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Finance

. Georg1a should continue to pursue effectwe school reform strategics through

L e %

* The state should consider revising sec. 20-2-152 (d) to ensure placement neutrality
and support a variety of service delivery options.

Professional Development

* The state should utilize and expand sound teacher training programs as a way to
ameliorate teacher “attitude” problems.




Introduction
The Governor’s Council on Developmental Disabilities (GCDD) was established to:

~..influence public policies that enhance the quality of life for people with developmenial
disabilities and their families. This is accomplished through public policy analysis and
research, education, program implementation, funding, and advocacy activities.







Background

For many years Georgia ranked closed to the bottom on a number of national education
mg;.ratnrq fran .




Special Education by Type

of Category

All Categories | 10.52 11.26
Learning Disability 3.35 5.68
Speech or Language 2.31 2.27
Disability '
Mental Retardation 2.02 ' 1.13
Emotional Impairment 1.69 .93
Others 1.15 1.25
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As noted above, Governor Barnes campai igned on a platform of educatlon reform. In June
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H.B. 656 — Georgia Academic Placement and Promotion
'The Education Reform Study Commission continued its work and the following year the
GCDD and Project WINS were asked to present an analysis and recommendations on
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Findings and Recommendations

This section provides a synthesis of the findings from the study. Major findings are based
on data from interviews with state policymakers, focus groups with key constituencies
around the state, and document reviews. The standard for mcludmg a ﬁndmg was that the
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was presented across two of the three venues. A full discussion of the study methodology
may be found in Appendix H,

It is significant that, although investigators specifically focused data gathering efforts on
the policy areas of assessment, accountability and finance, respondents also noted a high




State Board of Education. Changes to the norm-referenced assessment requirement are
expected during the 2003 Georgia legislative session.

Upon revision of Georgia’s Quality Core Curnculum (QCC) in 1997, the State Board of
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(CRCT) designed to test student knowledge of QCC content standards. Initially, the
CRCT included three content areas, reading, English/language arts, and mathematics in
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In the past, all students could get a waiver from one or more sections of the test. While
there is no rule restricting how many sections of the test the student may be exempted

from, usually students were exempted from one to two sections, Requests for waivers




A]ternate Assessment

The Georgia Alternate Assessment (GAA) was first administered in 2001 for reporting
purposes. The current GAA is [EP-based. The statewide committee looked at traditional
functional curriculum areas that are used in the state and selected a cnterla of ﬁve out of
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attainment of five IEP objectives, of which one must be communication.
The state conducted workshops and distributed manuals on the GAA two to three years
ago. Training manuals are under “constant revision”. Since the state’s initial training, the
higher education institutions, Georgia Learning Resources System (GLRSs), and the
Regional Educatlon Service Agencies (RESAs) provide training on request. Training is
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Findings

The new assessment requirements at the federal and state level appear to be having a
positive impact on students with disabilities in Georgia. Since the passage of the A Plus
Education Reform Act, more students with disabilities are being included in the
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assessment system for all students. In addition, stakeholders at both the state and local
level are calling for documenting student achievement through portfolio assessments, off-
grade testing, and other standardized measures.

The. GAA isnpt geudgedized The GAA jzhighbgndividnalized Stmdess arocracs
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administered again and the score of the assessmeit should accurately reflect the student’s
mastery of the skill (reliability).
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truly “individualized” (Smith, 1990; Smith & Simpson, 1989), and seem to vary in
quality based on the setting in which a student receives services (Espin, Deno &
Albayrak-Kaymak, 1998; Hunt & Farron-Davis, 1992), Further, there are long-standing
problems associated with development of IEPs. Most notable is the lack of meaningful




universally designed curriculum, benefits accrue to all students, not just those with
disabilities. Universally designed curriculum provides “multiple means of presenting
materials,” “multiple ways in which students can respond,” and the ability to match
students’ learning motivations with those presentations and responses, (p.11). Student

learning is enhanced through universal design through enhanced access to the curriculum.
Furthermore, universally designed curriculum lends itself to universally designed
assessment — assessment that can, by definition, include more students (National Center
for Educational Outcomes, 2002).

