plan: Striving Readers

District-Level Report for the 2022015 Academic Year

Purpose of the report

The purpose of the current report is to provide descriptive data regardingeyrelde
performance over the course of the 2QB4academic year for schools implementing grants
supporting the Georgia Literacy Plan (GLP). Additionally, this report will also include data from
a questionnaire schools completed to identify their implementation choices for GLP, and the

extent to which the GLP was actually implemented in elementaryllengahd high schools.

What is the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Initiative?

The goal of the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Initiative (SRCL) is to increase
student literacy achievement for students from birth to grade 12. SRCL runs grant competitions
and awards funding for schools to implement the GLP. Those fundseddaiequip
classrooms with rich literacy materials (including technolbgged materials), to provide open
access to professional learning modules designed by the project's professional learning
architects, and to fund schealnd districtlevel professinal learning activities. The initiative is
only open to Georgia schools with persistently low performance and/or high levels of students
living in poverty. Schools are required to address nine key components from research. Those
nine components are: (#)andards, (2) components unique to kicfive, (3) ongoing
formative and summative assessments, (4) response to intervention, (5) best practices in
instruction, (6) highguality teachers, (7) engaged leadership, (8) a clearly articulated plan for

transtions and alignment, and (9) intentional strategies for maintaining engagement. Schools are



able to craft plans to address each of these components locally. For this reason, the initiative

looks very different in different schools and districts.

What data were collected?

Participating preschools collected student achievement data from the Peabody Picture
Vocabul ary Test (PPVT). Participating el ement
achievement data from two standardized assessmémfynamic Assessment of Ba&iarly
Literacy Skills (DIBELS) was used to measure foundational reading skills. We analyzed the
composite score for Kindergartamgnsense wortluency for Grade 1, andral reading fluency
for children in Grades 2 throudgh The Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) was used as an
assessment of reading comprehension. For cohort 1 schools, SRI was collected for Grades 9
through 12. An amended requirement for Cohorts 2 and beyond was to administer SRI for grades
3-12. Some, bunot all, Cohort 1 schools adopted the amended plan for the-2013academic
year. DIBELS and SRI measures were administered to all children at three time points
throughout the academic yeama(F- Winter, Spring). For this report only SRI dair@ presated
as vendors are still subnmiity PPVT andDIBELS data to the Georgia DOEhe final report will
include PPVT, DIBELS and SRI dataescriptive statistics were used to compare all districts in

the SRCLon growth in comprehension.

Gradelevel leadersn participating elementary, middlend high schools completed an
extensive questionnaire to list programs and strategies used during whole class, small group or
intervention timeTeacherseportedthe degree to whictineir gradelevel team use(l)

Common Commercial Core programs, (2) Commercial Phonics programs, (3) Evidence Based
Strategies, (4) Evidence Base Strategies proMig®ugh the Comprehensive Reading Solutions

website, (5) Computer Administered Interventions, (6) Differentiation Kitgldped by



Walpole and McKenna, (7) Interactive Read Alouds, (8) Formal Guided Reading, (9) District
Developed Units, (10) State Developed Units, and (11) Extended Learning Time:l&ede
teachersesponded on a 4 point scale fr¢Iy) no team memberseditto (4) all team members
used itto indicate the extent to which a program or strategy was used to enhance literacy
instruction. Additionally, teachersesponded to multiple questions that identified the extent to
which different aspects of the GLRere implemented. Specific items included in the
guestionnaire where: (1) engaged leadership, (2) continuity of instruction, (3) ongoing formative
and summative assessment, (4) best practices in literacy instruction, (5) the system of tiered
intervention (K1) for all students, and (6) systems of professional learning. The questionnaire
required leaders to report levels of implementation ofpaitt scale frormot addressed at all

(1) to fully operational (6).Composite scores were created and analyzecbtode a

comprehensive picture of the extent to which each component was executed in the literacy plan.

Organization of the report

The report will first describe the district level comparisons of stuldeet achievement
(i.e.,DIBELS, SRI) to track growth among the districts and to proundermation regarding
trends and achievement at each graéle overview and discussion of the degree of
implementation of elementary, middle and high schools will then be prowdethermore,
repot will conclude with an examination of the programs and strategies elementary, middle and
high schools arehoosing and usingrinally, the report is concluded by identifying sites who
experienced exceptional growth rates, and then examining the characteristics of these sites to

describe the program choices and implementation ratings of these schools.

Growth trends for districts in the GLP-SRCL



A series of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVAgwese conducted for
each grade level to investigate whether significant changes occurred across the time points.
Comparisons were conducted across districts to identify st significantly different
performance and growth. Given the nature of these statisticalsiestents are only included if
they have all three time points of data. Students who have missing data are not included in the

analysis.

Birth to 5 PPVTGrowth and Performance

Tablel. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the DIBELS assessment in
fall, winter, andspring for Preschool

Fall 2014 Spring 2015
Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation  Growth
Bartow 622 97.45 17.50 104.02 15.65 6.57
Bleckley 144 73.01 22.45 90.34 19.27 17.33
Brantley 176 101.65 14.50 105.94 14.18 4.30
Catersville 127 67.96 24.18 86.20 23.62 18.24
Charlton 81 99.58 21.22 98.78 17.03 -0.80
Clarke 682 91.75 18.78 100.14 16.46 8.39
Coffee 338 93.42 19.19 99.16 15.04 5.74
Colquitt 559 91.89 19.65 97.34 16.61 5.45
Fulton 748 94.42 14.60 96.16 12.42 1.74
Jeff Davis 191 92.24 19.21 97.13 14.03 4.90
Jefferson 166 63.17 23.78 81.83 22.14 18.66
Morgan 84 104.43 14.71 108.17 13.03 3.74
Murray 676 72.57 27.99 87.96 22.01 15.39
Pierce 158 100.19 16.27 102.55 15.76 2.36
Rome 237 77.78 26.90 88.21 24.17 10.43
Upson 121 71.06 24.06 94.07 21.91 23.01
Whitfield 243 62.64 26.27 80.58 25.28 17.94
Wilkes 87 91.44 14.74 101.38 12.57 9.94
Average 85.93 95.55 9.63

On average students gained 9.63 points from fall to spring, which, for this measure, is
more than a half of a standard deviation. In the previous year, average student growth was 7.5
points indicating improvement over the previous year. Furthermore llovexan performance

for entire sample of children was 95.55, based on 5440 children, in the spring. The standardized



mean of the PPVT is 100, with a standard deviation of 15. Approximately 95% of the population
will fall within the range of 70 to 130. Theon the extreme ends of the range are respectively
considered to have very low or extremely high vocabulary knowledge for their age. Standardized
scores for the PPVT are calcul ated based on
on the normingample. Consistently maintain a standard score from one point in time to the next

implies meeting the learning expectations built into the test.

There are 18 districts who provided pre and {pest scores for children in the birth
through 5 range. Tébd 1 presents the descriptive statistics for districts avéedigendspring
scores, and average growth. The majority of schools are performing within the average range,
and all schools either maintained their high performané&alithrough pring. Importantly,
schools with average vocabulary levels well below grade level in the fall (mean of approximately
75 or less) experienced growth of more than one standard deviation. Large gains like this are
immensely encouraging because it demonstrateshibalistricts efforts and energy at increasing
vocabulary knowledge in the birth to 5 year old population is very successful, especially for

children with low levels of language and literacy.



Figurel. Average growth rates by districtlirth to 5 yeas old(PPVT-Vocabulary)
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Inspection of mean performance in Fall and Spring across districts suggests differential
growth trajectories for two subgroups of children. The figure suggests that districts with average
levels of performed below 1 SD of thawstlardized mean (i.e., 85, group 2, children who are
performing significantly below age expectations), are experiencing greater growth than students
who began the school year performing with age expectations (group 1). To provide further
statistical evidece towards this claim, a subsequent analysis was performed to examine if
children who performed below (< 84) or withi

different rates of growth over the course of the year.

n



The repeated measures analysi®aded that, in fact, there were significant differences
between students who started below or with average levels of vocabulary knowledge.
Importantly, students who started with lower scores in vocabulary knowledge demonstrated more
growth over the coursef the year than students who started with average levels of vocabulary
knowledge. Specifically, on average, students who started with below average levels of
vocabulary improved by almost 3@andardizegoints from fall to spring (more than 1 standard
deviation). Whereas, students who started with average levels of vocabulary increased by about 4
points, which suggested continued learning to remain within age expectatgpnstandard
score of 10Q)These results are promising because they demonttaatifferent districts
efforts are most effective for the children who need to increase their vocabulary skills the most,
but efforts arestill very effective at promoting vocabulary growth for children who begin the

school year with average levels of vocabulary knowledge.



Kindergarten DIBELS Performance

Table2. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the DIBSE&ssment in
Fall, Winter, and Spring for Kindergarten

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring 2015

N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Growth
Bartow County 921 29.20 23.54 143.11 53.04 144.36 43.41 115.16
Clarke County 718 44.69 26.98 139.55 48.16 133.54 42.21 88.86
Coffee County 639 33.25 24.01 136.84 56.41 149.14 55.11 115.89
Colquitt County 798 27.19 21.64 122.79 51.74 128.46 47.60 101.27
Crisp County 306 31.45 21.75 140.01 47.74 122.16 42.98 90.71
Fulton County 1142 42.49 29.13 142.87 59.12 146.35 54.88 103.85

Jefferson County 183 41.05 21.53 178.54 47.66 175.97 39.99 134.92

Morgan County 198 51.55 27.27 157.64 42.60 148.99 38.77 97.44
Murray County 479 28.32 22.32 161.26 54.82 159.00 44.10 130.68
Randolph County 83 41.61 26.01 162.05 47.68 164.67 48.56 123.06

ThomastoAUpson 280 28.24 22.91 136.10 52.74 143.33 41.40 115.09

Toombs County 231 2726 2237 102.96 4825 109.00 4268  81.74
Union County 156  37.13 2371 15403 57.42 17370 50.75  136.57
Wheeler County 62 2565 2099 12479 3949  160.13 37.88  134.48
Whitfield County 319 3378 2485 13161 5020 13645 4670  102.67
Wilkes County 115 3218  22.44 11837 5301 12661 46.14  94.43

Average 34.69 140.78 145.12 110.43




Figure 2. Average growth rates by district inklergarten (DIBELS Composite)
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Table 2displays descriptive statistics for the DIBELS Composite score for Kindergarten
students from each district. Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and
standard deviations are shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Grongtvgere
calculated by measuring differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive

suggestinghatall districts were improving. As expected, there were some large differences in



spring performance and growth for fall to spring. Figurespldys average fall, winter and

spring scores in Kindergarten for each districts.

Figure 2 shows that all districts are clustered close together near the lower scores on the
measures, as to be expected for children in Kindergarten who are just betpriesrm

foundational literacy skilldNot surprisingly districts made substantial gains from fall to winter.

However,somewhasurprisingly, districts made little to no gain from winter to spring. This

growth trend

i s

s t r reRdi tinegniajgritpsgromh dceurred from faliba s t

winter. In the spring there welarge performance differences between districts. Jefferson,

Union, Randolf, Murray and Wheeler veethe top performing districts.

Table 3: Counts and percentagestufdren at DIBELS Benchmark Goals in the Spring of

Kindergarten

Kindergarten Benchmark Goals

Well Below Below At or Above Total
Bartow County Count 87 163 734 984
Percent 8.8% 16.6% 74.6% 100.0%
Cartersville City Count 7 18 273 298
Percent 2.3% 6.0% 91.6% 100.0%
Clarke County Count 115 192 499 806
Percent 14.3% 23.8% 61.9% 100.0%
Coffee County Count 85 109 490 684
Percent 12.4% 15.9% 71.6% 100.0%
Colquitt County Count 149 192 480 821
Percent 18.1% 23.4% 58.5% 100.0%
Crisp County Count 58 96 173 327
Percent 17.7% 29.4% 52.9% 100.0%
Fulton County Count 203 209 933 1345
Percent 15.1% 15.5% 69.4% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 7 8 176 191
Percent 3.7% 4.2% 92.1% 100.0%
Morgan County Count 5 33 166 204
Percent 2.5% 16.2% 81.4% 100.0%
Murray County Count 41 46 447 534
Percent 7.7% 8.6% 83.7% 100.0%
Randolph County Count 8 8 74 90
Percent 8.9% 8.9% 82.2% 100.0%
ThomastorAUpson County  Count 22 46 226 294

y e



Toombs County
Union County
Wheeler County
Whitfield County
Wilkes County

Total

Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent

7.5%
80
32.5%

5.5%

0.0%
46
13.5%
27
21.6%
949
12.6%

15.6%
68
27.6%
14
8.5%

12.3%
63
18.4%
32
25.6%
1305
17.4%

76.9%
98
39.8%
141
86.0%
57
87.7%
233
68.1%
66
52.8%
5266
70.0%

100.0%
246
100.0%
164
100.0%
65
100.0%
342
100.0%
125
100.0%
7520
100.0%

Table 3 displays the count and percentage of children in the different DIBELS

Benchmark Goals (Well Below, Below, At or Aboeerage). Across all districts, 70% of

children are performing at or abmgraddevel in Kindergartenl17.4% are performing below

grade level, and 12.6% are well below grade level. In certain districts, such as Jefferson and

Cartersville, over 90% of cliten are performing at or above benchmark, and less than 5%

performing well below benchmark. However, other districts such as, T®adfvitkes, Fulton,

and Crip, had range between 480% of children performing at or above grade level, and a

range for 17.82.5% of children performance well below grade level.



Grade 1 DIBELS Performance

Table4. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the DIBELS assessment in
Fall, Winter, and Spring for Grade

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015

Std. Std. Std.
N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow County 1000 120.59 39.93 17548 95.67 184.07 85.94 63.48
Clarke County 600 112.62  40.17 164.92 92.58 17392 85.65 61.30
Coffee County 545 118.04 44.74 172.31 101.36 188.72 92.07 70.68
Colquitt County 818 96.11 34.84 146.09 85.73 159.55 86.26 63.44
Crisp County 341 109.97 35.76 200.94 89.22 184.23 79.88 74.26
Fulton County 1141 12352 45.17 174.84 97.82 171.85 91.29 48.33
Jefferson County 207 138.98 40.07 180.89 94.26 185.68 81.11 46.71
Morgan County 225 120.86  33.18 19463 91.91 204.65 76.78 83.80
gﬂ?@swmr’son 262 8166 3172 13287 81.10 156.90 88.84  75.24
Toombs County 200 91.37 38.91 136.38 8356 153.03 85.74 61.67
Wheeler County 75 120.67 32.41 181.61 84.91 208.11 70.56 87.44
Wilkes County 113 106.08 29.79 137.68 82.35 155.68 70.89 49.60

Average 111.71 166.55 177.20

Table 4displays descriptive statistics for the DIBELS Composite score for Grade 1
students from each district. Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and
standard deviations are shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growthvsceres
calculated by measuring differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive meaning
that districts were improving. As expected, there were some large differences in spring
performance and growth for fall to spring. Wheeler, Morgan, TistondJpson, and Coffee
Counties experienced the greatest growth. Figure 3 displays average fall, winter and spring

scores in Grade 1 for each districts.

Figure 3 shows that districts are fairly spread out both in the fall and spring. The
substantial diftrences between districts was maintained throughout the year. Not surprisingly
districts made substantial gains from fall to winter. However, similar to the Kindergarten trend,

districts made smaller gains from winter to spring. In the spring therergeggerformance



differences between districts. Wheeler and Morgan had the highest averages followed by

Jefferson, Crisp, Bartow and Coffee who are all clustered together.

Figure5. Average growth rates by district in Grade 1 (DIBEL&mposit¢
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Table5. Counts and percentages of children at DIBELS Benchmark Goals in the Spring of Grade 1

DIBELS Benchmark: Grade 1

Well Below Below At or Above Total
Bartow County  Count 248 126 700 1074
Percent 23.1% 11.7% 65.2% 100.0%
Cartersville City Count 41 39 186 266
Percent 15.4% 14.7% 69.9% 100.0%
Clarke County Count 168 126 415 709
Percent 23.7% 17.8% 58.5% 100.0%
Coffee County  Count 143 75 427 645
Percent 22.2% 11.6% 66.2% 100.0%
Colquitt County  Count 250 123 470 843
Percent 29.7% 14.6% 55.8% 100.0%
Crisp County Count 70 53 237 360
Percent 19.4% 14.7% 65.8% 100.0%
Fulton County Count 380 191 786 1357
Percent 28.0% 14.1% 57.9% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 37 34 144 215
Percent 17.2% 15.8% 67.0% 100.0%
Morgan County  Count 28 32 180 240
Percent 11.7% 13.3% 75.0% 100.0%
Murray County  Count 187 86 319 592
Percent 31.6% 14.5% 53.9% 100.0%
Randolph County Count 15 10 37 62
Percent 24.2% 16.1% 59.7% 100.0%
Thomaston Count 93 37 156 286
Upson County Percent 32.5% 12.9% 54.5% 100.0%
Toombs County Count 78 33 105 216
Percent 36.1% 15.3% 48.6% 100.0%
Union County Count 49 20 149 218
Percent 22.5% 9.2% 68.3% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count 7 7 69 83
Percent 8.4% 8.4% 83.1% 100.0%
Whitfield County Count 65 40 213 318
Percent 20.4% 12.6% 67.0% 100.0%
Wilkes County  Count 37 26 61 124
Percent 29.8% 21.0% 49.2% 100.0%
Total Count 1896 1058 4654 7608
Percent 24.9% 13.9% 61.2% 100.0%

Table 5 displays the count and percentage of children in the different DIBELS
Benchmark Goals (Well Below, Below, At or Above Average). Across all districts, 61.2% of

children are performing at or above grdeeel in Grade 1, 27.3% are performing belowadg



level, and 14.9% are well below grade level. Districts, such as Whekegan and Cartersuville,
hadbetween 70 to 80% of children performing at or above benchmark, and less than 15%
performing well below benchmark. However, other districts suchasnibs Wilkes, Fulton,
and Crip, had range between 480% of children performing at or above grade level, and a

range for 17.832.5% of children performance well below grade level.



