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A Curriculum Audit™

of the

Griffin-Spalding County School System

Griffin, Georgia

I.  INTRODUCTION
This document constitutes the final report of a Curriculum Audit™ of the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System.  The audit was commissioned by the Griffin-Spalding County School System Board of Education 
within the scope of its policy-making authority.  It was conducted during the time period of February 22-25, 
2016.  Document analysis was performed off site, as was the detailed analysis of findings and site visit data.

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

Background

The Griffin-Spalding County School System is located in Griffin, Georgia. The district was the result of a 
merger of the old Spalding County and Griffin school systems in November 1952. It serves the Spalding County 
communities of East Griffin, Experiment, Griffin, Orchard Hill, and Sunny Side. There are 18 schools in the 
district:  11 elementary schools, four middle schools, and three high schools.  Griffin-Spalding County School 
System has a Pre-K-12 enrollment of approximately 10,000 students and employs approximately 1,457 staff 
members including 823 certified employees and 634 classified employees. 

About Griffin-Spalding County, Georgia

The land that is now Spalding County was claimed in the 1540s by the Spaniards as part of Florida. In 1629, 
England declared the land part of South Carolina.  It wasn’t until 1764 that this area officially became part of the 
Georgia colony.  On December 20, 1851, Spalding County was founded from parts of Pike, Henry, and Fayette 
Counties.

Griffin was officially incorporated on December 28, 1843.  The town was envisioned to be a crossroads of a 
North-South railroad line and a tract running East-West.  The Depression of 1843 halted the railroad construction, 
and plans for the East-West line to connect in Griffin were forgotten.  After the railroad was sold under court 
order, the Georgia Railroad line was extended to Atlanta rather than Griffin.  

Spalding County is located in the west-central part of Georgia and encompasses 201 square miles. The county 
is situated in a prime Georgia location, with Atlanta 35 miles to the north of Griffin and Macon 55 miles to the 
southeast.  The major arteries of Interstates 75, 85, and 285 are easily accessible with Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta 
International Airport 45 minutes away.  The population of Griffin is 23,887 and Spalding County is 64,708.  
In addition to the Griffin-Spalding County School System, Spalding County is home to Southern Crescent 
Technical College and The University of Georgia—Griffin Campus.  The Caterpillar plant, a 300,000 square 
foot facility, is a major business and employs approximately 300 workers. 
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Exhibit 0.1 shows the demographics of Spalding County, Georgia, as of the 2010 Census.

Exhibit 0.1

Demographics of Spalding County, Georgia  
2010 Census

Demographics (2010 Census) Spalding County Griffin Georgia
Population 2010 64,073 23,643   9,687,653
Population July 2014* 63,988 23,329 10,214,860
Population Change 2010-2014 -0.1% -1.3% 4.2%
Persons Under 5, 2010 7.2% 8.5% 7.1%
Persons Under 18, 2010 25.3% 27.1% 25.7%
Persons 65 and older, 2010 13.3% 12.5% 10.7%
White  60.0% 41.1% 55.9%
African American 32.8% 52.2% 30.5%
American Indian 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Asian 0.9% 1.1% 3.2%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Hispanic 3.8% 4.0% 8.8%
Two or More Races 1.6% 1.8% 2.1%
Foreign Born 3.4% 4.4% 9.7%
High School Graduates, age 25 or older, 2014* 77.3% 74.0% 85.0%
Bachelor’s degree or higher, 2014* 15.2% 18.4% 28.3%
Income * $40,243 $29,119 $49.342
Persons below poverty level* 27.4% 33.1% 18.3%
Information on US Census Website http://www.census.gobv/quickfacts/table 
*Updated with 2014 information

About Griffin-Spalding County School System

In November 1952, Spalding County residents voted to merge the old Spalding County and Griffin school 
systems. The merger became effective on January 1, 1953. At that time there were 17 White schools and 11 
Black schools. The board of education named the senior high school Griffin High and the junior high Spalding 
Junior High as suggested by the student councils.