The state should continue its focus on developing on-line assessments. On-line
98 @ﬂ.’n?ﬂl ill nat onlv he less enstlythe reailte can ha ressivad much aannar thon tha
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current system in the state. This provides an opportunity for local districts and. schools to
use student data to plan program improvement. On-line assessments may also contribute
to hlgher student test scores. In a recent study, Pomplun Frey & Becker (2002} found
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about the science of assessment, and hence, is misused (Minnema, Thurlow &
Bielinski, 2002); and

» OQut-of-level testing can be intentionally misused in order to enhance student test
scores, '

Given the limitations of out-of-level testing, it is an area that should be approached with
great caution. As noted by Minnema, Thurlow and Bielinski, “the practice of testing
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state policies in this area have often been debated “by stakeholders who have little
knowledge about the precision and accuracy of tests that measure academic progress
appropirately.” It should be noted that, in the same report, these researchers credit
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Current policy

Act. This Act directed the creation of the Ofﬁce of Educauon Accountablhty (OEA) and
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lower c]ass sizes; twenty extra days of instruction for those who do not meet the sta11da1d

so that the school councils can ensure equitable funding across districts and have more
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system, Results of the CRCT w111 be used in promotion and retent:on declslons for
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Program (IEP) and traditional special edycation monitoring has failed _As.one narent
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program consolidated application process. The Department of Education will make a
decision on whether or not to include them next year. This decision will be based on
whether including special education would place greater restrictions on the other federal
programs in the state and whether including special education will make the federal
payments too complicated.
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monitoring, or reporting mechanism. Currently, it appears that the State Board of
Education — a policy and oversight body of lay leaders — is coordinating the A Plus
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Finance

Current policy

Officials report a state of “cautious optimism” in Georgia. Fiscally, the state is not as
‘ strong as it was, but Georeja is beffer offghan mapv states. Recegt state zevepnes ars
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which was the lafgest capital outlay they had ever enacted.

Major budgeta,ly requests for the current state educatlon budget 1nclude class size
e




through six separate budget line items. The following are state appropriations for FY

2003; :
Special Education Low-Incidence Grants $852,291
Tuition for the Multi-Handicapped $1,900,000
Pre-School Handicapped Program $12,472,973
Severely Emotionally Disturbed $61,838,139
Georgia Learning Resource System $1,686,300
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Recommendations

through discretionary funding as well as continue to adequately fund the QBE. Farly
indications point to improvements in student achievement in some areas from the school
years 2000 to 2001. This suggests that the programming is having a positive effect on
student achievement. Successful programs may include specially funded projects, the
accountability system, class size reduction, or some combination of these. However, it is
impossible to tell which programming (or combination) has been effec‘uve ngorous .
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instruction based on student needs, but not being familiar enough with the QCC to teach
the general curriculum. RESA responders noted that the QCC is so broad that both sets of
teachers need help in learning how to prioritize the curriculum.

Policymakers, parents and community agency personnel report teachers and
_gflmjnljﬂ‘frﬂfﬂr‘_‘ [yﬁfﬂfloﬁ' s nng nf thoe oventsct haveiowo ta tunliidine ctesdnsto vadils

disabilities in assessment, accountability and the QCC. However, local administrators
and teachers report that their reluctance is due to concerns over funding, tmmmg,
scheduling and lack of planning time.

summary




colleges. Projects that employ best practices and are successful in supporting students
with disabilities such as WINS and WINNING TEAM should be moved into the
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exposure to the projects that have been successful, and these projects can be better
coordinated with other improvement efforts directed by the RESAs.



Conclusion

As has been noted throughout this report, Georgia is in the midst of a very ambitious
reform aimed at improving the achievement of a/ students in the state, including those
with disabilities. This reform holds a great deal of promise for students with disabilities
as there is now specific state policy that holds districts and schools accountable for
ensuring that the majority of students with disabilities have access to the general
curriculum and show progress on mastery of that curriculum. Furthermore, the consistent
support that state policymakers are giving this reform provides hope that Georgla will,
indeed, see long-term gains in student achievement.