Grade 2 DIBELS Performance

Table5. Descriptive statistics dfistrict level achievement scores for the DIBELS assessment in
Fall, Winter, and Spring for Grade 2

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Std. Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow County 979 56.62 30.20 79.61 3494 9279 37.40 36.17
Brantley County 229 59.49 2691 8441 3182 10149 34.22 42.00
Clarke County 740 58.03 3283 73.18 36.60 8280 39.40 24.78
Coffee County 599 50.90 27.56 72.59 3226 87.35 36.19 36.45
Colquitt County 735 51.93 2943 7187 3335 8379 37.20 31.85
Crisp County 317 58.79 2988 7878 3285 91.31 36.48 32.52
Fulton County 1151 59.48 3347 77.89 36.02 8743 39.34 27.95
Jefferson County 215 5584 3162 76.19 36.80 90.17 38.63 34.33
Morgan County 230 64.13 3391 8176 36.46 92.60 37.58 28.48
Murray County 566 53.06 2889 75.03 3281 90.29 35.57 37.23
Pierce County 264 59.01 2461 82.04 29.64 101.64 32.00 42.63
Randolph County 59 63.93 27.78 86.20 30.65 9195 31.40 28.02
Rome City 461 49.65 27.88 69.04 3193 8165 3555 32.00
g;‘l’fr‘]’ti‘ftomr’son 305 47.61 29.68 67.02 3329 79.89 37.97 32.28
Toombs County 218 51.10 29.78 69.97 3423 7750 34.36 26.39
Union County 209 65.24 3291 8091 34.03 9511 36.90 29.87
Wheeler County 70 5754 2578 8281 28.77 96.13 30.54 38.59
Whitfield County 307 65.95 30.33 8193 3325 9289 35.40 26.94
Wilkes County 114 58.84 23.39 83.83 26.38 9540 28.31 36.56

57.22 77.63 90.11 32.90

Table 5displays descriptive statistics for the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency score for
Grade 2 students from each district. Specifically, the total number of students tested and the
means and standard deviations are shown for fall, winter and spring assessnogritss@res
were calculated by measuring differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive
meaning that districts were improving. Furthermore, the school with the least amount of growth
increased by almost 25 points or more, which alignk expected development based on the
DIBELS measure. Interestingly, the differences in growth was not substantially different

between districts. Overall, there was less than a 20 point difference between the schools with the



most growth and the schools withe least growth. Figure 4 displays average fall, winter and

spring scores in Grade 2 for each districts.
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Figure 3 shows that districts are fairly spread out both in the fall and spring. Growth

appears to be linear for all districts, relatively equal gains were made from fall to winter and

from winter to spring. Pierce and Brantley appear to have the higlezage level of



performance across districts in the spring, while Toombs, Thombgtson and Rome had the

lowest levels in both the fall and spring.

Table 6 displays the count and percentage of children in the different DIBELS
Benchmark Goals (Well BelovwBelow, At or Above Average). Across all districts, 52.2% of
children are performing at or above grdeeel in Grade 2, 21.4% are performing below grade
level, and 26.4% are well below grade level. Districts, such as Wheeler, Pierce, Cartersville, and
Brantley had between 75 to 72% of children performing at or above benchmark, and less than
20% performing well below benchmark. However, other districts suchoaspbs and
ThomastoAUpson hadrespectively, 41% and 37% of children performing well below

benchmark.



Table6: Counts and percentages of children at DIBELS Benchmark Goals in the Spring of Grade 2
DIBELS Benchmark: Grade 2

Well Below Below At or Above Total
Bartow County Count 232 205 595 1032
Percent 22.5% 19.9% 57.7% 100.0%
Brantley County Count 39 48 161 248
Percent 15.7% 19.4% 64.9% 100.0%
Cartersville City Count 59 49 214 322
Percent 18.3% 15.2% 66.5% 100.0%
Clarke County Count 266 180 360 806
Percent 33.0% 22.3% 44.7% 100.0%
Coffee County Count 167 173 285 625
Percent 26.7% 27.7% 45.6% 100.0%
Colquitt County Count 228 169 364 761
Percent 30.0% 22.2% 47.8% 100.0%
Crisp County Count 85 62 193 340
Percent 25.0% 18.2% 56.8% 100.0%
Fulton County Count 383 291 656 1330
Percent 28.8% 21.9% 49.3% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 55 36 129 220
Percent 25.0% 16.4% 58.6% 100.0%
Morgan County Count 50 62 132 244
Percent 20.5% 25.4% 54.1% 100.0%
Murray County Count 159 112 336 607
Percent 26.2% 18.5% 55.4% 100.0%
Pierce County Count 42 54 189 285
Percent 14.7% 18.9% 66.3% 100.0%
Randolph County Count 13 18 41 72
Percent 18.1% 25.0% 56.9% 100.0%
Rome City Count 170 108 225 503
Percent 33.8% 21.5% 44.7% 100.0%
ThomastoAUpson County  Count 115 65 132 312
Percent 36.9% 20.8% 42.3% 100.0%
Toombs County Count 97 51 88 236
Percent 41.1% 21.6% 37.3% 100.0%
Union County Count 44 51 126 221
Percent 19.9% 23.1% 57.0% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count 8 12 51 71
Percent 11.3% 16.9% 71.8% 100.0%
Whitfield County Count 65 78 183 326
Percent 19.9% 23.9% 56.1% 100.0%
Wilkes County Count 18 33 70 121
Percent 14.9% 27.3% 57.9% 100.0%
Total Count 2295 1857 4530 8682
Percent 26.4% 21.4% 52.2% 100.0%

Grade 3 DIBELS Performance



Table7. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the DIBELS assessment in
Fall, Winter, and Spring for Grade 3

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring 2015
Std. Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow 981  73.05 3226 90.97 33.90 10228 3588  29.23
County
Bleckley 149 8509 31.25 9621 3255 108.90 3476  23.81
County
Brantley 242 8217 3130 99.75 3262 11320 34.44  31.03
County
g'afke 725  68.80 3597 8136 37.76 9053 3952  21.73
ounty
Coffee 539 7371 3409 9415 37.81 10439 4038  30.68
County
Colquitt 745  66.89 3441 8194 3613 9446 3925  27.57
County
Crisp 292 7456 27.85 9324 3126 9818 3165  23.62
County
Fulton 1098 73.64 3432 89.31  38.96 96.80 3845  23.16
County
efiDavis 198 020 3227 9658 34.88 112.63 36.07  32.43
County
Jefferson 403 G958 3193 8885 3366 10223 3819 3264
County
'\C"mga” 192 8519  39.00 99.06 39.75 109.53 41.33  24.34
ounty
Murray 557 7431 3512 9223 37.84 104.06 39.45  29.74
County
Plerce 242 8247 3319 9638 3412 11421 3797 3174
County
nandolbh g0 6856 3325 8278 3545 9091  37.58  22.35
ounty
Rome City 449 6853 3229 8331 3254 99.42 37.65  30.89
Thomaston
Upson 323 6979 3524 8660 37.17 9816 39.95 2837
County
Union 180 9181  31.95 11047 3231 12548 3329  33.67
County
Wheeler 65 7515 3387 9351 3521 10589 36.77  30.74
County
Whitfield 304 8276 3403 96.09 3388 108.94 3592  26.18
County
Wilkes

C 108 83.09 30.96 104.96 33.95 111.17 34.54 28.07
ounty




Table 7displays descriptive statistics for the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency score for
Grade 3 students from each district. Specifically, the total number of students tested and the
means and standard deviations are shown for fall, winter and spring assessnogrtssGires
were calculated by measuring differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive
meaning that districts were improving. Figdrdisplays average fall, winter and spring scores in

Grade 2 for each districts.

Figure5 shows growthappears to be linear for most districts, relatively equal gains were
made from fall to winter and from winter to spring. However, Wilkes, Thomddpson and
Crisp appeared to have nbinear growth with morgrowthoccurring from fall to winter than

from winter to spring.

Table 8 displays the count and percentage of children in the different DIBELS
Benchmark Goals (Well Below, Below, At or Above Average). Across all districts, 51.1% of
children are performing at or above grdeeel in Grade 3, 20.7% aperforming below grade
level, and 28.2% are well below grade level. Union county, with 85%, was the highest
percentage of children performing at or above benchmark across districts. Wilkes and Brantley
followed with 65% and 67% respectively. Other ditrisuch as, Clark and Randolph had over

40% of their children performing well below benchmark.

Figure5. Average growth rates by district in GraddBBELS Fluency
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Table8: Counts and percentages of children at DIBELS Benchmark Goals in the SpBrapef3
DIBELS Benchmark: Grade 3
Well Below Below At or Above Total
Bartow County Count 266 233 541 1040




Bleckley County
Brantley County
Cartersville City
Clarke County
Coffee County
Colquitt County
Crisp County
Fulton County
Jeff Davis County
Jefferson County
Morgan County
Murray County
Pierce County
Randolph County
Rome City
ThomastorAUpson County
Union County
Wheeler County
Whitfield County
Wilkes County

Total

Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent

25.6%
32
19.9%
32
12.6%
94
28.6%
316
41.6%
147
25.6%
281
36.6%
82
26.9%
421
33.1%
33
16.3%
58
30.2%
51
25.2%
152
25.3%
40
15.3%
38
44.2%
144
29.9%
109
32.0%
17
9.0%
15
21.7%
63
19.0%
17
14.8%
2408
28.2%

22.4%
29
18.0%
50
19.7%
54
16.4%
163
21.4%
122
21.3%
165
21.5%
85
27.9%
266
20.9%
41
20.2%
35
18.2%
44
21.8%
121
20.1%
60
23.0%
18
20.9%
99
20.5%
76
22.3%
11
5.9%
14
20.3%
59
17.8%
23
20.0%
1768
20.7%

52.0%
100
62.1%
172
67.7%
181
55.0%
281
37.0%
305
53.1%
321
41.9%
138
45.2%
586
46.0%
129
63.5%
99
51.6%
107
53.0%
328
54.6%
161
61.7%
30
34.9%
239
49.6%
156
45.7%
160
85.1%
40
58.0%
210
63.3%
75
65.2%
4359
51.1%

100.0%
161
100.0%
254
100.0%
329
100.0%
760
100.0%
574
100.0%
767
100.0%
305
100.0%
1273
100.0%
203
100.0%
192
100.0%
202
100.0%
601
100.0%
261
100.0%
86
100.0%
482
100.0%
341
100.0%
188
100.0%
69
100.0%
332
100.0%
115
100.0%
8535
100.0%




Grade 3 SRI Performance

Table9. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in Fall,
Winter and Spring foGrade 3

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
N Mean S.td'. Mean S.td'. Mean S.td'. Growth
Deviation Deviation Deviation

Bartow 631 43565 216.06 507.20 208.03 573.80 200.00 138.15
Bleckley 136 508.21 199.30 602.96 201.79 652.85 209.02 144.64
Clarke 441 43474 23918 491.95 234.63 537.51 24312 102.77
Coffee 473 43619 204.81 524.60 19272 614.86 18153 178.67
Colquitt 494 380.18 200.27 44469 198.94 49534 19293 115.16
Crisp 207 44754 196.83 467.91 200.00 478.05 215.65  30.51
Fulton 297  429.27 21151 466.38 205.97 514.60 21158  85.33
Jeff Davis 163 413.87 188.25 480.93 191.49 526.63 199.98 112.75
Jefferson 155 408.92 186.07 484.45 185.60 554.77 184.40 14585
Murray 393  407.97 199.97 490.62 206.04 561.30 214.71 153.33
Pierce 211 45513 206.28 543.61 21433 614.73 208.86 159.61
Rome City 352 401.70 217.20 471.72 204.65 548.89 200.63 147.19
Bgzgf‘smn 260 462.62 206.43 49957 202.97 541.59 200.10 78.97
Toombs 150 421.93 217.25 48827 201.87 55555 207.02 133.63
Union 159 46123 206.41 551.09 188.92 669.50 186.99 208.28
Vidalia 145 468.00 214.88 52598 211.48 59628 221.75 128.28
Wﬁfg'sngto'q 103 452.17 172.82 49471 17149 550.24 172.80  98.08
Wheeler 59 50359 192.81 567.37 211.05 611.17 199.14 107.58
Whitfield 270 48756 21121 56421 20413 641.18 203.89 153.62

Table9 displays descriptive statistics in Grade 3 for all students fromdisatrict.
Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are
shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculated by measuring
differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positheaning that districts were
improving. However, it is easy to see that there are very large differences across districts. Union,
Coffee and Pierce Counties had the largest growth scores of more than 150 Lexiles, while

Fulton,Crisp and Thomaston Upson Counties had the three lowest growth r8&eerdess



Figure6 displays growth trends for SRI in Grade 3 students across all districts based on
the ANOVA results. All districts, eoept Crisp,experiencedignificant growth ger the course of
the yearThe graph depicts steady growth over the coafsle year for most districts; however,
it is clear that some districts experienced steeper growth than others. Some districts (Bleckley,
Jeff Davis) experienced more growth fréfall to Winter, than from Winter to Spring. Finally,
relative ranks changed dramatically for some districts from fall to spring. For example,'<offee
relative performance was in the middle of the pack in the fall, but moved toutttie timp

performing sbool by the spring.

Table 9 displays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations in Grade 3. Growth expectations were calculated by comparing the
s t u d a&ctudl graavth based on their fall and sgrassessments against their expect growth
based on the fall score. Overall, 40% of students met growth expectations across all districts in
Grade 3. Union county performed the best with 62% of their students meeting growth
expectations, followed by Pierc€offee and Bartow counties who had about 55% of their
students meeting growth expectations. Crisp county was the lowest with, only 15% of their
student meeting growth expectations, Fulton and Clarke were the next two lowest with 20% and

30% respectively.

Table 10 presents the count and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in grade 3. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with grade
expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were defined by thee@olteGarrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 57% of students are
performing at or above gradevel expectations. Districts with the highest percentage of students

performing at grade level Bleckley, Coffee, Pigidaion, Wilkes and Wheeler scored 70% of



student at gradievel or better. However, Clarke, Crisp, Fulton and Murray all report less than

50% of their students scoring within grade level.



Figure6. Growth rates by district in Grade 3 (Scholag&ading Inventory)
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Table9. Count and percentage of students within districts who met or did n@Ri&rowth
Expectations in Grade 3
SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 442 555 997
Percent 44.3% 55.7%  100.0%
Bleckley County Count 83 81 164
Percent 50.6% 49.4%  100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 524 223 747
Percent 70.1% 29.9%  100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 248 296 544
Percent 45.6% 54.4%  100.0%
Colquitt Count 485 225 710
Percent 68.3% 31.7%  100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 222 39 261
Percent 85.1% 14.9%  100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 405 102 507
Percent 79.9% 20.1%  100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 113 97 210
Percent 53.8% 46.2%  100.0%
JeffersonCounty Count 118 76 194
Percent 60.8% 39.2%  100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 359 224 583
Percent 61.6% 38.4%  100.0%
Pierce County School District Count 107 134 241
Percent 44.4% 55.6%  100.0%
Randolph County Schools Count 9 1 10
Percent 90.0% 10.0%  100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 309 163 472
Percent 65.5% 34.5%  100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 198 118 316
Percent 62.7% 37.3%  100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 152 77 229
Percent 66.4% 33.6%  100.0%
Union County Schools Count 74 122 196
Percent 37.8% 62.2%  100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 117 68 185
Percent 63.2% 36.8%  100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 61 54 115
Percent 53.0% 47.0%  100.0%
Wheeler County Count 30 36 66
Percent 45.5% 54.5%  100.0%
Whitfield County Count 172 165 337
Percent 51.0% 49.0%  100.0%
Total Count 4228 2856 7084

Percent 59.7% 40.3%  100.0%



Table10. Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 3
SRI Spring Benchmart3

Below At or above Total
Bartow County Schools Count 387 680 1067
Percent 36.30% 63.70% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 48 127 175
Percent 27.40% 72.60% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 443 355 798
Percent 55.50% 44.50% 100.00%
Coffee County Schodbystem Count 151 426 577
Percent 26.20% 73.80% 100.00%
Colquitt Count 321 352 673
Percent 47.70% 52.30% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 176 128 304
Percent 57.90% 42.10% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 423 309 732
Percent 57.80% 42.20% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 88 130 218
Percent 40.40% 59.60% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 86 120 206
Percent 41.70% 58.30% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 314 294 608
Percent 51.60% 48.40% 100.00%
Pierce Countyschool District Count 68 192 260
Percent 26.20% 73.80% 100.00%
Randolph County Schools Count 4 6 10
Percent 40.00% 60.00% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 244 261 505
Percent 48.30% 51.70% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 128 210 338
Percent 37.90% 62.10% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 108 138 246
Percent 43.90% 56.10% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 46 154 200
Percent 23.00% 77.00% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 80 123 203
Percent 39.40% 60.60% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 36 85 121
Percent 29.80% 70.20% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 16 53 69
Percent 23.20% 76.80% 100.00%
Whitfield County Count 111 246 357
Percent 31.10% 68.90% 100.00%
Total Count 3278 4389 7667

Percent 42.80% 57.20% 100.00%




Grade 4DIBELS

Tablel1l Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the DIBELS assessment
in Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 4

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015

Std. Std. Std. Average

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow County 821 88.72 37.23 107.08 36.95 11851 36.31 29.78
Bleckley County 140 101.11 39.12 11461 37.78 126.89 35.43 25.77
Brantley County 174 86.07 33.68 106.44 33.38 119.57 35.40 33.51
Clarke County 632 84.55 36.73 100.98 37.49 113.84 36.62 29.29
Coffee County 502 89.64 38.24 107.80 38.90 123.68 39.99 34.04
Colquitt County 493 77.24 33.78 94.53 35.01 112.20 38.01 34.96
Fulton County 787 87.87 38,52 10459 38.37 116.76 40.12 28.89
Jeff Davis County 204 93.83 36.89 114.41 36.94 128.32 35.78 34.49
Jefferson County 171 83.26 37.24 10353 37.70 122.30 36.26 39.04
Morgan County 116 76.17 24.70 86.23 27.40 100.03 28.00 23.85
Murray County 505 94.31 38.09 111.44 37.02 126.52 36.65 32.21
Pierce County 255 91.85 36.44 107.29 35.20 123.37 35.35 31.52
Randolph County 43 69.77 25.80 79.77 21.88 101.47 26.47 31.70
Rome City 406 89.88 40.26 104.45 37.81 124.04 37.80 34.16
Union County 197 101.78 34.42 115.36 34.49 131.98 35.51 30.20
Average 87.74 103.9 119.D 31.56

Table 11displays descriptive statistics for the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency score for

Grade 4 students from each district. Specifically, the total number of students tested and the

means and standard deviations are shown for fall, winter and spring assessnogrtssGres

were calculated by measuring differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive

meaning that districts were improving. The range of average growth scores ranged from 23 to 39

additional correct word read per minute, with an ave@gapproximately 32. Jefferson County

had the largest growth score, while Morgan and Bleckley Counties had the lowest. Figure 7

displays average fall, winter and spring scores in Gédde each districts. Figur@ shows

growth appears to be linear farost districts, relatively equal gains were made from fall to

winter and from winter to spring. However, Randolph appeared to havinean growth with

more growth occurring from winter to spring thflaom fall to winter.