The vision of the Griffin-Spalding County School System is to be an agent of change, transforming students 
into future-ready learners and contributing members of society. This will be done by continuing to provide a 
challenging and quality public education that will empower the students to be successful and productive.

Griffin-Spalding County School District believes that by developing a high performance staff, ensuring effective 
organizational processes, and increasing family and community engagement, higher student achievement, 
higher graduation rates, and higher levels of student success will be realized. In Griffin-Spalding County School 
District all stakeholders are accountable for the education of students and that continuous improvement will 
lead to a quality public education that will transform individuals and communities.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System strives to ensure the success of all students by aligning improvement 
efforts in a consistent manner. The framework for these continuous improvement efforts is highlighted in the 
four goal areas of the system’s strategic plan created in 2015. This plan correlates directly to the AdvancEd 
Standards for Quality Schools. The goal areas and corresponding performance objectives found within the 
system strategic plan are directly aligned with the system’s individual school level improvement plans. 
Additionally, measurable performance goals are consistent between the system strategic plan and the school 
improvement plans. Balanced scorecards found at the system and school levels document measurable progress 
towards meeting the performance objectives and goals.

http://www.census.gobv/quickfacts/table
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Griffin-Spalding County School System engages in a variety of innovative approaches and pathways to ensure 
student success by promoting real world application of learning. Currently, the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System is partnered with Georgia Tech and the National Science Foundation through a grant called Advanced 
Manufacturing and Prototyping Integrated to Unlock Potential (AMP-IT-UP). This five-year partnership will 
create, implement, and evaluate an array of manufacturing-focused experiential learning programs designed 
to make explicit the inherent science and math, thereby increasing student engagement and interest in STEM, 
developing 21st century skills, and improving achievement. The school system’s support and commitment to 
literacy, STEM, and 21st century classrooms can be seen at all grade levels. In the Spring of 2015, Cowan 
Road Elementary School became only the eighth elementary school in the State to be certified as a STEM 
School. In the Spring of 2015, the community voted on the school system’s fifth eSPLOST (Education Special 
Local Option Sales Tax) in part to support the district’s technological efforts in providing more innovative and 
technology-rich learning environments and opportunities. 

Also, the school system partners with neighboring post-secondary schools to provide students with dual 
enrollment opportunities allowing them to earn high school and college credits concurrently. In 2017, the 
Griffin Regional College and Career Academy will open its doors to GSCSS students as well as students from 
Pike and Butts Counties, offering programs and career pathways from businesses, technical colleges, and 
universities in our communities. This academy is projected to be one of the school system’s biggest partnerships 
and connections between schools and a community. In September of 2014, the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System was awarded a five-year federal grant from the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Agency 
(SAMHSA) through the Georgia Department of Education. The purpose of Georgia Project AWARE is to 
increase awareness of mental health issues among school-aged youth; provide training in Youth Mental Health 
First Aid; and connect children, youth, and families who may have behavioral health issues with appropriate 
services.

GSCSS is not the only choice for PK-12 education in Spalding County. Other options for parents in the county 
include private schools, church schools, and even virtual schools. Therefore, it is imperative that the system 
maintain active stakeholder involvement and recognize the importance of community perception of the quality 
of the system’s schools. The Archway Partnership is a University of Georgia community engagement and 
economic development platform. Spalding County, in partnership with the Griffin-Spalding Board of Education 
and City and County Commissioners have identified initiatives to get all agencies engaged in GSCSS’s children’s 
educational success. We recognize that the success of the school system and the success of each student results 
from its commitment to provide innovative practices and support systems to meet the needs of an ever-changing 
student population.