Whlle Georgia has the foundation Set for students w1th d1sab111t1es the key W1Il be to
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Audit Services
Region IV

April 7, 2010

Mrs. Kathy Cox -

State Superintendent of Schools
Georgia Department of Education
2066 Twin Towers Hast

Atlanta, GA 30334

Dear Mrs. Cox:

This final audit report, Control Number ED-OIG/A04J0003, presents the results of our audit titled
Georgia Department of Education’s Controls Over Performance Data Entered in EDFacts. The
objectives of the audit were to 1) determine whether the Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE)
and Clayton County Public School (CCPS) District established adequate systems of internal control to
provide accurate education data to EDFacts, and 2) evaluate GaDOE’s use of program reviews as a _
monitoring tool for local educational agencies (LEA). Our audit covered selected CCPS EDFacts data
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2007-2008 school years.
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Final Report
ED-0O1G/A04J0003 , Page 2 0of 23

The EDFacts initiative was funded in 2003, operational by 2004, and mandated for use by SEAs
starting with the 2006-2007 school year. According to the EDFacts Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Exhibit 300 submitted to OMB in September 2009, the Department
has spent approximately $78.6 million on the EDFacts system from its inception through FY 2009. -

GaDOE oversees public educatmn throughout the State of Ge01 gla with more than 2,5 00 schools and
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INTEV 4

: i_ﬂ@-‘:mé! ) ‘ - \ ‘

P 11 o T e

L
R
- __________________________________________________________________________________________________
| |
! |
— l
! !
&4 -
— - . _— .
— % ————————————————————————————————
L3 - —




Final Report
ED-OIG/A04J0003 Page 4 of 23

FINDING NO. 1 - Inadequate Systems of Internal Control Over Reported Data

We found that CCPS did not have sufficient controls to ensure that accurate, reliable, and complete
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Final Report '
ED-0IG/A04J0003 Page 6 0f 23

The Federal guidance further states that grades 7 thlough 12 dropout numbers for the 2006-2007
school year are to be reported in EDFacts.
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Final Report ,
ED-OIG/A04]0003 Page 7 of 23

code “T” - Transfer to another public school system in Georgia or under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Juvenile Justice, for the October Full Tune Equivalent (FTE) Count for the 2006 2007
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CCPS did not follow GaDOE’s policies and procedures in reporting the 99 students. Specifically,

CCPS did not report the students correctly a8 “no shows ” Accmdmg to the Geo: gia Depa; fment of
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the enrollment process but subsequently did not attend the school. This is indicated by an appropriate
withdrawal code and a withdrawal date of 06/16/2006.”

CCPS coded all 99 no-shows Wlﬂl the “T** withdrawal oode wﬂhout any notlﬁcatlon to 111d1cate that the
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Final Report

ED-OIG/A04J0003 _ Page 8 of 23
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Resource Manual, 2006-2007, “Optlon T/Exclude whlch p1events an incident from being accumulated
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GaDOE Comments

In its comments to the draft audit report, GaDOE did not concur Wlth the ﬁndmg and d1 aft
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based 011 p1og1am requnements that did not ex1st in Fedelal law 1egu1at1011 or guidance. GaDOE
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Final Report
ED-OIG/A04J0003 Page 15 of 23

As stated in the report, 34 C.F.R. § 80.40 and Federal Register Volume 72 require data collection
through EDFacts from all of the States, Also cited in the report are various sources of Federal
guidance, which specify the requirements and data set definitions for the data States are required to
submit to EDFacts. Federal guidance required States to submit violent incident counts to EDFacts but
allowed States to define violent incidents. However, GaDOE reported in its 2006-2007 CSPR that it
had not yet defined violent incidents; consequently, we 1) compared CCPS documentation of incidents
to incidents that GaDOE reported to EDFacts as violent for the same school year; and 2) applied the

categories of incidents that GaDOE used in reporting violent incidents in our review of the discipline
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Final Report
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our review of GaDOE’s five program offices that have data reported in the EDFacts system are
detailed in Appendix B.
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do not ensure that the same data are reported to GaDOE and EDFacts because program reviews are
conducted during the school year while final reporting of data is done after the completion of the
school year, Therefore, data plesented durmg program reviews are subject to change throughout the
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Final Report

ED-OIG/A04J0003 Page 17 of 23

EDFacts, GaDOE could be providing inaccurate data to decision makers for use in making planning,
policy, and management decisions. An added step to program reviews to check the quality of reported
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Recommendations

W ST e g iy @ v e




Final Report '
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Per 34 C F R. § 80 40 and Fede1 al Reg1ster Volume 72, annual reporting of educatlon data to the

(LEAS) 1ep01'ted data to ensure that they are accurate, 1611able and complete, and to ensure that the
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'Final Report
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We conducted our fieldwork at GaDOE, located in Atlanta, Georgia, and at CCPS, located in