Table 12 displays the countdipercentage of children in the different DIBELS
Benchmark Goals (Well Below, Below, At or Above Average). Across all districts, 54.7% of
children are performing at or above grdeeel in Grade 4, 22% are performing below grade
level, and 23.3% are welebbw grade level. Union county, with 78%, had the highest percentage
of children performing at or above benchmark across districts. Wilkes and Brantley followed
with 65% and 67% respectivelytl@r districts, such @durray and Randolpthadless than

30%of their children performing at or above benchmark.

Figure8. Average growth rates @rade 4DIBELS ORF by district
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Tablel12 Counts and percentages of children at DIBELS Benchmark Goals in the Spring of

Grade 4
DIBELS Benchmark: Grade 4
Well Below Below At or Above Total
Bartow County Count 206 201 480 887
Percent 23.2% 22.7% 54.1% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 25 31 91 147
Percent 17.0% 21.1% 61.9% 100.0%
Brantley County  Count 46 48 131 225
Percent 20.4% 21.3% 58.2% 100.0%
Cartersville City  Count 55 63 176 294
Percent 18.7% 21.4% 59.9% 100.0%
Clarke County Count 188 188 294 670
Percent 28.1% 28.1% 43.9% 100.0%
Coffee County Count 120 101 309 530
Percent 22.6% 19.1% 58.3% 100.0%
Colquitt County  Count 159 124 242 525
Percent 30.3% 23.6% 46.1% 100.0%
Fulton County Count 240 195 453 888
Percent 27.0% 22.0% 51.0% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Count 34 39 140 213
Percent 16.0% 18.3% 65.7% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 36 42 104 182
Percent 19.8% 23.1% 57.1% 100.0%
Morgan County  Count 47 46 35 128
Percent 36.7% 35.9% 27.3% 100.0%
Murray County Count 102 102 349 553
Percent 18.4% 18.4% 63.1% 100.0%
Pierce County Count 53 52 163 268
Percent 19.8% 19.4% 60.8% 100.0%
Randolph County Count 19 13 11 43
Percent 44.2% 30.2% 25.6% 100.0%
Rome City Count 88 94 245 427
Percent 20.6% 22.0% 57.4% 100.0%
Union County Count 23 23 161 207
Percent 11.1% 11.1% 77.8% 100.0%
Total Count 1441 1362 3384 6187
Percent 23.3% 22.0% 54.7% 100.0%




Grade4 SR

Table13. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in

Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 4

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Average
N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Growth
Bartow 801 534.96 246.67 614.17 238.29 669.44 22458  134.48
Bleckley 140 658.43 22375 728.64 210.22 77145 206.76  113.02
Brantley 85 65432 23361 66506 22350 686.19 22558 31.87
Clarke 484 54549 24882 586.76 236.06 623.99 247.32 78.50
Coffee 511 59570 212.38 667.22 20559 739.07 203.82  143.37
Colquitt 543 52539 219.15 567.73 220.20 612.42 212.34 87.03
Crisp 264 612.67 207.23 637.39 23057 669.78 228.46 57.11
Fulton 376 536.19 238.77 558.69 25055 584.69 245.92 48.49
Jeff Davis 195 566.01 222.74 627.71 230.10 67551 24434  109.50
Jefferson 161 526.72 219.42 617.30 20357 670.86 202.28  144.14
Murray 409 413.80 20451 48939 206.48 550.67 202.83  136.87
Pierce 236 60040 22644 67454 221.06 71852 23154  118.12
Rome City 386 561.42 253.47 614.67 241.17 679.42 23595  118.00
Lgcs’?r?smn 266 569.48 209.22 618.47 207.33 661.15 201.10 91.66
Toombs 180 555.93 218.10 609.94 203.88 643.34 243.39 87.41
Union 193 71646 230.70 73890 22635 808.81 217.39 92.35
VidaliaCity 173 508.12 218.95 51366 229.93 56210 239.01  53.98
vaﬁfgéngton 91 52012 172.62 599.97 183.62 64453 18150  124.41
Wheeler 62  658.39 202.97 697.47 223.88 739.21 227.09 80.82
Whitfield 322  668.29 233.80 719.34 22552 77628 22504  107.99

Tablel13displays descriptive statistics in Gragiéor all students from each district.

Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are

shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculated lnyngeas

differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive meaning that districts were

improving. However, it is easy to see that there are very large differences across districts.

Jefferson Coffee andViurray Counties had the largest growtloses of more than3D Lexiles,



while Brantley, Fulton and Vidalia Cityrad the three lowest growth ratesaobund 50 Lexiles

or less

Figure9 displays growth trends for SRI in Gradstudents across all districts based on
the ANOVA results. All districtsexcept Brantley, experiencesignificant growth over the
course of the yeam comparison to the Grade 3 graph, there appears to be much larger
differences among districts both grms of performance and growth rafEse graph depicts
steady growth over the course of the year for most districts; however, it is clear that some
districts experienced steeper growth than others. Some distfid&dia City, Brantey)
experiencedery little growth Fall to Winter,but the experienced more growthrfrdVinter to
Spring.This trend is reversed for Brantley and Pierce Courfiespite MurrayC 0 u n largests
growth trend, it is still the lowest performing district on the spring assesshneaty, relative
ranks changed dramatically for some districts from fall to spAggin, Coffeésranking

increased substantially over the course of the year.



Figure 9 Growth rates by district in Grade 4 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)

850

800

750

700

650

600

550

500

450

400

Grade 4 SRI

Fall

AR

Winter

Spring

— Bartow

—Bleckley

——Brantley
Clarke

— Coffee

= Colquitt

— Crisp

— Fulton

— Jeff Davis

— Jefferson

= Murray

—Pierce

—Rome City
Thomaston
Upson
Toombs

= Union

—\/idalia City

—\Nashington-
Wilkes

—\Nheeler

— \Whitfield

Table 14 displays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not

met SRI growth expectations in Grade 4. Growth expectations were calculated by comparing the



students actual growth based on their fall and spring assessmentstabain expect growth
based on the fall score. Overall, 47% of students met growth expectations across all districts.
Murray county performed the best with 72% of their students meeting growth expectations,
followed by Bartow counties who had about 63%hair students meeting growth expectations.
Fulton and Brantley counties were the lowest with about 20% of their student meeting growth

expectations.

Table 15 presents the count and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchark on the SRI in grade 3. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with grade
expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were defined by the College and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 36% of stedents a
performing at or above gradievel expectations. Districts with the highest percentage of students
performing at grade level Bleckley, Union, and Wheeler scored betweg8ob®f student at
grade level or better. However, Clarke, Colquitt, JeffersorFaittdn all report less than 30% of

their students scoring within grade level.



Table 14 Count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not met SRI Growth
Expectations in Grade 4
SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
BartowCounty Schools Count 352 598 950
Percent 37.1% 62.9% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 74 80 154
Percent 48.1% 51.9% 100.0%
Brantley County Schools Count 74 20 94
Percent 78.7% 21.3% 100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 430 220 650
Percent 66.2% 33.8% 100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 232 295 527
Percent 44.0% 56.0% 100.0%
Colquitt Count 385 236 621
Percent 62.0% 38.0% 100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 201 90 291
Percent 69.1% 30.9% 100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 494 124 618
Percent 79.9% 20.1% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 117 100 217
Percent 53.9% 46.1% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 83 93 176
Percent 47.2% 52.8% 100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 157 393 550
Percent 28.5% 71.5% 100.0%
PierceCounty School District Count 121 123 244
Percent 49.6% 50.4% 100.0%
Randolph County Schools Count 5 3 8
Percent 62.5% 37.5% 100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 243 164 407
Percent 59.7% 40.3% 100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 123 168 291
Percent 42.3% 57.7% 100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 136 76 212
Percent 64.2% 35.8% 100.0%
Union County Schools Count 113 92 205
Percent 55.1% 44.9% 100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 91 128 219
Percent 41.6% 58.4% 100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 40 56 96
Percent 41.7% 58.3% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count 27 38 65
Percent 41.5% 58.5% 100.0%
Whitfield County Count 175 166 341
Percent 51.3% 48.7% 100.0%
Total Count 3673 3263 6936

Percent 53.0% 47.0% 100.0%




Table15. Count angpercentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 4
SRI Spring Benchmark

Below At or above Total
Bartow County Schools Count 600 418 1018
Percent 58.90% 41.10% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 67 94 161
Percent 41.60% 58.40% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 62 36 98
Percent 63.30% 36.70% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 518 185 703
Percent 73.70% 26.30% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 326 233 559
Percent 58.30% 41.70% 100.00%
Colquitt Count 461 166 627
Percent 73.50% 26.50% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 208 102 310
Percent 67.10% 32.90% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 578 148 726
Percent 79.60% 20.40% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 141 85 226
Percent 62.40% 37.60% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 136 55 191
Percent 71.20% 28.80% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 385 185 570
Percent 67.50% 32.50% 100.00%
Pierce County School District Count 150 120 270
Percent 55.60% 44.40% 100.00%
Randolph County Schools Count 8 1 9
Percent 88.90% 11.10% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 286 155 441
Percent 64.90% 35.10% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 173 128 301
Percent 57.50% 42.50% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 164 70 234
Percent 70.10% 29.90% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 93 125 218
Percent 42.70% 57.30% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 162 73 235
Percent 68.90% 31.10% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 61 37 98
Percent 62.20% 37.80% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 29 43 72
Percent 40.30% 59.70% 100.00%
Whitfield County Count 185 187 372
Percent 49.70% 50.30% 100.00%
Total Count 4793 2646 7439

Percent 64.40% 35.60% 100.00%




Grade 5 DIBELS

Tablel16. Descriptive statistics of distritével achievement scores for the DIBELS assessment
in Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade
Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015

N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Growth

Bartow County 785 99.81 34.39 115.95 33.04 121.13 35.06 21.32
Bleckley County 164 117.84 35.62 129.62 34.63 134.82 33.96 16.98
Brantley County 187 102.39 37.02 118.72 35.90 125.80 38.98 23.42

Clarke County 627 100.32 37.62 115.63 36.82 119.74 40.05 19.42

Coffee County 535 113.77 38.28 127.75 37.95 138.11 44.20 24.33
Colquitt County 440 91.86 33.51 109.21 33.99 118.82 40.01 26.96

Fulton County 831 101.32 36.03 120.26 33.28 123.46 36.71 22.13

Jeff Davis County 171 101.76 35.39 123.39 35.64 129.12 37.79 27.36
Jefferson County 185 98.29 41.89 113.16 41.40 120.16 45.87 21.86

Morgan County 106 97.58 28.93 107.94 26.44 111.49 30.59 13.92

Murray County 482 112.34 37.83 128.89 36.46 138.85 39.41 26.51

Pierce County 251 109.13 34.66 120.91 33.60 128.63 36.45 19.49

Randolph County 28 74.46 18.88 89.82 23.51 111.89 21.28 37.43
Rome City 422 105.31 37.65 118.98 33.80 129.16 39.91 23.85
Union County 201 116.57 35.75 127.92 34.26 133.42 36.25 16.85
Average 102.85 117.88 125.64 22.79

Table 16displays descriptive statistics for the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency score for
Grade 5 students from each district. Specifically, the total number of students tested and the
means and standard deviations are shown for fall, winter and spring assessnogrtssGres
were calculated by measuring differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive
meaning that districts were improving. The range of average growth scores ranged from 13 to 37
additional correct word read per minute, with an ave@gpproximately 23. Randolph County
had the largest growth score but was also the lowest performing district in the fall and spring,

Jeff Davis and Colquitt counties also showed substantial growth. Meanwhile, Morgan, Union



and Bleckley Counties had thewest. Figure 10 displays average fall, winter and spring scores
in Grade 2 for each districts. Figure 10 shows growth appears to be linear for most districts,

relatively equal gains were made from fall to winter and from winter to spring. However, Jeff

Davis appeared to have rbnear growth with more growth occurring from fall to winter than

from winter to spring

Table 17 displays the count and percentage of children in the different DIBELS
Benchmark Goals (Well Below, Below, At or Above Average).ossrall districts, 47% of
children are performing at or above grdeeel in Grade 5, 25% are performing below grade
level, and 29% are well below grade level. Cartersville city, with 62.4%, had the highest
percentage of children performing at or abovechemark across districts. Murray and Union
followed with 56%. Other districts Morgan and Randolph had less than 30% of their children

performing at or above benchmark.

Figure 10. Average growth rates by district in Grade 5 (DIBELS)
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Tablel17. Counts angbercentages of children at DIBELS Benchmark Goals in the Spring of

Grade 5
DIBELS Benchmark: Gradg
Well Below Below At or Above Total
Bartow County Count 274 227 393 894
Percent 30.6% 25.4% 44.0% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 39 41 97 177
Percent 22.0% 23.2% 54.8% 100.0%
Brantley County Count 61 67 130 258
Percent 23.6% 26.0% 50.4% 100.0%
Cartersville City  Count 80 49 214 343
Percent 23.3% 14.3% 62.4% 100.0%
Clarke County Count 251 169 261 681
Percent 36.9% 24.8% 38.3% 100.0%
Coffee County Count 121 133 311 565
Percent 21.4% 23.5% 55.0% 100.0%
Colquitt County  Count 170 134 163 467
Percent 36.4% 28.7% 34.9% 100.0%
Fulton County Count 320 251 409 980
Percent 32.7% 25.6% 41.7% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Count 50 41 115 206
Percent 24.3% 19.9% 55.8% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 63 48 84 195
Percent 32.3% 24.6% 43.1% 100.0%
Morgan County  Count 44 33 32 109
Percent 40.4% 30.3% 29.4% 100.0%
Murray County  Count 96 121 296 513
Percent 18.7% 23.6% 57.7% 100.0%
PierceCounty Count 70 75 120 265
Percent 26.4% 28.3% 45.3% 100.0%
Randolph County Count 10 18 4 32
Percent 31.3% 56.3% 12.5% 100.0%
Rome City Count 119 102 225 446
Percent 26.7% 22.9% 50.4% 100.0%
Union County Count 42 53 120 215
Percent 19.5% 24.7% 55.8% 100.0%
Total Count 1810 1562 2974 6346
Percent 28.5% 24.6% 46.9% 100.0%




Grade 5 SR

Table 18 Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 5

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring 2015

N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Growth
Bartow 906 66452 251.14 734.06 240.65 776.00 23523  111.48
Bleckley 161 777.38 22031 83237 21221 86032 210.21 82.94
Brantley 69 76252 262.76 77133 239.85 78158 229.72 19.06
Clarke 516 664.47 24372 699.53 251.80 732.99 24950 68.52
Coffee 530 753.61 207.60 812.93 19422 87469 189.61  121.08
Colquitt 496 59657 22457 637.34 232.65 669.36 229.41 72.78
Crisp 283 707.98 201.35 730.62 21651 767.55 208.68 59.57
Fulton 428 667.97 221.02 682.62 23143 70524 234.86 37.27
Jeff Davis 197 67737 265.94 72058 261.80 753.42 254.24 76.06
Jefferson 171 658.85 221.88 729.60 211.46 789.85 21439  131.01
Murray 442 52750 22347 603.20 22155 67436 23442  146.86
Pierce 240 715.96 24469 792.45 217.62 825.84 211.69  109.88
Rome City ~ 405 688.52 257.51 741.46 241.65 784.46 229.94 95.94
Bgzgf‘smn 271 71955 19498 767.84 202.31 800.48 191.15 80.93
Toombs 193  648.16 218.25 683.94 216.47 748.03 206.80 99.87
Union 198 80058 232.65 836.55 22358 902.27 22171  101.69
VidaliaCity 167 62065 20243 65363 206.74 69241 21639 7176
m‘i';'sngto’* 109 614.40 20433 677.62 208.82 73581 20595  121.40
Wheeler 81  673.84 22730 710.65 231.78 741.67 232.82 67.83
Whitfield 318 753.33 20441 80051 195.63 854.77 20055  101.44

Tablel18displays descriptive statistics in Grade 5 for all students from each district.

Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are

shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculated lnyngeas

differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive meaning that districts were

improving. However, it is easy to see that there are very large differences across districts.

Murray, Jefferson, and Washingtdvilkes Counties had the largfegrowth scores of more than



120 Lexiles, while Brantley, Fulton ar@risp Countiediad the three lowest growth rates of less

than 60 Lexiles

Figurelldisplays growth trends for SRI in Grade 4 students across all districts based on
the ANOVA resultsAll districts, except Brantley, experienced significant growth over the
course of the year. The graph depicts steady growth over the course of the year for most districts;
however, it is clear that some districts experienced steeper growth than Stimées. to the
finding in Grade 4despite MurrayC o u n sulgstastiagrowth trend, it is stilbne ofthe lowest

performing district on the spring assessment.



Figure 11 Growth rates by district in Grade 5 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)
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Table 18 dsplays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations in Grade 4. Growth expectations were calculated by comparing the
students actual growth based on their fall and spring assessments againstgbeirggowth
based on the fall score. Overall, 51% of students met growth expectations across all districts.
Murray County performed the best with 79% of their students meeting growth expectations,
followed by Bartow, Thomaston Upson, Vidalia City, and k&d counties who had between 65
73% of their students meeting growth expectations. Fulton and Brantley counties were the lowest

with less than 30% of their student meeting growth expectations.

Table 19 presents the count and percentage of students ehgtrints who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in grade 5. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with grade
expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were defined by the College and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common CdeateSStandards. Overall, 54% of students are
performing at or above gradievel expectations. Districts with the highest percentage of students
performing at grade level are Bleckley, Coffee, Thomaston Upson, Union, and Whitfield. These
districts scored lieveen 6572% of student at grade level or better. However, Colquitt, and

Fulton report less than 40% of their students scoring within grade level.



Table18. Count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not met SRI Growth
Expectationsn Grade 5
SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 321 658 979
Percent 32.8% 67.2% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 103 78 181
Percent 56.9% 43.1% 100.0%
Brantley County Schools Count 58 21 79
Percent 73.4% 26.6% 100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 420 251 671
Percent 62.6% 37.4% 100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 200 338 538
Percent 37.2% 62.8% 100.0%
Colquitt Count 360 206 566
Percent 63.6% 36.4% 100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 197 100 297
Percent 66.3% 33.7% 100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 455 134 589
Percent 77.2% 22.8% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 117 90 207
Percent 56.5% 43.5% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 82 113 195
Percent 42.1% 57.9% 100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 107 400 507
Percent 21.1% 78.9% 100.0%
Pierce County School District Count 102 142 244
Percent 41.8% 58.2% 100.0%
Randolph County Schools Count 14 2 16
Percent 87.5% 12.5% 100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 227 183 410
Percent 55.4% 44.6% 100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 97 186 283
Percent 34.3% 65.7% 100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 131 92 223
Percent 58.7% 41.3% 100.0%
Union County Schools Count 99 111 210
Percent 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 56 128 184
Percent 30.4% 69.6% 100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 31 82 113
Percent 27.4% 72.6% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count a7 38 85
Percent 55.3% 44.7% 100.0%
Whitfield County Count 152 187 339
Percent 44.8% 55.2% 100.0%
Total Count 3376 3540 6916

Percent 48.8% 51.2% 100.0%




Table19. Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 5
SRI Spring Benchmark

Below At or above Total
Bartow County Schools Count 402 668 1070
Percent 37.60% 62.40% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 59 131 190
Percent 31.10% 68.90% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 40 43 83
Percent 48.20% 51.80% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 418 313 731
Percent 57.20% 42.80% 100.00%
Coffee CountySchool System Count 166 411 577
Percent 28.80% 71.20% 100.00%
Colquitt Count 359 213 572
Percent 62.80% 37.20% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 145 166 311
Percent 46.60% 53.40% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 434 246 680
Percent 63.80% 36.20% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 107 116 223
Percent 48.00% 52.00% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 105 101 206
Percent 51.00% 49.00% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 239 282 521
Percent 45.90% 54.10% 100.00%
PierceCounty School District Count 95 169 264
Percent 36.00% 64.00% 100.00%
Randolph County Schools Count 9 9 18
Percent 50.00% 50.00% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 225 230 455
Percent 49.50% 50.50% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 94 197 291
Percent 32.30% 67.70% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 132 109 241
Percent 54.80% 45.20% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 63 157 220
Percent 28.60% 71.40% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 84 114 198
Percent 42.40% 57.60% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 47 68 115
Percent 40.90% 59.10% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 43 44 87
Percent 49.40% 50.60% 100.00%
Whitfield County Count 123 236 359
Percent 34.30% 65.70% 100.00%
Total Count 3389 4023 7412

Percent 45.70% 54.30% 100.00%




Grade 6 SRI

Middle School

Table20. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 6

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Std. Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow 996  787.91 237.17 816.75 247.06 85498 252.06 67.07
Bleckley 150 882.82 219.81 896.05 24873 94057 26140 57.75
Brantley 236 815.80 242.93 866.22 23423 896.11 246.10 80.31
Cartersville 268 898.71 231.14 933.34 244.36 949.88 254.09 51.18
Clarke 744  790.29 276.55 804.89 292.79 831.96 303.27 41.67
Coffee 453 852.01 223.92 867.02 22055 890.59 228.79 38.58
Crisp 263 793.82 206.74 80122 21825 829.76 234.35 35.94
Fulton 600 738.25 24140 743.86 25949 76434 264.38 26.09
Jeff Davis 185 738.81 264.87 773.75 277.53 793.24 27505 54.43
Jefferson 217 74017 247.05 77658 241.18 818.18 231.03 78.00
Morgan 227 779.86 253.05 818.88 258.24 849.81 264.64 69.95
Murray 505 623.00 249.94 689.30 244.05 739.04 25143 116.04
Pierce 227 771.68 256.05 797.43 250.12 835.66 257.45 63.98
Rome City 405 790.69 242.67 823.45 23555 87146 24047 80.78
Thomaston 279 81052 211.68 85554 21576 89459 239.88 84.08
Toombs 187 802.60 213.08 811.00 228.07 841.35 242.08 38.75
Union 177 909.79 241.46 946.60 237.25 98420 255.33 74.41
Vidalia City 174 694.91 23408 717.86 237.68 759.99 24327 65.08
vaﬁfgéngton 121 790.29 249.76 81828 220.75 824.88 210.97 34.60
Wheeler 69  791.25 226.22 818.32 238.62 848.64 253.53 57.39
Whitfield 311 82375 24149 84143 23490 89123 23512 67.48

Table20 displays descriptive statistics in Grade 6 for all students from each district.

Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are

shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculated lnyngeas

differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive meaning that districts were

improving. However, it is easy to see that there are very large differences across districts.

Murray, Thomaston Upson CountieepndRome Cityhad the largegirowth scores of more than



80 Lexiles, whileFulton, WashingtorAwilkes, and Crisp Countidsad the three lowest growth

rates of36 Lexiles or less.

Figurel2 displays growth trends for SRI in Graistudents across all districts based on
the ANOVA reslis. The graph depicts steady growth over the course of the year for most
districts; however, it is clear that some districts experienced steeper growth than others. Some
districts Bleckley, Whitfield) experienced very little growth fall toimter, but tlen experienced
more growth fronwinter to pring. This trend is reversed f@artersville andBrantley Counties.
Despite Murray County’s | argest growth trend,
spring assessmentidalia City andFulton County are alsamongthe lowest performing
districts on the spring assessme@n the other hand, Union, CartersvilsdBleckley County

are the top three performing distecin the spring assessment.

Table 21 displays the count and perceatafistudents within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations. Growth expectations were calculated by comparing thé student
actual growth based on their fall and spring assessments against their expect growth based on the
fall score. Ovaill, 52% of students met growth expectations across all districts. Murray County
performed the best with 75% of their students meeting growth expectations, followed by Bartow,
Vidalia City, and Wilkes counties who had betweer66% of their students mergj growth

expectations. Fulton had the lowest with 36% of their student meeting growth expectations.

Table 22 presents the count and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in gr&8enchmark expectatiomse synonymous with grade
expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were defined by the College and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 34% of students are
performing at or above gradievel expectationdJnion county is the only district with over half

of their students (55%) who are performing at or above grade level. Beckley and Cartersville



counties scored between 48% and 45% respectively. Crisp, Jeff Davis, Jefferson, and Toombs

counties reported 30%r less of their students performing at or above grade level.



Figurel2 Growth rates by district in Grade 6 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)
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Table21. Count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not met SRI Growth
Expectations in Grade 6
SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 393 628 1021
Percent 38.5% 61.5% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 67 81 148
Percent 45.3% 54.7% 100.0%
Brantley County Schools Count 120 144 264
Percent 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
Cartersville School System Count 157 140 297
Percent 52.9% 47.1% 100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 457 340 797
Percent 57.3% 42.7% 100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 293 207 500
Percent 58.6% 41.4% 100.0%
CrispCounty School System  Count 160 118 278
Percent 57.6% 42.4% 100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 489 270 759
Percent 64.4% 35.6% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 108 90 198
Percent 54.5% 45.5% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 103 117 220
Percent 46.8% 53.2% 100.0%
Morgan County School District Count 100 139 239
Percent 41.8% 58.2% 100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 132 404 536
Percent 24.6% 75.4% 100.0%
Pierce County School District Count 123 124 247
Percent 49.8% 50.2% 100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 183 225 408
Percent 44.9% 55.1% 100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 134 175 309
Percent 43.4% 56.6% 100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 117 83 200
Percent 58.5% 41.5% 100.0%
Union County Schools Count 80 109 189
Percent 42.3% 57.7% 100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 64 125 189
Percent 33.9% 66.1% 100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School Count 53 68 121
System Percent 43.8% 56.2% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count 44 37 81
Percent 54.3% 45.7% 100.0%
Whitfield County Count 138 172 310
Percent 44.5% 55.5% 100.0%
Total Count 3515 3796 7311

Percent 48.1% 51.9% 100.0%




Table22. Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on

SRIin Grade 6
SRI Spring Benchmark
Below At or above  Total
Bartow County Schools Count 649 449 1098
Percent 59.10% 40.90% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 82 76 158
Percent 51.90% 48.10% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 172 108 280
Percent 61.40% 38.60% 100.00%
Cartersville School System Count 195 165 360
Percent 54.20% 45.80% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 638 288 926
Percent 68.90% 31.10% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 348 190 538
Percent 64.70% 35.30% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 210 83 293
Percent 71.70% 28.30% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 851 209 1060
Percent 80.30% 19.70% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 151 60 211
Percent 71.60% 28.40% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 169 63 232
Percent 72.80% 27.20% 100.00%
Morgan County SchodDistrict Count 166 89 255
Percent 65.10% 34.90% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 380 177 557
Percent 68.20% 31.80% 100.00%
Pierce County School District Count 184 87 271
Percent 67.90% 32.10% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 302 148 450
Percent 67.10% 32.90% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 206 123 329
Percent 62.60% 37.40% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 153 64 217
Percent 70.50% 29.50% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 91 115 206
Percent 44.20% 55.80% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 133 61 194
Percent 68.60% 31.40% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 86 42 128
Percent 67.20% 32.80% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 57 27 84
Percent 67.90% 32.10% 100.00%
Whitfield County Count 202 142 344
Percent 58.70% 41.30% 100.00%
Total Count 5425 2766 8191
Percent 66.20% 33.80% 100.00%




Grade 7 SRI

Table23. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 7

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Std. Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow 971 837.72 239.62 870.48 24327 908.64 257.89 70.92
Bleckley 163 927.12 265.95 952.88 261.25 1000.83 251.74 73.71
Brantley 216 896.69 274.03 95550 266.73 991.00 263.83 94.31
Cartersville 300 929.86 263.59 948.09 270.34 980.13 268.85 50.27
Clarke 624 820.03 299.35 856.37 289.23 887.42 29354 67.39
Coffee 504 881.99 24171 918.88 231.89 953.20 230.74 71.21
Crisp 297 84553 263.88 865.02 265.69 88510 262.08 39.57
Fulton 802 767.25 249.85 768.30 261.92 776.45 269.89  9.20
Jeff Davis 200 817.34 266.35 87459 25954 909.96 256.60 92.62
Jefferson 189 861.48 224.81 899.95 223.01 930.06 213.84 68.59
Morgan 219 840.42 283.68 879.26 27573 910.36 261.98 69.95
Murray 516 756.91 241.95 791.65 247.85 836.13 264.60 79.22
Pierce 237 906.72 257.41 939.44 249.65 980.15 250.61 73.43
Rome City 372 880.47 254.66 904.81 246.87 934.38 244.14 53.91
Thomaston 308 827.28 24955 87359 24391 902.52 247.39 75.24
Toombs 181 826.29 237.20 858.31 238.60 889.45 247.69 63.16
Union 176  1001.56 226.90 1018.22 230.50 1038.95 236.35 37.39
Vidalia City 174 779.49 22368 798.56 24178 826.77 239.81 47.28
Wﬁf’g‘gto“ 105 801.19 24431 854.92 236.44 892.97 24413 91.78
Wheeler 68 818.68 287.26 84582 270.27 857.47 280.25 38.79
Whitfield 326 911.97 249.20 946.17 251.10 996.38 244.09 84.41

Table23 displays descriptive statistics in Grade 7 for all students from each district.
Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are
shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculated lnyngeas
differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive meaning that districts were
improving. However, it is easy to see that there are very large differences across districts.
Brantley, Jeff Davis and Washingtddilkes Counties had the Igest growth scores of more
than 90 Lexiles, while Fulton, Union and Wheeler Counties had the three lowest growth rates of

40 Lexiles or less.



Figure13displays growth trends for SRI in Grade 7 students across all districts based on
the ANOVA results. Th graph depicts steady growth over the course of the year for most
districts; however, it is clear that some districts experienced steeper growth than others. Some
districts (Whitfield) experienced very little growttom fall to winter, but the experienced more
growth from winter to gring. This trend is reversed for Brantley and Washingtditkes
CountiesVidalia City, Murrayand Fulton County aréne thredowest performing districts on
the spring assessmenwhile, Bleckley, BrantleyUnion, Whitfield are thefour top performing

districts on the spring assessment.

Table 24 displays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations. Growth expectations were calculated by comparing thé student
actual growth based on their fall and spring assessments against their expect growth based on the
fall score. Overall, 55% of students met growth expectations across all districts. Murray and
WashingtorWilkes Counties performed the best with 71% an® @ their students meeting
growth expectations, respectively, followed by Bartow, Brantley, Jeff Davis and Whitfield
counties who had between-60% of their students meeting growth expectations. Fulton had the

lowest with 37% of their student meeting @th expectations.

Table 25 presents the count and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in grade 7. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with grade
expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations wéreddy the College and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 45% of students are
performing at or above gradievel expectations. Bleckley and Union county are the two top
performing districts with 60% and 65% students, respectively, who are performing at or above
grade level. However, FultoRlarke and Vidalia City reported 40% or less of their students

performing at or above grade level.



Figure13. Growth rates by district in Grade 7 (Scholastic Readingrtory)
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Table24. Count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not met SRI Growth
Expectations in Grade 7
SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 315 658 973
Percent 32.4% 67.6% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 66 89 155
Percent 42.6% 57.4% 100.0%
Brantley County Schools Count 81 147 228
Percent 35.5% 64.5% 100.0%
Cartersville School System Count 148 154 302
Percent 49.0% 51.0% 100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 358 347 705
Percent 50.8% 49.2%  100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 220 310 530
Percent 41.5% 58.5% 100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 181 127 308
Percent 58.8% 41.2% 100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 594 355 949
Percent 62.6% 37.4% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 82 127 209
Percent 39.2% 60.8% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 91 107 198
Percent 46.0% 54.0% 100.0%
Morgan County School District Count 93 129 222
Percent 41.9% 58.1% 100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 161 399 560
Percent 28.8% 71.3% 100.0%
Pierce County School District Count 112 149 261
Percent 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 218 191 409
Percent 53.3% 46.7%  100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 162 196 358
Percent 45.3% 54.7%  100.0%
Toombs Countyschools Count 95 98 193
Percent 49.2% 50.8% 100.0%
Union County Schools Count 100 89 189
Percent 52.9% 47.1%  100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 92 110 202
Percent 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 32 76 108
Percent 29.6% 70.4%  100.0%
Wheeler County Count 40 32 72
Percent 55.6% 44.4%  100.0%

Whitfield County Count 118 209 327



Percent 36.1% 63.9% 100.0%
Total Count 3359 4099 7458
Percent 45.0% 55.0% 100.0%

Table25. Count and percentage of students within distbetsw or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 7
SRI Spring Benchmark

Below At or above Total
Bartow County Schools Count 475 565 1040
Percent 45.70% 54.30% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 72 110 182
Percent 39.60% 60.40% 100.00%
BrantleyCounty Schools Count 119 128 247
Percent 48.20% 51.80% 100.00%
Cartersville School System Count 163 200 363
Percent 44.90% 55.10% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 509 315 824
Percent 61.80% 38.20% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 291 279 570
Percent 51.10% 48.90% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 190 135 325
Percent 58.50% 41.50% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 825 272 1097
Percent 75.20% 24.80% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 136 95 231
Percent 58.90% 41.10% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 120 91 211
Percent 56.90% 43.10% 100.00%
Morgan County School District Count 133 111 244
Percent 54.50% 45.50% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 319 271 590
Percent 54.10% 45.90% 100.00%
PierceCounty School District Count 140 159 299
Percent 46.80% 53.20% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 257 201 458
Percent 56.10% 43.90% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 233 159 392
Percent 59.40% 40.60% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 125 86 211
Percent 59.20% 40.80% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 74 140 214
Percent 34.60% 65.40% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 133 82 215
Percent 61.90% 38.10% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 63 51 114
Percent 55.30% 44.70% 100.00%

Wheeler County Count 45 30 75



Whitfield County

Total

Percent 60.00% 40.00% 100.00%

Count 149 214 363
Percent 41.00% 59.00% 100.00%
Count 4571 3694 8265

Percent 55.30% 44.70% 100.00%




Grade 8 SR

Table26. Descriptive statistics of distritgvel achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 8

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015

Std. Std. Std.
N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow 974 824.89 240.32 862.93 25458 899.48 265.50 74.59
Bleckley 152 1009.01 241.77 1018.16 236.86 1044.74 241.80 35.73
Brantley 241 974.09 253.45 1023.93 240.82 1061.94 236.07 87.85
Cartersville 233 1080.87 222.16 1103.51 224.75 1108.05 213.29 27.18
Clarke 731 889.67 293.27 922.72 278.48 941.97 281.15 52.30
Coffee 439 939.38 250.01 961.04 247.49 982.23 248.80 42.85
Crisp 252 930.86 258.82 937.89 252.79 952.18 250.99 21.32
Fulton 854 826.90 263.67 848.45 261.31 861.65 257.59 34.75
Jeff Davis 203 903.10 276.36 950.88 270.21 976.17 268.65 73.07
Jefferson 184 908.29 254.68 955.92 239.11 969.59 226.24 61.30
Morgan 191 961.79 273.46 984.20 253.91 101451 259.65 52.73
Murray 526 819.63 259,51 867.06 263.93 885.91 274.28 66.27
Pierce 244 963.11 246.81 973.70 251.09 987.69 269.54 24.58

Rome City 428 1000.46 236.09 1019.32 231.18 1037.36 22551 36.90
Thomaston 330 873.46 268.16 915.48 269.38 953.19 274.88 79.73
Toombs 192 892.61 254.02 895.99 276.44 920.34 276.65 27.73
Union 217 1038.74 24250 1053.65 24225 1087.56 252.16 48.82
Vidalia City 204  886.17 236.46 900.17 250.30 929.75 256.44  43.59

vaﬁfg‘gto“ 113 898.73 24598 937.81 22146 962.47 210.68 63.74
Wheeler 63  939.60 24530 989.13 237.34 1005.05 232.83 65.44
Whitfield 205  962.28 224.09 99827 229.64 1035.45 22066 73.18

Table26 displays descriptive statistics in Grade 8 for all students from each district.
Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are
shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were caltylateasuring
differences from fall to spring. All growth scores were positive meaning that districts were
improving. However, it is easy to see that there are very large differences across districts.