P e [l

2009. Our followup of the visits and analyses continued through September 2009. An exit conference
was held with selected officials from GaDOE and CCPS on October 20, 2009,

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform audits to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Alexa Posny
Assistant Secretary

U.S. Department of Education

It is the policy of the U. S. Department of Education to expedite the resolution of audits by initiating
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Appendix A

Acronyms/Abbreviations Used in this Report

AYP Academic Yearly Progress
CCPS Clayton County Public Schools
CSPR Cousolidated State Performance Report
CTAE Career, Technical, and Agricultural Education
Department  U.S. Department of Education
EDEN - Education Data Exchange Network
ESOL English to Speakers of Other Languages
ESS Education Data Exchange Network (EDEN) Submission System
FTE ~ Full-time Equivalent
FY Fiscal Year
GaDOE Georgia Department of Education
GSSIS Georgia Statewide Student Information System
1SS . In-school Suspension
K-125 Kindergarten through 12th.
LEA Local Educational Agency
OMB Office of Management and Budget
OPEPD Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development
0SS Out-of-school Suspension '
PDS Persistently Dangerous Schools
SEA State Education Agency

f :

VIOWINT Violent Incident With Physical Injury
VIOWOINJ  Violent Incident Without Physical Injury
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Appendix B

Summary Results of Selected Program Reviews
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ATTACHMENT

GEORGIK
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Ké.thyéox, State Superintendent of Schools

March 22, 2010
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U.S. Department of Education
Office of the Inspector General
61 Forsyth Street, SW

Su1te 18T71

LR L W

Control Number: ED-O1G/A 0410003

Dear Ms. Wempe:

Enclosed you will find the Georgia Depai*tment of Education (GaDOE) reéponse to the findings
and recommendations presented in the audit of Georgia Department of Education’s Controls
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ATTACHMENT

Ms. Denise M. Wempe
Page 2
March 22, 2010

Recommendation 1.5
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percentage differences on year-to-year comparisons. Before data are readv for LEA
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ATTACHMENT

Ms. Denise M. Wempe
Page 3
March 22, 2010

GaDOE’s current process of having the LEA superintendent signoff and attest to the certification
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MEMO

From: Tom Parrish

To:  Jerri Katzerman, Director of Educational Advocacy, Southern Poverty Law Center

Date: September 16, 2011

Re:  Analysis of special education financing and eduncational placement patterns in
Georgia
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Developmental Disabilities (DD Council) to evaluate the state’s approach to special education
funding. It contained analyses and observations regarding this system, as well as
recommendations for change. One set of findings related to fiscal incentives in the state formula
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by Educational Environment: Nation and Georgia, 1990 — 2009

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Georgia: 80% or more in reg class 51.1% | 54.1% | 55.4% | 60.0% | 60.9% | 61.7%
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The results of these analyses are shown in Exhibit C, which shows gains in the percentage of
students served in the least restrictive placement option reported to the federal government (80%
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districts show appreciable gains (rising by 20 percentage points or more). The remaining distriots -
show declines, with seven districts showing a drop of 11 percentage points or more.
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- education academic results by district. We have conducted prior analysis in Illinois and
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Exhibit C: Percentage of students in special education served (Continued)
In regular education classes for 80% or more of the school day 2003/04 and 2009/10

[ o CRGUN SRR I PR N PR SRS I | ¥ 3 SO I

76 Qconee 85.50% 68.60% 16.90% 114 Troup 64.80% 58.40% 6.40%
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79 Habersham 66.60% 50.50% 16.10% 117  Wilkes 44.50% 38.90% 5.60%
80 Cook 78.70% 63.00% 15.70% 118 Clayton 50.50% 45.00% 5.50%
81 Commerce City ©68.80% 53.20% 15.70% 119 Houston 572 0% A7 AN9 C 210/



In summary, it appears that substantial changes have not been made in Georgia special education
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progress in regard to more inclusive placement patterns statewide. More inclusive special
education placements are also reflected in the data reported by the vast majority of school
districts across the state. However, in some instances these data show no progress or declines
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Attachment D



MEMO

From: Tom Parrish

To:  Jerri Katzerman, Director of Educational Advocacy, Southern Poverty Law Center
Date: July 28, 2011
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percentage of students served in the most restrictive category of placement, external placement in
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In addition to investigating possible changes to the formula and conductmg the analyses
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After tomorrow, T will be out of the office until August 16. It would be helpful to discuss these
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