Brantley, Thomaston Ups@andBartow Counties had the largest growth scores of more 7ban



Lexiles, whileCrisp, Pierce, and Cartersvilied the three lowest growth ratededs than 30

Lexiles.

Figurel4displays growth trends for SRI in Grade 8 students across all districts based on
the ANOVA results. The graph depicts steady growth over the course of the year for most
districts; however, it is clear that some districts experienced steeper growth than others. Some
districts (Union, Toomb} experienced very litl growth fall to vinter, but experienced more
growth fromwinter to $ring. This trend wa reversed fodeffersorand WheelerCounties.

Bartow, Murray and Fulton County are the three lowest performing districts on the spring
assessmentCartersville Brantley Union,andWhitfield are thefour top performing district on

the spring assessment.

Table 27 displays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations. Growth expectations were calculated by comparing thé student
actualgrowth based on their fall and spring assessments against their expect growth based on the
fall score. Overall, 54% of students met growth expectations across all districts. Bartow and
Murray performed the best with 75% and 73% of their students meetinghgexpectations,
respectively, followed by Brantley who had 62% of their students meeting growth expectations.
Crisp and Toombs had the lowest with 37% and 39% of their student meeting growth

expectations.

Table 28 presents the count and percentageudents within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in grade 8. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with grade
expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were defined by the College and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined inet Common Core State Standards. Overall, 54% of students are
performing at or above gradievel expectations. Bleckley, Brantley, Cartersville, Rome and

Union county are also districts who are performing well because 60% or more of their students



are perfoming at or above grade level. Fulton and Crisp are the two districts with the lowest

percentage of children performing at or above grade level.



Figure 14 Growth rates by district in Grade 8 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)
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Table 27 Count angercentage of students within districts who met or did not met SRI Growth
Expectations in Grade 8
SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 245 755 1000
Percent 24.5% 75.5%  100.0%
Bleckley County Count 72 78 150
Percent 48.0% 52.0%  100.0%
Brantley County Schools Count 100 162 262
Percent 38.2% 61.8%  100.0%
Cartersville School System Count 143 102 245
Percent 58.4% 41.6%  100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 434 345 779
Percent 55.7% 44.3%  100.0%
CoffeeCounty School System Count 257 242 499
Percent 51.5% 48.5%  100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 172 102 274
Percent 62.8% 37.2%  100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 564 445 1009
Percent 55.9% 44.1%  100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 94 120 214
Percent 43.9% 56.1%  100.0%
Jefferson County Count 93 103 196
Percent 47.4% 52.6%  100.0%
Morgan County School District Count 97 101 198
Percent 49.0% 51.0%  100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 149 410 559
Percent 26.7% 73.3%  100.0%
PierceCounty School District Count 157 123 280
Percent 56.1% 43.9%  100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 244 184 428
Percent 57.0% 43.0%  100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 145 204 349
Percent 41.5% 58.5%  100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 124 80 204
Percent 60.8% 39.2%  100.0%
Union County Schools Count 106 116 222
Percent 47.7% 52.3%  100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 94 131 225
Percent 41.8% 58.2%  100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 47 65 112
Percent 42.0% 58.0%  100.0%
Wheeler County Count 28 38 66
Percent 42.4% 57.6%  100.0%
Whitfield County Count 143 173 316
Percent 45.3% 54.7%  100.0%

Total Count 3508 4079 7587




Percent 46.2% 53.8% 100.0%

Table 28 Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 8
SRI Spring Benchmark

Below At or above  Total
Bartow County Schools Count 419 619 1038
Percent 40.40% 59.60% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 54 108 162
Percent 33.30% 66.70% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 79 192 271
Percent 29.20% 70.80% 100.00%
Cartersville School System Count 101 226 327
Percent  30.90% 69.10% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 454 410 864
Percent 52.50% 47.50% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 247 286 533
Percent 46.30% 53.70% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 160 134 294
Percent 54.40% 45.60% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 696 423 1119
Percent 62.20% 37.80% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 115 133 248
Percent 46.40% 53.60% 100.00%
JeffersonCounty Count 104 100 204
Percent 51.00% 49.00% 100.00%
Morgan County School District Count 84 130 214
Percent 39.30% 60.70% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 280 301 581
Percent 48.20% 51.80% 100.00%
Pierce County School District Count 127 175 302
Percent 42.10% 57.90% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 161 308 469
Percent 34.30% 65.70% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 175 201 376
Percent 46.50% 53.50% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 113 110 223
Percent 50.70% 49.30% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 77 166 243
Percent 31.70% 68.30% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 102 134 236
Percent 43.20% 56.80% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 52 66 118
Percent 44.10% 55.90% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 27 41 68
Percent 39.70% 60.30% 100.00%
Whitfield County Count 135 210 345

Percent 39.10% 60.90% 100.00%



Total Count 3762 4473 8235
Percent 45.70% 54.30% 100.00%




High School
Grade 9 SRI

Table29. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 9

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Std. Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow 1223 881.01 25658 01465 25822 051.04 25953  70.03
Bleckley 162 1037.20 247.91 1034.72 247.16 106122 227.28  24.02
Brantley 236 1029.62 229.03 1046.28 220.01 1085.05 222.03  55.43
Cartersville 123 1061.88 258.81 1040.63 272.54 1061.90 264.77  0.02
Coffee 304 1018.90 231.79 1034.86 238.97 1049.14 23410  30.24
Crisp 266 989.76 258.62 970.89 267.83 96591 285.67 -23.86
Fulton 771  899.67 243.09 912.97 24454 926.10 24560  26.44
Jeff Davis 177 99453 240.38 1014.19 238.44 1021.77 25536  27.24
Jefferson 214 994.64 26832 999.07 254.86 101071 250.61  16.07
Morgan 230 1069.44 213.06 1086.07 210.32 1103.13 209.44  33.69
Murray 516 937.70 217.94 975.08 22331 1006.08 229.06  68.39
Pierce 242  1062.02 221.60 1051.82 22515 108528 219.17  23.26
Rome City 388 1042.54 254.61 1058.63 264.61 1074.61 260.99  32.07
Thomaston 321 91650 284.08 963.74 268.49 987.79 27402  71.30
Toombs 222  879.07 303.84 89445 31130 909.59 320.56  30.52
Union 188 1127.87 201.88 1147.97 192.46 1172.88 188.14  45.01
Vidalia City 165 913.66 239.38 050.55 243.86 982.33 239.72  68.67
vaﬁ‘fgéngton 120 977.05 24125 979.02 24539 1001.20 244.73  24.15
Wheeler 63 92621 25570 923.46 270.62 95559 277.89  29.38
Whitfield 283 99153 260.85 1031.81 25871 1037.33 274.67  45.80

Table29 displays descriptive statistics in Gra@léor all students from each district.
Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are
shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculated by measuring
differences from fall to springMost growth scores were positive meaning that districts were
improving. HoweverCrisp County had a negative score suggesting that average levels of
performance became worse from fal/l to spring,

no change in arage levels of student performan¥alalia City, Thomaston Upson and Bartow



Counties had the largest growth scores of more 6barexiles, while Crisp,Jeffersonand

Cartersville Counties had the three lowest growth rates of les2@haaxiles.

Figurel5displays growth trends for SRI in Gra@lstudents across all districts based on
the ANOVA results. The graph depicts steady growth over the course of the year for most
districts; however, it is clear that some districts experienced steeper gnawtbthers. Some
districts Wheeler, WashingtolVilkes) experienced very little growth fall toimter, bu
experienced more growth from winter farimg. This trend wa reversed for Whitfield County
Toombs Fulton Wheeler and BartoWounty are the three lowest performing districts on the
spring assessment. Unidviprgan, Pierce, and Brantleye thefour top performing districton

the spring assessment.

Table 30 displays the count and percentage of students within districts whbo aige not
met SRI growth expectations. Growth expectations were calculated by comparing thé student
actual growth based on their fall and spring assessments against their expect growth based on the
fall score. Overall, 49% of students met growth exguémns across all districts. Bartow and
Murray performed the best with 68% and 72% of their students meeting growth expectations,
respectively, followed by Union who had 59% of their students meeting growth expectations.

Clarke had the lowest with 27% thfeir student meeting growth expectations.

Table 31 presents the count and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in grade 9. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with grade
expectations in this case. Benudwrk expectations were defined by the College and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 50% of students are
performing at or above gradievel expectations. Union was the top performing district with 75%
of the stidents performing at or above grade level. Brantley, Cartersville, Morgan, Rome and

Union county are also districts who are performing well because 60% or more of their students



are performing at or above grade level. Clarke, Fulton and Toombs are thdigitriets with

percentages lower than 40% of children performing at or above grade level.



Figure15. Growth rates by district in Grade 9 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)
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Table30. Count and percentage of students within districts who met orodlichet SRI Growth
Expectations in Grade 9

SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total




Bartow County Schools
Bleckley County

Brantley County Schools
Cartersville School System
Clarke County Schools
Coffee County School System
Crisp County School System
Fulton County School System
Jeff Davis County Schools
Jefferson County

Morgan County School District
Murray County Schools
Pierce County School District
Rome City Schools
Thomaston Upson County
Toombs County Schools
Union County Schools

Vidalia City Schools

WashingtorWilkes School System

Wheeler County
Whitfield County

Total

Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent

421
31.6%
84
52.8%
110
45.1%
201
64.6%
343
72.8%
242
52.0%
165
63.2%
780
63.3%
105
51.7%
133
60.7%
137
54.2%
147
27.6%
163
58.0%
239
55.6%
160
43.7%
143
55.2%
93
41.2%
75
41.4%
82
55.4%
45
56.3%
209
55.4%
4077
50.8%

910
68.4%
75
47.2%
134
54.9%
110
35.4%
128
27.2%
223
48.0%
96
36.8%
453
36.7%
98
48.3%
86
39.3%
116
45.8%
385
72.4%
118
42.0%
191
44.4%
206
56.3%
116
44.8%
133
58.8%
106
58.6%
66
44.6%
35
43.8%
168
44.6%
3953
49.2%

1331
100.0%
159
100.0%
244
100.0%
311
100.0%
471
100.0%
465
100.0%
261
100.0%
1233
100.0%
203
100.0%
219
100.0%
253
100.0%
532
100.0%
281
100.0%
430
100.0%
366
100.0%
259
100.0%
226
100.0%
181
100.0%
148
100.0%
80
100.0%
377
100.0%
8030
100.0%




Table31. Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRIin Grade 9

SRI Spring Benchmark

Below Ator Total
above
Bartow County Schools Count 629 751 1380
Percent 45.60% 54.40% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 70 99 169
Percent 41.40% 58.60% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 98 153 251
Percent 39.00% 61.00% 100.00%
Cartersville School System Count 132 240 372
Percent 35.50% 64.50% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 317 178 495
Percent 64.00% 36.00% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 226 273 499
Percent 45.30% 54.70% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 154 122 276
Percent 55.80% 44.20%  100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 1044 542 1586
Percent 65.80% 34.20% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 114 115 229
Percent 49.80% 50.20% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 121 114 235
Percent 51.50% 48.50%  100.00%
Morgan County School District Count 112 172 284
Percent 39.40% 60.60% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 233 318 551
Percent 42.30% 57.70% 100.00%
Pierce County School District Count 131 168 299
Percent 43.80% 56.20% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 213 280 493
Percent 43.20% 56.80% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 216 194 410
Percent 52.70% 47.30% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 174 100 274
Percent 63.50% 36.50% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 59 175 234
Percent 25.20% 74.80% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 106 93 199
Percent 53.30% 46.70%  100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 85 68 153
Percent 55.60% 44.40%  100.00%
Wheeler County Count a7 35 82
Percent 57.30% 42.70%  100.00%
Whitfield County Count 192 202 394

Percent 48.70% 51.30% 100.00%



Total Count 4473 4392 8865
Percent 50.50% 49.50% 100.00%




Grade 10 SRI

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 10

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Std. Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow 913 101596 258.82 1033.69 251.98 1056.12 250.02  40.15
Bleckley 143 1056.27 254.13 1033.43 278.18 1066.39 259.79  10.13
Brantley 221 108576 230.10 1104.48 23595 1136.30 231.38  50.54
Cartersvile 172 118152 202.09 1151.76 220.89 1189.78 206.38  8.27
Coffee 377 1093.97 231.42 1104.81 21586 1111.35 21844  17.38
Crisp 274 1011.35 24833 988.77 270.18 97277 289.90  -38.58
Fulton 695 999.73 22631 1007.69 231.59 1018.79 234.81  19.06
Jeff Davis 177 1059.82 240.85 1063.72 243.19 1075.25 25133  15.44
Jefferson 141  998.08 249.78 1020.80 263.45 102548 264.99  27.40
Morgan 190 1100.88 253.42 1130.68 248.42 1132.42 24128 3154
Murray 499 94148 269.66 987.23 27197 1010.95 276.66  69.47
Pierce 243 107050 26223 1075.44 25563 1109.62 250.30  39.12
Rome City ~ 369 112458 23584 1138.01 229.98 1154.15 223.86  29.56
Thomaston 252 98879 275.73 1021.02 273.69 1039.48 277.59  50.69
Toombs 181 100028 256.22 1002.10 253.14 100052 266.64  0.24
Union 185 1182.83 223.37 118569 22598 1202.77 221.71  19.94
Vidalia City 168  982.89 263.86 996.98 274.02 1018.19 264.16  35.30
Wﬁfg'sngt‘m 87 106572 22152 1033.75 24259 1052.61 243.18 -13.11
Wheeler 69 1033.32 264.49 104420 25821 104259 27530  9.28
Whitfield 323 1065.28 253.38 1090.32 251.34 1086.03 269.59  20.76

Table 2 displays descriptive statistics in Grade 10 for all students from each district.

Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are

shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculatedsbyimgea

differences from fall to spring. Most growth scores were positive meaning that districts were

improving. However, Crisp and Washingt@vilkes Counties had a negative score suggesting

that average levels of performance became worse from fall tagsprina n d

Toombs

S

was 0 suggesting no change in average levels of student performance. Murray, Thomaston

gr



Upson and Brantley Counties had the largest growth scores of more than 50 Lexiles, while Crisp,

WashingtorWilkes and Toombs Counties hae tthree lowest growth rates.

Figurel6displays growth trends for SRI in Grade 10 students across all districts based
on the ANOVA results. The graph depicts variety growth patterns over the course of the year.
Some districts (Bleckley, Cartersville, WaaisgtonWilkes) experienced decreases from fall to
winter, and then increases from winter to spring, with scores in spring very similar to where they
started in the fallOther districts (Morgan, Whitfield) experienced growth from fall to winter,
and relavely no growth from winter to sprin@ther districts (Pierce, Brantley) experiedce
more growth from fall to winter than from winter to sprifiggombs Washington Wilkes, and
Murray County are the three lowest performing districts on the spring assesddmon,

Cartersville, and Rome Cigre the toghreeperforming district on the spring assessment.

Table 33 displays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations. Growth expectations walaulated by comparing the student
actual growth based on their fall and spring assessments against their expect growth based on the
fall score. Overall, 43% of students met growth expectations across all districts. Murray reported
the best performanaeith 70% of their students meeting growth expectations. The next closest
school was Bartow with 57% meeting growth expectations. Clarke and Crisp had the lowest

scores with less than 30% of their student meeting growth expectations.

Table 34 presents tlwwunt and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in grade 10. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with
grade expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were defined by the College and Carrier
Ready Epectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 55% of students are
performing at or above gradievel expectations. Union was the top performing district with 78%

of the students performing at or above grade level. Brantley, Cartersatgan, and Rome



counties are performing well because®db of their students are performing at or above grade
level. Crisp, Fulton, Jefferson and Toombs are the districts with percentages lower than 50% of

children performing at or above grade level.



Figurel6. Growth rates by district in Grade 10 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)
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Table33. Count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not met SRI Growth
Expectations in Grade 10
SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 389 516 905
Percent 43.0% 57.0%  100.0%
Bleckley County Count 91 51 142
Percent 64.1% 35.9% 100.0%
Brantley County Schools Count 123 125 248
Percent 49.6% 50.4%  100.0%
Cartersville School System Count 140 63 203
Percent 69.0% 31.0% 100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 271 92 363
Percent 74.7% 25.3%  100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 300 145 445
Percent 67.4% 32.6%  100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 203 85 288
Percent 70.5% 29.5%  100.0%
FultonCounty School System Count 590 343 933
Percent 63.2% 36.8%  100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 133 73 206
Percent 64.6% 35.4%  100.0%
Jefferson County Count 82 66 148
Percent 55.4% 44.6%  100.0%
Morgan County School District Count 124 103 227
Percent 54.6% 45.4%  100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 155 365 520
Percent 29.8% 70.2%  100.0%
Pierce County School District Count 166 102 268
Percent 61.9% 38.1%  100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 233 151 384
Percent 60.7% 39.3% 100.0%
ThomastorUpson County Count 137 151 288
Percent 47.6% 52.4%  100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 142 72 214
Percent 66.4% 33.6%  100.0%
Union County Schools Count 132 78 210
Percent 62.9% 37.1% 100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 84 104 188
Percent 44.7% 55.3%  100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 72 36 108
Percent 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count 40 33 73
Percent 54.8% 45.2%  100.0%
Whitfield County Count 227 153 380
Percent 59.7% 40.3%  100.0%
Count 3834 2907 6741

Percent 56.9% 43.1%  100.0%




Table34. Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 10
SRI Spring Benchmark

Below At or above Total
Bartow County Schools Count 368 588 956
Percent 38.50% 61.50% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 73 86 159
Percent 45.90% 54.10% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 85 169 254
Percent 33.50% 66.50% 100.00%
Cartersville School System Count 98 182 280
Percent 35.00% 65.00% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 217 164 381
Percent 57.00% 43.00% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 205 299 504
Percent 40.70% 59.30% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 173 131 304
Percent 56.90% 43.10% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 630 536 1166
Percent 54.00% 46.00% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 99 131 230
Percent 43.00% 57.00% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 89 81 170
Percent 52.40% 47.60% 100.00%
Morgan County School District Count 98 159 257
Percent 38.10% 61.90% 100.00%
Murray CountySchools Count 236 308 544
Percent 43.40% 56.60% 100.00%
Pierce County School District Count 117 166 283
Percent 41.30% 58.70% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 142 291 433
Percent 32.80% 67.20% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 156 177 333
Percent 46.80% 53.20% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 130 104 234
Percent 55.60% 44.40% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 49 177 226
Percent 21.70% 78.30% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 87 113 200
Percent 43.50% 56.50% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 54 58 112
Percent 48.20% 51.80% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 35 41 76
Percent 46.10% 53.90% 100.00%
Whitfield County Count 176 226 402
Percent 43.80% 56.20% 100.00%
Total Count 3317 4187 7504

Percent 44.20% 55.80% 100.00%




Grade 11 SRI

Table 35 Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade 11

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Std. Std. Std.
N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth

Bartow 839 1076.23 255.52 1088.22 254.68 1109.80 251.85 33.57
Bleckley 142 1110.30 248.96 1114.75 263.12 1137.47 253.12 27.17
Brantley 199 1144.24 242.15 115297 236.90 1185.71 224.94 41.47
Cartersville 93 1116.94 223.40 1125.98 233.09 1141.99 229.95 25.05
Coffee 321 1117.95 226.85 1134.74 227.79 1139.48 230.16 21.53
Crisp 209 1015.78 269.35 1007.77 275.16 1018.99 270.57 3.22

Fulton 637 1046.19 226.56 1053.35 236.21 1062.26 236.86 16.06
Jeff Davis 125 1115.77 218.46 1123.08 218.10 1134.94 222.02 19.18
Jefferson 158 1057.39 235.94 1063.17 251.60 1058.15 255.54 0.76

Morgan 164 1154.07 218.68 1192.62 206.90 1207.25 196.16 53.18
Murray 463 1030.64 228.02 1072.69 236.53 1108.47 233.09 77.83
Pierce 188 1053.98 296.83 1074.44 282.42 1079.36 257.90 25.38

Rome City 305 1165.09 24251 1170.40 245.70 1189.82 251.69 24.73
Thomaston 221 1008.39 242.60 1065.42 235.31 1101.69 235.59 93.30

Toombs 137 1036.45 21521 1061.47 23435 1052.85 242.70  16.40
Union 146 124425 20513 124151 209.05 1268.07 211.74  23.82
Vidalia City 169 1082.17 222.26 1087.01 231.63 1084.41 24544  2.24
m‘;g;ngto'q 85 1028.91 250.25 1048.45 25494 1082.87 248.11  53.96
Wheeler 41  1128.83 193.60 1129.61 177.42 1146.27 18255  17.44
Whitfield 219 111598 203.14 1166.48 190.26 1184.68 19257  68.70

Table 35displays descriptive statistics in Grade 11 for all students from each district.
Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are
shown for fall, winter andpring assessments. Growth scores were calculated by measuring
differences from fall to springhll growth scores were positive meagitnat districts were
improving; however, a few districts thaery low scoressuggesting little improvement over the
coure of the yearThomaston UpsgrMurray,andWhitfield Counties had the largest growth
scores of more thadb Lexiles, whileJeffersonVidalia City andCrisphad the three lowest

growth ratef less than 5 Lexiles



Figurel6displays growth trends for SRI in Grade 11 students across all districts based
on the ANOVA results. The graph depietgariety growth patterns over the course of the year.
Somedistricts (Morgan, Whitfield) experiencedoregrowth from fall to winter, ad relatively
less growtHfrom winter to springOther districts (Pierce, Brantley) experiedeaore growth
from fall to winterthan from winter to spring. Toombs, Washington Wilkes, efterson
County are the three lowest performing districts on theg@ssessment. Unioklorgan and

Rome City are the thréep performing district on the spring assessment.

Table 36 displays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations. Growth expectations wdoelleded by comparing the student
actual growth based on their fall and spring assessments against their expect growth based on the
fall score. Overall, 46% of students met growth expectations across all districts. Murray reported
the best performance ti67% of their students meeting growth expectations. The next closest
school was Thomastedpson with 61% meeting growth expectations. In Clarke county only
22% of student met growth expectations, and only 27% of students in Jefferson met growth

expectatns.

Table 37 presents the count and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on the SRI in grade 11. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with
grade expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were definedoji¢lge and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 22% of students are
performing at or above gradevel expectations. Union was the top performing district with 47%
of the students performing at or above grael. The majority of schools only have-20% of

their students performing at or above grade level.



Figurel6. Growth rates by district in Grade 11 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)
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Table36. Count and percentage of students within districts whoomaid not met SRI Growth

Expectations in Grade 11

SRI Growth Expectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 348 485 833
Percent 41.8% 58.2% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 82 59 141
Percent 58.2% 41.8% 100.0%
Brantley CountySchools Count 104 94 198
Percent 52.5% 47.5% 100.0%
Cartersville School System Count 120 75 195
Percent 61.5% 38.5% 100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 204 58 262
Percent 77.9% 22.1% 100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 254 152 406
Percent 62.6% 37.4% 100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 134 81 215
Percent 62.3% 37.7% 100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 568 333 901
Percent 63.0% 37.0% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 106 57 163
Percent 65.0% 35.0% 100.0%
JeffersonCounty Count 129 48 177
Percent 72.9% 27.1% 100.0%
Morgan County School District Count 86 105 191
Percent 45.0% 55.0% 100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 156 330 486
Percent 32.1% 67.9% 100.0%
Pierce County School District Count 113 88 201
Percent 56.2% 43.8% 100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 194 126 320
Percent 60.6% 39.4% 100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 102 161 263
Percent 38.8% 61.2% 100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 97 70 167
Percent 58.1% 41.9% 100.0%
Union County Schools Count 91 70 161
Percent 56.5% 43.5% 100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 93 83 176
Percent 52.8% 47.2% 100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 62 48 110
Percent 56.4% 43.6% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count 23 20 43
Percent 53.5% 46.5% 100.0%
Whitfield County Count 101 134 235
Percent 43.0% 57.0% 100.0%
Count 3167 2677 5844
Percent 54.2% 45.8% 100.0%




Table37. Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 11
SRI Spring Benchmark

Below At or above  Total
Bartow County Schools Count 661 226 887
Percent 74.50% 25.50% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 110 43 153
Percent 71.90% 28.10% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 143 67 210
Percent 68.10% 31.90% 100.00%
CartersvilleSchool System Count 165 94 259
Percent 63.70% 36.30% 100.00%
Clarke County Schools Count 236 57 293
Percent 80.50% 19.50% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 353 101 454
Percent 77.80% 22.20% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 203 31 234
Percent 86.80% 13.20% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 926 121 1047
Percent 88.40% 11.60% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 151 37 188
Percent 80.30% 19.70% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 168 33 201
Percent 83.60% 16.40% 100.00%
Morgan County School District Count 161 63 224
Percent 71.90% 28.10% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 373 135 508
Percent 73.40% 26.60% 100.00%
Pierce County School District Count 186 41 227
Percent 81.90% 18.10% 100.00%
Rome CitySchools Count 254 119 373
Percent 68.10% 31.90% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 243 48 291
Percent 83.50% 16.50% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 158 18 176
Percent 89.80% 10.20% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 100 88 188
Percent 53.20% 46.80% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 146 a7 193
Percent 75.60% 24.40% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System  Count 98 16 114
Percent 86.00% 14.00% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 35 9 44
Percent 79.50% 20.50% 100.00%
Whitfield County Count 190 62 252
Percent 75.40% 24.60% 100.00%
Total Count 5060 1456 6516

Percent 77.70% 22.30% 100.00%




Grade 12 SRI

Table 38 Descriptive statistics of district level achievement scores for the SRI assessment in
Fall, Winter and Spring for Grade

Fall 2014 Winter 2015 Spring2015
Std. Std. Std.

N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Growth
Bartow 725 112443 227.34 1137.59 227.82 1150.34 231.00 25.91
Bleckley 101 1121.28 289.42 1106.41 318.32 1141.52 291.64 20.25
Brantley 174 1167.84 240.16 1179.87 243.16 1194.19 242.76 26.35
Cartersville 125 1269.73 194.75 1170.03 247.60 1197.65 229.70 -72.08
Coffee 244 1186.13 200.65 1175.61 204.02 1151.66 232.25 -34.47
Crisp 209 1086.27 260.40 1086.19 258.50 1072.82 267.66 -13.45
Fulton 473 1102.16 221.71 1104.76 238.51 1086.18 261.16 -15.98
Jeff Davis 79 1152.20 221.87 1138.92 242.80 1117.09 257.70 -35.11
Jefferson 14 968.79 189.62 975.43 240.72 978.64 237.85 9.86
Morgan 179 1167.32 218.72 1199.04 229.78 1201.61 230.02 34.29
Murray 369 1080.49 247.25 1121.63 240.79 1142.95 242.21 62.47
Pierce 130 1076.62 227.82 1105.28 209.26 1106.95 206.90 30.33

Rome City 260 1197.10 240.67 1205.41 254.63 1217.76 254.39 20.66
Thomaston 166 1047.10 264.73 1045.59 264.84 1061.56 272.83 14.46

Toombs 142 1079.33 249.71 1098.20 242.23 1109.61 240.44  30.27
Union 132  1260.18 263.39 126577 251.94 1277.89 24522  17.71
Vidalia City 142 1150.90 225.74 116511 224.75 117841 224.04 2751
vaﬁfgéngton 71 119054 262.03 118231 210.72 1199.24 21871  8.70
Wheeler 53 1057.91 292.67 1067.74 283.44 1079.98 279.24  22.08
Whitfield 228 1169.61 220.74 1225.40 197.52 123752 18423  67.91

Table 14displays descriptive statistics in Grade 12 for all students from each district.
Specifically, the total number of students tested and the means and standard deviations are
shown for fall, winter and spring assessments. Growth scores were calculatedshbyimgea
differences from fall to spring. Many growth scores were positive meaning that districts were
improving; however, a few districts had negative growth or very low growth suggesting
regression or little improvement over the course of the year. WajtMurray and Morgan
Counties had the largest growth scores of more than 35 Lexiles, while Cartersville, Jeff Davis,

and Coffee Counties had the three lowest growth rat€bdfexiles or lower.



Figure 17displays growth trends for SRI in Grad2 students across all districts
based on the ANOVA results. The graph depaotariety growth patterns over the course of the
year. Some districts (Morgan, Whitfield) experienced more growth from fall to winter, and
relatively less growth from winter to springeveral districts experienced substantial decreases
from fall to spring (Cartersville, Coffee, Crisp, Fulton, Jeff Davis). Cartersygigersonand
FultonCounty are the three lowest performing districts on the spring assessifatfteld,

Murray, andMorgan are the thre@p performing districs on the spring assessment.

Table 39 displays the count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not
met SRI growth expectations. Growth expectations were calculated by comparshgoiirats
actual growth based on their fall and spring assessments against their expect growth based on the
fall score. Overall, 41% of students met growth expectations across all districts. Whitfield,
Murray and Bartow reported the best performance 85t68% of their students meeting growth
expectations. In Clarke county only 14% of student met growth expectations met growth

expectations.

Table 40 presents the count and percentage of students within districts who scored below
or above benchmark on tl&RI in grade 12. Benchmark expectations are synonymous with
grade expectations in this case. Benchmark expectations were defined by the College and Carrier
Ready Expectations outlined in the Common Core State Standards. Overall, 25% of students are
performng at or above gradevel expectations. Brantley, Cartersville, and Rome City Schools
were the top performing districts with between3%6 of students performing at or above grade
level. The majority of schools only have-20% of their students perfoing at or above grade

level.



Figure I7. Growth rates by district in Grade 12 (Scholastic Reading Inventory)
Grade 12 SRI

1300

1250

1200

1150

1100

1050

1000

950

Fall

Winter

Spring

— Bartow
—Bleckley
——Brantley
Cartersville
— Coffee
= Crisp
— Fulton
—Jeff Davis
— Jefferson
— Morgan
= Murray
—Pierce
—Rome City
—Thomaston
Toombs
Union
—\/idalia City
—\Nashington-Wilkes
—\Wheeler

—\Whitfield



Table 39 Count and percentage of students within districts who met or did not met SRI Growth
Expectations in Grade 12

SRI GrowthExpectations

Not Met Met Total
Bartow County Schools Count 318 394 712
Percent 44.7% 55.3% 100.0%
Bleckley County Count 60 46 106
Percent 56.6% 43.4% 100.0%
Brantley County Schools Count 93 83 176
Percent 52.8% 47.2% 100.0%
CartersvilleSchool System Count 108 42 150
Percent 72.0% 28.0% 100.0%
Clarke County Schools Count 186 32 218
Percent 85.3% 14.7% 100.0%
Coffee County School System Count 242 70 312
Percent 77.6% 22.4% 100.0%
Crisp County School System Count 126 78 204
Percent 61.8% 38.2% 100.0%
Fulton County School System Count 518 205 723
Percent 71.6% 28.4% 100.0%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 89 31 120
Percent 74.2% 25.8% 100.0%
Jefferson County Count 105 45 150
Percent 70.0% 30.0% 100.0%
Morgan CountySchool District Count 92 93 185
Percent 49.7% 50.3% 100.0%
Murray County Schools Count 169 206 375
Percent 45.1% 54.9% 100.0%
Pierce County School District Count 85 61 146
Percent 58.2% 41.8% 100.0%
Rome City Schools Count 138 102 240
Percent 57.5% 42.5% 100.0%
Thomaston Upson County Count 114 87 201
Percent 56.7% 43.3% 100.0%
Toombs County Schools Count 89 67 156
Percent 57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
Union County Schools Count 79 60 139
Percent 56.8% 43.2% 100.0%
Vidalia City Schools Count 76 62 138
Percent 55.1% 44.9% 100.0%
WashingtorWilkes School System Count 52 43 95
Percent 54.7% 45.3% 100.0%
Wheeler County Count 36 29 65
Percent 55.4% 44.6% 100.0%
Whitfield County Count 99 141 240
Percent 41.3% 58.8% 100.0%
Total Count 2874 1977 4851

Percent 59.2% 40.8% 100.0%




Table 40 Count and percentage of students within districts below or at or above benchmark on
SRl in Grade 12

SRI Spring Benchmark

Below At or above Total
Bartow County Schools Count 548 221 769
Percent 71.30% 28.70% 100.00%
Bleckley County Count 94 30 124
Percent 75.80% 24.20% 100.00%
Brantley County Schools Count 118 73 191
Percent 61.80% 38.20% 100.00%
Cartersville School System Count 140 77 217
Percent 64.50% 35.50% 100.00%
Clarke CountySchools Count 190 54 244
Percent 77.90% 22.10% 100.00%
Coffee County School System Count 273 96 369
Percent 74.00% 26.00% 100.00%
Crisp County School System Count 185 39 224
Percent 82.60% 17.40% 100.00%
Fulton County School System Count 733 134 867
Percent 84.50% 15.50% 100.00%
Jeff Davis County Schools Count 129 31 160
Percent 80.60% 19.40% 100.00%
Jefferson County Count 139 34 173
Percent 80.30% 19.70% 100.00%
Morgan County School District Count 156 62 218
Percent 71.60% 28.40% 100.00%
Murray County Schools Count 309 98 407
Percent 75.90% 24.10% 100.00%
Pierce County School District Count 131 22 153
Percent 85.60% 14.40% 100.00%
Rome City Schools Count 186 106 292
Percent 63.70% 36.30% 100.00%
Thomaston Upson County Count 194 37 231
Percent 84.00% 16.00% 100.00%
Toombs County Schools Count 141 30 171
Percent 82.50% 17.50% 100.00%
Union County Schools Count 81 100 181
Percent 44.80% 55.20% 100.00%
Vidalia City Schools Count 109 43 152
Percent 71.70% 28.30% 100.00%
WashingtorWilkes School System  Count 75 26 101
Percent 74.30% 25.70% 100.00%
Wheeler County Count 56 15 71

Percent 78.90% 21.10% 100.00%



Whitfield County Count 170 90 260
Percent 65.40% 34.60% 100.00%

Total Count 4157 1418 5575
Percent 74.60% 25.40% 100.00%




Levels of Implementation of the GLP SRCL
Table 41 Composite means and standard deviations of implementation categories across
elementary, high, middle and pkeschools.

Leadership | Continuity Assessment | Best Practices RTI PD
N | Mean SD | Mean SD | Mean SD Mean SD |Mean SD | Mean SD
Elementary 632 | 496 094| 477 091| 510 091 | 505 083 | 534 087 | 459 1.18
High 95 | 4.04 1.08| 3.88 1.08| 3.58 103 | 3.11 094 | 354 157 | 3.93 1.20
Middle 107| 480 084| 451 081| 452 09 | 403 089 | 472 090 | 446 1.10
PreK 8 473 142 | 431 1.81| 4.27 148 | 432 158 | 445 194 | 406 192
Total 842 | 484 0.99| 463 0.97| 4.85 1.06 | 470 1.09| 505 1.14 | 449 1.20

Table 41presents the descriptive statistics of scHaalBposite scoras the different
categories of implementation outlined irethuestionnaire. Scores can range from to 6, where 6

represents full implementation. An ANOVA analysis was conducted to examine the degree to

which levels of implementation across categories different by school type (elementary, high, and

middle school). Bcause of the relatively small number of-Rrechool, this school type was not
included in the statistical comparisons. However, descriptive statistics soyggesiate to high
levels of implementation across all categoriad| descriptive statistics famplementation

categories separated by district is reported in Appendix A.

The ANOVA results revealed significant differences regarding levels of implementation
across elementary, middle and high schdets Leadershipacross all school a relatively
moderate level of implementation was reported. Furthermore, elementary and middle schools
reported significantly higher levels of leadership than high schools. FQothtuityand
Assessmerategories, elementary schoodported higher level of implementation than middle
schools, which were both higher than high schoolsBeést PracticesandRTI category,
elementary schools reported higher level of implementation than middle schools, which were
both higher than high bools. ForProfessional Developmerglementary schools reported

higher level of implementation than middle schools, which were both higher than high schools.



Program and Strategy Choices

Table 42presents the degrees to which different types of programs or strategies were
integrated into daily literacy practices across all schooBREL The following section will
describe patterns of program use across school type& (Elementary, Middle ashHigh

schools) to provide a picture of the types of activities schools are engaging in.

The majority of preK and elementary schools used a Commercial Core program by all
team members. However, these programs were inconsistently used by middle antdotsh sc
Not surprisingly, middle and high schools rarely used Commercial Phonics programs;
elementary and p+K schools used these to a larger degree. All schools used CorBastd
Interventions to some degree. Elementary anekKpsehools integrated thegprogram with a
high degree of consistenayith all team membeneportingusing these programs in the majority
of schools. In Middle and High schools, these programs were often used but only by some of the

gradelevel team members in most schools.

Evidencebased Strategies and Evide#ised Strategies from the Comprehensive
Reading Solutions website appear to be one of the coasistentlyintegrated literacy practices
in the majority of schools, across all school types. A large proportion of elemsalerols
reported using Walpole and McKenna Differentiation Model by all gladel team members.
In middle school, the Differentiation Model was used by a number of schools but the consistency
ranged greatly from all team members using it to some tgaro members using itnteractive
Read Aoudsand Formal Guided readiregppear to be consistently used adigby all grade
level team members in the vast majority of elementary an gehools. While many middle
and high schools report usittgeseactivities, graddevel team implementation was far less

consistent.



Regarding State and District developed units, there appears to be larger uptake and

integration of district developed units vs. state developed units. However, overall, a large

proporton of gradelevel teams reported all members using these urecher use of writing

curriculum had a high degree of use across the majority of elementary, middle and high schools.

All schools reported using wdiased materials to some degrhe@wvever, &mentary schools

reported all team members using these resources to the greatest téigreed by middle and

high schoolsFinally, extended day was a practice that most gless teams reported using

across elementary, middle and high schools.

Table 42 Count and percentages of integration of Commercial Core programs into literacy

activities by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
Commercial Core no team Count 0 18 4 8 30
members used i g4 0.0% 3.8% 7.1% 222% 52%
some team Count 1 72 23 11 107
members used it 9, 16.7% 15.0% 41.1% 30.6% 18.5%
most team Count 0 46 12 6 64
members used it 9% 0.0% 9.6% 21.4% 16.7% 11.1%
all team Count 5 344 17 11 377
members used it 9% 83.3% 71.7% 30.4% 30.6% 65.2%
Total Count 6 480 56 36 578

%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 43 Count and percentages of integration of Commercial Phonics programs into literacy

activities by school type

Commercial Phonics

Total

.00 Count
%

no team Count

members used i1 o

some team Count

members used it 94

most team Count

members used it 94

all team Count

members used i1 94
Count

%

School Type
PK E M H

3 204 75 81
37.5% 31.9% 69.4% 85.3%

0 23 7 10
0.0% 3.6% 6.5% 10.5%

2 93 22 3
25.0% 14.6% 20.4% 3.2%

0 36 1 1
0.0% 5.6% .9% 1.1%

3 283 3 0
37.5% 443% 2.8% 0.0%

8 639 108 95

Total
363
42.7%
40
4. 7%
120
14.1%
38
4.5%
289
34.0%
850

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 44 Count and percentages of integratiolComputerbased Interventionigto literacy

activities by school type

School Type

pk E M H Total

Computerbased no team Count 0 6 4 5 15
Intervention (for members used il o4 0.0% 11% 43% 96% 2.1%

reading and/or writing] some team Count 1 107 45 37 190
members used it 9 33.3% 19.3% 48.9% 71.2% 27.1%

most team Count 0 69 13 6 88
members used it % 0.0% 125% 14.1% 11.5% 12.6%

all team Count 2 371 30 4 407
members used it 9% 66.7% 67.1% 32.6% 7.7% 58.1%

Total Count 3 553 92 52 700

%

100.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Table 45 Count and percentages of integratiofcefdencebased Instructional Strategieso
literacy activities by school type

School Type
pk E M H Total
Evidencebased no team Count 0 5 2 2 9
Instructional Strategie: members used it o4 0.0% 1.2% 2 5% 3.204 1.6%
;r:)itrgglt;s(ilgr-?ted some team Count 2 44 19 15 80
members used it o
commercial) Y% 33.3% 10.3% 23.5% 24.2% 13.9%
most team Count 0 41 23 27 91
members used i o4 0.0% 9.6% 28.4% 435% 15.8%
all team Count 4 338 37 18 397
members used it 9, 66.7% 79.0% 45.7% 29.0% 68.8%
Total Count 6 428 81 62 577

%

100.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Table 46 Count and percentages of integratiofcefdencebased Instructionétrategies from
Comprehensive Reading Solutidngo literacy activities by school type

School Type
pk E M H Total
Evidencebased no team Count 0 23 1 7 31
Instructional Strategie: members used it o4 0.0% 5.1% 1.4% 12.1% 5.4%
from Qompreh_ensive some team Count 0 51 19 13 83
\'Tvii‘l'ii‘g Solutions - members used it o 0.0% 11.4% 27.1% 22.4% 14.4%
most team Count 0 30 23 20 73
members used it 9 0.0% 6.7% 32.9% 345% 12.6%
all team Count 2 344 27 18 391
members used it 9% 100.0% 76.8% 38.6% 31.0% 67.6%
Total Count 2 448 70 58 578

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Table 47 Count and percentages of integratiofd | pol e and McKenna’' s Dif

Modelinto literacy activities by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
Walpole and McKenné no team Count 0 63 8 10 81
Differentiation Model members used it oy 00% 15.0% 29.6% 76.9% 17.6%
ftorontation bores) SOMeteam  Count 1 64 7 1 73
members used it o 0 0 0 0 0
with students grouped Y0 50.0% 15.3% 259% 7.7% 15.8%
by IDI results most team _ Count 0 36 5 0 41
members used it % 0.0% 86% 185% 0.0% 8.9%
all team Count 1 256 7 2 266
members used it % 50.0% 61.1% 25.9% 15.4% 57.7%
Total Count 2 419 27 13 461

%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 48 Count and percentages of integratiomndéractive Read Alouds from Comprehensive

Reading Solutiongto literacy activities by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
Interactive Read no team Count 0 8 7 6 21
Alouds membersised it oy 0.0% 13% 9.7% 150% 2.8%
some team Count 0 52 34 19 105
members used it 9, 0.0% 8.4% 47.2% 475% 14.2%
most team Count 0 67 5 8 80
members used it 9 0.0% 10.8% 6.9% 20.0% 10.8%
all team Count 7 495 26 7 535
members used il 9, 100.0% 79.6% 36.1% 17.5% 72.2%
Total Count 7 622 72 40 741

%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 49 Count and percentages of integratiofrofmal Guided Readingto literacy activities
by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
Formal Guided no team Count 0 24 5 4 33
Reading with Students members used it o4 0.0% 4.0% 55%  6.2%  4.3%
Grouped by some team Count 0 66 36 30 132
Instructional Level  members used it o4 0.0% 11.0% 39.6% 46.2% 17.3%
most team Count 0 49 18 17 84
memberaised it 9 0.0% 82% 19.8% 26.2% 11.0%
all team Count 5 461 32 14 512
members used it 9% 100.0% 76.8% 35.2% 21.5% 67.3%
Total Count 5 600 91 65 761

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 50 Count and percentagesinfegration ofDistrict Developed Unitito literacy

activities by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
District Developed no team Count 0 55 5 7 67
Units members used i gy 0.0% 122% 5.6% 11.5% 11.1%
some team Count 0 63 15 6 84
members used it 9, 0.0% 13.9% 16.7% 9.8% 13.9%
most team Count 0 42 11 16 69
members used it 9, 0.0% 9.3% 122% 26.2% 11.4%
all team Count 3 292 59 32 386
members used il 9, 100.0% 64.6% 65.6% 52.5% 63.7%
Total Count 3 452 90 61 606

%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 51 Count and percentages of integratiorstdte Developetnitsinto literacy activities
by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
State Developed Units no team Count 0 130 25 11 166
members used i gy 0.0% 32.3% 29.8% 16.9% 29.9%
some team Count 0 79 23 20 122
members used it 9, 0.0% 19.7% 27.4% 30.8% 21.9%
most team Count 0 27 13 15 55
members used it 9 0.0% 6.7% 155% 23.1% 9.9%
all team Count 5 166 23 19 213
members used il 9, 100.0% 41.3% 27.4% 29.2% 38.3%
Total Count 5 402 84 65 556

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 52 Count and percentages of integratiodeacher Use of Writing Curriculumto
literacy activities by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
Teacher Use of no team Count 0 14 2 0 16
Writing Curriculum members used il o 0.0% 2 8% 250 0.0% 2 504
some team Count 1 68 24 16 109
members used it 9, 100.0% 13.4% 30.4% 30.2% 17.0%
most team Count 0 52 15 12 79
members used it 9 0.0% 10.3% 19.0% 22.6% 12.3%
all team Count 0 373 38 25 436
members used it 9, 0.0% 73.6% 48.1% 47.2% 68.1%
Total Count 1 507 79 53 640

%

100.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table 53 Count and percentages of integratioffedcher Use of Webased Materialgto
literacy activities by school type

School Type
PK E M H Total
Teacher Use of Web no team Count 0 8 0 4 12
based Materials members used il o4 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 5.1% 1.6%
some team Count 1 76 24 27 128
members used it 9% 20.0% 13.4% 26.4% 34.2% 17.3%
most team Count 1 77 24 27 129
members used it % 20.0% 13.6% 26.4% 34.2% 17.4%
all team Count 3 405 43 21 472
members used it 9, 60.0% 71.6% 47.3% 26.6% 63.7%
Total Count 5 566 91 79 741

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Table54. Count and percentages of integratioferfended Daynto literacy activities by school
type

School Type

PK E M H Total

Extended Day no team Count 0 36 2 3 41
(Extended Learning members used it o 0.0% 12.6% 3.3% 75%  10.6%

Time) some team Count 0 40 10 11 61
members used it 9, 0.0% 14.0% 16.7% 27.5% 15.8%

most team Count 0 24 11 9 44
members used it 9 0.0% 8.4% 18.3% 225% 11.4%

all team Count 1 185 37 17 240
members used it 9, 100.0% 64.9% 61.7% 42.5% 62.2%

Total Count 1 285 60 40 386

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Understand the facets of school improvement: What are high growth
sites reporting?

The purpose of the current section is to identify the sites who experiexceptional
growth, and examine seléported questionnaire completed by the teachers that address the
changes, successes and program choices the schools are engaged in. Theigsakton is to
reveal themes that appeared to be related to substantiaivitiesgrowth in reading

comprehension.

Table 55 displays the percentage of students who met or exceeded SRI growth

expectations within a particular school. SRI growth etqieans were calculated by taking a

student’s age and f all Lexile and predicting
Then, expected growth was compared with the s
the Spring Lexileandthe Fall Legil) . |1 f t he student’'s actual gro

their expected growth this child was categorized as meeting or exceeding their growth
expectations. |1 f the student’s actual growth
was categozed as not meeting their growth expectation. Percentages were calculated for every
school and grade who collected SRI achievement data. For example, 79 schools administered the
SRI assessment in gradeT®e minimum score reports tkehool(s) who expeznced the lowest
percentage of children meeting or exceeding SRI growth expectations, in this case a grade 3 class
reported oty 7% of children meeting or exceeding SRI growth expectations. The maximum

score refers to the schools(s) who experienced the highest percentage of children meeting or
exceeding SRI growth expectations. In grade 3, a class reported 84% of their childieg oree

exceeding growth expectation§he mean refers to the average percentage of children across all



classes who met or exceeded growth expectations. The SD (Standard deviation) indicates the

variability in percentages across schools.

Table 55 Percerdges of students who met SRI growth expectations

Grade Schools Minimum Maximum Mean SD
3 79 0.07 0.84 0.40 0.16
4 81 0.10 0.90 0.46 0.18
5 81 0.11 0.86 0.50 0.19
6 45 0.24 0.81 0.54 0.13
7 33 0.31 0.76 0.55 0.11
8 33 0.35 0.83 0.54 0.12
9 28 0.26 0.84 0.50 0.14
10 27 0.25 0.80 0.44 0.14
11 28 0.22 0.75 0.45 0.13
12 28 0.14 0.65 0.40 0.14

The minimum and maximum scores suggest there are astonishing differences between
schools regarding growth in comprehension. In the elementary gradessduwnés are only
reporting the 7L0% of their students are meeting or exceeding SRI growth expectations. On the
other hand, other sites report upwards 6884 of students meeting or exceeding SRI growth
expectations. Across middle and high school, smtitends are noted. For instance, some
schools are only reporting 436 % of their students meeting or exceeding SRI growth
expectations, while other sites report from8&3%6 of students meeting or exceeding SRI growth
expectations. The large differencagoerformance and growth across sites is very apparent
through the information presented in Table 55. Clearly, many schools are experience great
success with their school improvement plans, while other schools appear to not reaching they

performance numbsithey anticipated.

A central and a critical issue surrounding the-SRCL is to understand how we can
formulate and share the success to other schools and districts to share valuable knowledge that

may lead other schools to experiencing similar kinduotess. With this charge in mind, 1



examined schools who were demonstrating exceptional student level growth to capture and
describe some of the faceksat may have contributed to growth in reading comprehension.
Schools who experienced at least 70% efrtetudents meeting or exceeding growth

expectations in comprehension were coded as a high growth site. In total, 26 elementary classes
across grades3, 13 middle school classes, and 7 high schools classes were identified.
Questionnaire data that disses (1) what changes have been made, (2) what successes did you
notice, (3) what program choices did you engage in is summarized separately for elementary,
middle and high schools. Master themes, or commonalities, across all sites were evident and

suggestre of foundational pieces necessary for school improvement.

Elementary

Table56. Programmatic Choices for Elementary Schools

Mean SD
Commercial Core 3.35 0.85
Commercial Phonics 1.52 1.79
Computer Intervention 3.62 0.70
Evidence Based Resources 3.49 0.69
Teacher use of WeBased Materials 3.46 0.78
Teacher use of Writing Curriculum 3.68 0.57
Evidence Base8trategies-rom CRS 3.63 0.67
Diff Boxes 2.31 1.59
Interactive Read Alouds 3.38 0.98
Guided Reading 3.27 1.00
District Units 1.73 1.82
State Units 1.27 1.56

Extended Day 0.92 1.72




Table 56 provides the means and standard deviations regarding what program choices

high growth elementary schools report using. The scale ranges from O to 4, where 0 means a

strategy was never used tongans a strategy was used daily by all teachers. Any rating

larger

than 3 suggests these programs or practices are central to thesstitavaty plan and may be

an important factor that contributes to the schools documented success.

What changes occred?

Teachers provided interesting comments regarding what changes recently occurred or where in

transition.Across grade3 to 5, the following themes about changes to instruction emerged:

1) Increasing authentic literacy experiencésachers provided nitiple quotes that all spoke to

provide more opportunities to engage meaningfully in authentic text.

A“[ We] consistently integrate |iteracy ir

A “The ELA teacher will be doing shared r
basal .”

A “Provide more opportunities for student
Al feel l'i ke we' |l |l have more gains i f s
push the lexile | evels.”

A “ 1 mpl e me n t-cumonlar @onfictiorotexsto increase student
conprehension in all subject areas.’

2) Increasing instruction on blding component literacy skillseachers also described the

importance of teaching and building foundational literacy skills.

A “We are

goi ng

to buil d

g r eheotigh smalvgmegpa bul ar vy

instruction. We plan to implement more intensive instruction that focuses on fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension from "Comprehensive Reading Solutions" that will
include greater rigor. We will also continue to present a frameworsefrving students

with basic skills so that they can continu
A “Continue [to] focus on reading fluency as
increase comprehension on a daily basis.”



“Focus iomg] ttetae hmi ssing phonics skills”

“As f ar pashmere writing eagh,and every day. | want the students to master
writing sentences earlier in the year, so we can spend more time writing essays (narrative,
informational , and argumentative).”

Wha practiceswere most successful at improviitgracy skills?

Teachers providehany insightful quotes about what aspects of their literacy plan were most
successfulBelow are exemplar quotes that helped establish the themes. Two main themes
emerged:

1) Increasing and integrating literacy experiences and instruction across the curriculum

A “Teachers and students did an excellent jo

A

discipline areas. Content area teachers integrated literacy into theirtamegnwvhich
supported ELA.”

“lntegrating content area curriculum into
stations. Trade books also increased vo
“I'ntegrating reading and wr sidtantnvas acr oss th

implemented with students and was a factor in raising lexile levels. Consistency and
expectation of using similar terminology, especially with eviddrased terms and
reading strategies.”

“We have seen a huge i nsane$hared Readinglacrasseal act i
content areas.’

“Utilizing the |l exile libraries within the
comparing/ contrasting elements in each pas

2) Data informed decision making, monitoring and differentiated instruction

A

“We facilitated the growth of students through guided reading groups which were
differentiated based on their needs. In addition, looking at our IDI [DIBELS or SRI] data
and using it to drive instruction, which f

“ [o@puter based interventions with adaptive technology] allows for remediation in the

areas of fluency, comprehension, and retell, as well as [helps develop skills] in the same
areas as needed. The overall student success increased throughout the ylavexhd al

for many students to reach benchmark score



Middle School

Table 57 Programmatic Choices for Middle Schools

Mean SD
Commercial Core 2.72 1.25
Computer Intervention 2.83 1.17
Evidence Based Resources 3.18 0.58
Teacher usef Web-Based Materials 3.19 0.65
Teacher use of Writing Curriculum 3.70 0.48
Evidence Based From CRS 3.00 0.76
Interactive Read Alouds 1.69 1.75
Guided Reading 2.77 1.42
District Units 1.69 1.84
State Units 231 1.84
Extended Day 0.77 1.54

Table 57 provides the means and standard deviations regarding what program choices
high growth elementary schools report using. The scale ranges from 0 to 4, where 0 means a
strategy was never used to 4 means a strategy was used daily by all teacheaBné\uhgrger
than 3 suggests these programs or practices are central to the schools literacy plan and may be an
important factor that contributes to the schools documented success. For the middle schools
experiencing high growth, the use of evidence batategies and teacher use of web materials

and writing curriculum appear to be integrated into daily use.



What changes occurred?

Teachers provided interesting comments regarding what changes recently occurred or where in

transition.Across gradg6 to 8, the following themes about changes to instruction emerged:

Increasing Authentic Literacy Experiences (with a focus on writing, too)

A “We will continue to have students read ac
campaign. We are using scienmagazines for research in order to have students read
morenorf i cti on material at a higher Il exile.”

A “Provide more const r thasedevdtingireisstpuctionsaerossatl d e v i
content areas.’

A “ Read mifictioe, comtertr el at ed texts.”
Building Reading Skillslecessary for Comprehension

A“Try to determine ways to motivate the ol d
their best.”

A “We will focus on different types of inter
students.”

Whatpracticeswere most successful at improvirgracy skills?

Teachers provideghany insightful quotes about what aspects of their literacy plan were most
successful. Below are exemplar quotes that helped establish the tBemaesn theme

emerged:

UsingEvidencebased Programs and Strategies:

A “Read 180 and System 44 are the best progr
struggling readers.”

A “Reading fluency practice, vocabulary deve
interactive notebooks, anddAR. S r eadi ng. ”

A “Thinking maps, cosaseteateddguedpdnand, i sadk

A v have used the feedback from Write Score
aware writers."”



A Implementation of Read 180 has improved studentselegibre which in turn improved
writing scores. Writing was implemented in general education using PALS, and thinking
maps.

A Use Lexile levels to group students and provide reading interventions (assign reading
Lexiles online)

High Shool

Table 58 Programmatic Choices for High Schools

Mean SD
Computer Intervention 2.10 0.55
Evidence Based Resources 3.17 0.65
Teacher use of WeBased Materials 3.17 0.98
Teacher use of Writing Curriculum 3.50 0.71
Evidence Based From CRS 2.83 0.68
District Units 1.43 1.81
State Units 1.71 1.25
Extended Day 1.43 1.90

Table 58 provides the means and standard deviations regarding what program choices
high growth elementary schools report using. The scale ranges from 0 to 4, where 0 means a
strategy was never used to 4 means a strategy was used daily by all teacheaxiné\tgrger
than 3 suggests these programs or practices are central to the schools literacy plan and may be an
important factor that contributes to the schools documented success. For the high schools
experiencing high growth, the use of evidence basatkgies and teacher use of web materials

and writing curriculum appear to be integrated into the curriculum almost daily.



What practicesvere most successful at improvirtgracy skills?

Teachers provided any insightful quotes about what aspetttsipfiteracy plan were most
successful. Below are exemplar quotes that helped establish the themes. One main theme

emerged:

A “[We] focused on implemented PALS througho

consistently in the classroom, we saw improvemetiiose students lexile scores and

over al | academic success that carried over

A “l believe that Thinking Maps and PALS wer

required knowl edge. "~
A “ Re adi n-fiction Was implemented inclasses her t han ELA. "

A “Having updated materials that are more
reading more noffiction material. We are giving purpose to reading more. We are

starting to read more across the curricul

A “Through t hreabl® ® Gurchasesliteratere that had similar themes/content
with the Multicultural Lit class. This created text discussions across the content areas
and cohesiveness throughout the year."”’

What changes occurred?

Teachers provided interesting commeameigarding what changes recently occurred or where

in transition

A “We are also wanting to focus on explicit

all content areas. We want to submerge the students in aiphr@nvironment
throughoutthe acadei ¢ year . ”

A “Look at more of a structured reading acro

reading model s.”

A “Thr ough -based striategy, stidens have been provided with more independent

opportunities to learn. They were able to identifdanr ef i ne ‘r eal’ quest

projects. Also, the English Department and Social Studies Department were successful

when teaching novels across content areas.



A “1l mplementation of Thinking Maps in all th
A “ We eniphasize the importance of taking the Lexile test serious no matter what time

of the year the test is given."’

A “We are planning to monitor the students p
track each below basic and basic reader throughouttireoy an individual basis and
provide intervention and/ or remediation as

Master Themes

Across elementary, middle and high schools who experienced substantial growth in
comprehensiommaster themes emerged from the teacher questionnaire. Numerous
commonalities were found in the practices and choices thought to positively influence school
achiezement. These commonalities will help us identify the conditions and climate the can help
revitalize a school. A central theme was thata(d)ievement data informed instruction and
differentiation All school reporeédclosely monitoring student achievemelata and using this
information to modify or tailor instruction to help all learners succeed. Another theme was (2)
consistency in content (e.g., texts, curriculum), skills, and strategies taught across ELA and other
content areasThese high growth siteescribed close connections between the ELA and other
content areas. Either similar texts or strategies were used across content areas, and multiple sites
report this level of coordination as being instrumental to increased student achievement and
growth. Another clearly defined theme was (Bfreasing experience/exposure to authentic
texts, and daily writing activitieAll high growth sites reported increase student engagement
with authentic texts and more opportunities to complete daily writing aeti\that were related
to the authentic text being read. The final theme wasr@ingling literacy instruction in
researctbased or evidendeased practiced\ll high growth sites described ongoing professional
development initiatives to increase their Whedge of practices, programs and strategies that are

supported through scientific research. These four themes emerged throughridyeoself



guestionnaires completed by the teachers working in the high growth sites. While other
important themes may noave been uncovered through these conversations, the information
presented provides concrete evidence about malleable factors that can be integrated into a school,

and adopted by gradevel teams to work towards school improvement.

Conclusions and FuturBirections

This preliminary report provides descriptive informataioutthe performance and
growth of comprehension skill across all elementary, middle and high schools in the GLP SRCL.
Interestingly, there is a large degree of variability atdis&rict, school and gradevel. Murray
County waghedistrict with the strongesgrowth across elementary, middle and high schools.
This is very promising because Murray was also one of the lowest performing districts. At the
elementary level, Coffee dnlefferson Counties experienced higher levels of growth than other
districts However these relatively higher rates of growth did not maintain into middle or high
schools. Thomastebpson and Whitfield were two districts that consistently experienced
relatively more growth than other schools at the middle and high school levef.tA#se
districts appear to be engaged in high quality literacy practices thalearly making an
impactful difference in comprehension skills, ahid may influenceverall academic

performance.

On the other end of the continuum, there were a few districts who consistently reported
the lowest level of improvements over the course of the academic year. Fulton, @risp an
Cartersville appear to libe districts experiencgnthe most challenge in consistent improvement

in student’s comprehension performance.

Given the large degrees of variability in implementation and program choicest step

in understanding differences in student achievement is to examine howadliesesprerelated



to changes in student performance at the level of grade, school and dhsttloermore,
disaggregating the studeletvel data will help understand growth patterns for typically
development children, children with disabilities or dréin who have limited English
proficiency.This indepth analysis will greatly improve our understanding of the malleable
factors that relate to school improvemeartd student achievement for a diverse sample of
children and adolescents turn, this inbrmation can be disseminated to all schools as a way of

helping all children succeed educationally.



elementary, high, middle and pkeschools.

Appendix A
Table 59 Composite means and standard deviations of implementation categories across

Best
Leadership Continuity Assessment Practices RTI PD
Mean SD |Mean SD | Mean SD | Mean SD | Mean SD | Mean SD
Bartow E 494 0.89| 459 0.75| 5.23 0.65| 5.27 0.61| 556 0.62] 4.10 1.11
County H 418 1.13| 3.83 1.15| 3.32 0.80| 2.79 0.53| 4.73 0.74| 3.62 0.81
M 474 0.90| 4.36 0.72| 465 0.55| 406 0.78| 464 0.67| 3.76 0.67
PK 443 0 | 507 O 4.11 0 457 0 | 560 O |340 O
Total | 4.82 0.95| 4.48 0.84| 493 0.93| 485 1.06| 539 0.72]| 4.01 1.05
Bleckley E 519 0.52| 421 0.63| 53 0.60| 484 0.93| 587 0.14| 482 1.08
County H 3.75 0.75| 3.30 0.49| 2.83 0.13| 3.35 0.46| 2.40 0.85| 3.00 0.33
M 437 1.09| 3.41 0.69| 3.16 1.37| 3.32 1.04| 430 1.32| 3.35 0.91
Total | 455 0.95| 3.72 0.72| 400 1.43| 398 1.11| 443 1.67| 3.88 1.18
Brantley E 497 0.76]| 4.40 0.66| 5.15 0.64| 5.28 0.59| 5.66 0.50| 4.77 0.79
County H 383 0 [ 379 O 3.32 0 314 0 | 260 0 (29 O
M 5.78 0.26| 5.04 0.57| 5.08 0.31| 4.68 0.66| 549 0.44| 552 0.32
PK 470 0 | 329 O 4.16 0 257 0 | 500 0 |[340 O
Total | 5.08 0.77| 4.46 0.72| 5.02 0.69| 496 0.89| 548 0.77| 4.79 0.89
Cartersville E 424 1.22| 436 1.22| 406 1.37| 457 1.58| 483 0.70] 4.08 1.25
City H 3.23 0.44| 384 0.64| 3.58 0.78| 3.15 0.64| 498 0.62| 3.85 0.79
M 418 0.34| 4.32 0.87| 4.04 053] 415 0.79| 448 0.53| 4.30 1.10
Total | 4.03 1.04| 425 1.04| 396 1.12| 420 1.39| 479 0.65| 4.08 1.10
Clarke E 5.09 0.80| 493 0.75| 5.11 0.85| 5.21 0.68| 5.23 0.76| 4.77 1.02
County H 273 0 | 293 0 2.58 0 248 0 | 273 0 (330 O
M 469 0.67| 4.27 0.81| 454 0.80|] 3.55 0.62| 4.17 0.91| 4.60 0.89
Total | 5.03 0.84| 4.85 0.80/ 5.02 0.90| 5.03 0.86| 5.11 0.86| 4.74 1.01
Coffee E 548 0.57| 548 0.51| 543 0.61| 541 0.47| 570 0.46| 5.41 0.69
County H 2.67 1.67| 243 153| 215 141| 227 153| 231 151 1.90 1.67
M 473 0.34| 5.36 0.27| 4.63 0.22| 3.70 0.52| 3.78 0.95| 5.25 0.44
PK 6.00 0.00] 6.00 0.00| 6.00 0.00| 6.00 0.00] 5.93 0.09| 6.00 0.00
Total | 5.27 0.98| 5.28 0.98| 5.18 1.07| 514 1.03| 5.39 1.09| 5.18 1.17
Colquitt E 467 1.34| 465 1.27| 483 1.31| 456 1.27| 492 1.34| 4.33 1.52
County pk 400 0 |407 O 4.11 0 533 0 | 400 O [460 O
Total | 4.66 1.33| 4.64 1.26| 482 1.31| 457 1.26| 490 1.34| 4.34 151
Crisp E 469 0.59| 458 047 501 0.81] 442 0.52| 531 0.57| 5.23 0.51
County H 4.47 052| 4.82 0.35| 4.84 0.30] 3.38 0.13| 480 0.57| 3.75 0.21
M 476 0.73] 3.95 0.53| 3.83 0.75| 3.56 0.54| 4.38 0.65| 3.45 0.85
Total| 4.68 0.58| 4.41 0.56| 459 0.88| 3.96 0.66| 492 0.70| 4.39 1.05
Fulton E 473 0.99| 456 0.98| 4.75 0.92| 496 0.81| 510 1.00| 4.21 1.30
County H 415 0.92| 431 0.85| 3.62 0.78] 3.08 1.10| 2.98 1.46| 4.50 0.65
M 393 1.21| 381 1.04| 3.20 1.21| 2.85 1.22| 3.36 0.74| 3.47 1.30
PK 577 0 | 486 O 5.11 0 481 0 | 487 0 |480 O




Total | 4.64 1.03| 448 0.99] 455 1.05] 466 1.11| 482 1.21| 417 1.28
Jeff Davis E 581 0.20( 5.21 0.27| 5.57 0.31| 548 0.23| 5.98 0.03| 557 0.38
County H 468 0.84| 430 097 3.17 1.03] 205 0.65] 3.05 131 418 1.01
M 471 0.43]| 448 0.82| 511 0.71] 3.98 0.52]| 498 0.81| 5.00 0.46
Total| 5.21 0.75| 476 0.76] 4.72 1.26] 4.08 1.59| 485 1.50| 5.01 0.86
Jefferson E 485 0.70] 4.65 0.53| 562 0.40| 525 047| 5.26 0.57| 5.34 0.82
County H 441 0.62| 4.79 0.49| 430 0.16] 295 0.29| 436 0.38]| 5.17 0.40
M 432 0.73] 457 0.67| 452 0.24| 405 0.33] 492 0.35| 522 0.58
Total| 4.69 0.71| 465 0.54| 524 0.66] 475 0.91| 5.09 0.58| 5.29 0.72
Morgan E 488 0.95| 4.80 1.11| 455 1.16| 452 0.93| 454 1.49| 462 0.75
County H 414 0.52| 353 0.85| 3.29 0.40| 262 0.75| 2.20 1.11| 362 1.19
M 483 0.46| 439 0.29| 4.08 0.75] 3.71 0.52| 4.33 0.40| 4.13 0.33
Total| 4.62 0.75| 4.27 0.99] 401 0.98| 3.67 1.11| 3.71 1.55| 415 0.91
Murray E 556 043| 518 0.58| 586 0.26] 5.33 0.56| 5.71 0.33| 5.04 0.86
County H 441 110| 447 1.14| 426 0.99| 3.87 1.12| 419 1.85| 4.73 0.84
M 544 057 530 0.48| 5.16 0.59| 483 0.72| 5.56 0.44| 5.25 0.68
PK 173 0 | 043 O 1.58 0 1.72 0 | 000 O | 000 O
Total| 5.27 0.88| 5.00 0.95| 5.35 0.94| 490 0.99| 531 1.22| 495 1.04
Pierce E 5.03 0.80| 4.84 0.79| 515 0.68| 510 0.81| 545 0.52| 448 1.21
County H 445 0.72] 420 1.00| 3.74 0.65| 3.11 0.69| 3.20 0.92| 4.42 0.60
M 553 0.41| 479 0.14| 460 0.58| 444 0.92| 5.22 0.63| 4.07 0.90
PK 523 0 [ 479 O 3.11 0 357 0 | 427 0 | 430 O
Total| 499 0.78| 472 0.79] 4.76 0.90| 462 1.09| 498 1.05| 442 1.05
Randolph E 481 0.72] 458 0.81| 539 0.48| 512 0.20] 544 049 410 1.01
County Total| 4.81 0.72| 458 0.81] 539 048] 512 0.29| 544 0.49] 410 1.01
Rome City E 474 0.87| 471 0.85| 544 0.62| 492 0.61| 533 0.70] 4.61 0.89
H 5.01 0.21| 466 0.70| 454 0.26|] 310 0.56| 4.53 0.98| 5.05 0.68
M 5.02 0.57| 4.74 0.48| 558 0.25| 465 0.46| 557 0.29| 506 1.00
Total| 4.81 0.80| 4.71 0.78] 540 0.60| 4.74 0.74| 5.32 0.70] 4.72 0.91
Thomaston E 551 052 5.00 057 519 0.73| 490 1.03| 542 0.80| 5.23 1.15
Upson H 4.72 0.83] 400 1.75| 3.30 2.11| 348 1.64| 2.29 2.89| 3.90 1.87
County M 5.16 0.71| 4.79 0.41| 491 0.73| 442 0.52| 4.72 0.52| 437 1.56
Total| 5.21 0.68| 4.71 0.87| 470 1.25| 442 1.07| 452 1.72| 4.62 1.46
Toombs E 476 0.97| 446 1.00| 419 0.95| 465 0.59| 512 1.01| 3.40 0.94
County H 290 090 288 0.61] 2.76 084| 3.31 0.36| 1.88 0.54| 3.40 0.93
M 563 0 |53 O 5.26 0 448 0 | 507 O |[550 O
Total | 4.37 1.25| 414 115 392 1.12| 433 0.78] 436 1.66| 3.52 1.01
Union E 427 052 449 0.70| 525 0.53| 440 0.63] 554 0.69| 3.72 1.35
County H 408 0.68| 3.89 0.45| 392 093] 226 098| 230 2.31| 345 1.06
M 440 0.35| 431 0.36| 3.82 0.11] 3.54 1.09| 436 0.37| 4.43 0.59
Total | 4.27 0.47| 433 0.59| 462 0.87| 3.77 1.11| 463 1.55| 3.86 1.11
Vidalia E 496 092 408 0.81| 511 0.62| 493 0.68]| 5.38 0.69| 447 0.61
City H 480 0.35| 457 058 451 0.11| 3.70 0.77] 460 0.18| 5.17 0.21
M 5.14 0.34| 481 0.41| 451 0.18| 3.67 0.22| 5.13 0.48| 443 0.55
Total | 497 0.67| 439 0.71] 481 0.53] 431 0.86| 5.12 0.61] 4.63 0.58
Wheeler E 537 0.63| 5.05 0.67| 5.18 0.50| 558 0.47| 5.67 0.57| 5.28 0.59
County H 3.63 0.83| 3.86 0.44| 3.82 0.61| 3.98 0.51| 4.60 0.98| 415 0.52



M 480 0 | 450 O 3.84 0 348 0 | 467 0 |[460 O
Total | 4.83 1.03| 4.67 0.79] 469 0.83] 497 0.96| 530 0.84]| 491 0.75
Whitfield E 464 1.24| 434 1.18| 464 125 476 1.25| 518 129 444 1.20
County H 461 0.65| 3.73 0.68, 3.99 1.05| 3.17 1.03| 3.08 197| 405 1.74
M 467 0.81] 391 081 461 0.62| 404 0.54] 503 0.58| 3.89 1.20
Total | 4.64 1.10| 4.19 1.08| 456 1.13| 444 1.23| 491 1.40| 429 1.24
Wilkes E 5.03 0.67| 5.23 0.43| 4.80 0.18| 493 0.55| 5.62 0.15| 453 0.22
County H 296 1.38| 2.77 050| 3.67 142 3.45 0.88| 3.22 1.70| 3.15 1.66
M 423 093] 431 120, 453 1.25| 437 0.70] 427 117 423 1.36
Total | 421 1.29| 426 1.26] 439 1.02] 434 0.91| 457 1.47] 404 1.19