Timeline:

1953 – Griffin & Spalding school systems consolidated

1965-71 – Integration

1986 – Griffin High moved to a new location

1995 – 9th graders moved into the old Griffin High building

2001 – New Spalding High opened

2005 – Crescent Road Elementary wins Georgia Bronze Award for statewide Accountability

2007 – Jordan Hill Road Elementary wins Georgia Greatest Gains Bronze Award

2008 – Futral Road Elementary named Blue Ribbon School; Spalding High wins Georgia Greatest Gain 
Platinum Award

2010 – Orrs Elementary named a National School of Character

2011 – School board named Board of Distinction; Jordan Hill Road wins Georgia Greatest Gains Gold Award

2012 – GSCSS named Georgia’s Title I Distinguished School District
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The Griffin-Spalding County School System communicates on its website (http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us) and 
in multiple brochures and publications the following vision statement, mission statement, and areas of focus:  

Vision:

The vision of the Griffin-Spalding County School System is to be an agent of change, transforming our students 
into future-ready learners and contributing members of society. 

Mission:

The mission of the Griffin-Spalding County School System is to empower students to graduate college and 
career ready.

The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 identified five strategic goals:

• Strategic Goal 1—Student Achievement
• Strategic Goal 2—Student and Stakeholder Engagement
• Strategic Goal 3—Teacher Effectiveness
• Strategic Goal 4—Reliable Organization
• Strategic Goal 5—Learning and Growth

The District Strategic Plan 2016-2020 identified four areas of focus:

• Student Performance
• Family and Community Engagement
• Organizational Effectiveness
• High Performing Staff

Exhibit 0.2 shows ethnicity of certified employees in the Griffin-Spalding County School System for 2015-16.

Exhibit 0.2

Ethnicity of Certified Employees
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015-16
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http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us/pages/GSCS_District-Central
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From Exhibit 0.2, it is noted:

• At the elementary level, the majority of the certified staff are 63 percent White and 33 percent African 
American.

• At the middle school level, 58 percent of the certified staff are White, 40 percent African American, and 
two percent other.

• At the high school level, 63 percent of the certified staff are White, 33 percent African American, and 
four percent other.

• District-wide, 63 percent of the certified staff are White, 34 percent African American, and three percent 
other.

Auditors also reviewed the gender of certified staff in Griffin-Spalding County School System.  This information 
is presented in Exhibit 0.3.

Exhibit 0.3

Gender of Teachers by Levels
Griffin-Spalding County School System

May 2015
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From Exhibit 0.3, the following is noted:

• At the elementary level, 377 of 399 (94 percent) of the certified staff are females.

• At the middle school level, 126 of 160 (79 percent) of the certified staff are females.

• At the high school level, 95 of 183 (52 percent) of the certified staff are females.

• District-wide, 657 of 813 (81 percent) of the certified staff are females.



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 6

Exhibit 0.4 provides information about the ethnicity of the students in Griffin-Spalding County School System.

Exhibit 0.4

Ethnicity of Students
Griffin-Spalding County School System

May 2015
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From Exhibit 0.4, we note:

• At the elementary level, 2,412 (46.2 percent) of the students are African American with 2,154 (40.2 
percent) White.

• At the middle school level, 1,015 (46.6 percent) of the students are African American with 896 (41.2 
percent) White.

• At the high school level, 1,257 (45.6 percent) of the students are African American with 1,240 (45.1 
percent) White.

• District-wide, 4,743 (46.1 percent) of the students are African American with 4,290 (41.7 percent) 
White.

• District-wide, 744 (7.3 percent) of the students are Hispanic, while 501 (four percent) are Asian, two or 
more races, American Indian or Pacific Islander. 
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Board and Administration

The district is governed by a five-member board of education, reduced from a 10-member board in 2001.  
Each member represents a geographic region within the district. Current members of the board include:  Zach 
Holmes, Barbara Jo Cook, James Graham, Michael Kendall, and James Westbury. The members of the Griffin-
Spalding County School System board retain long terms of service as is illustrated in Exhibit 0.5.

Exhibit 0.5

Years of Service  
Board of Education Members

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2001-2015
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As can be noted from Exhibit 0.5:

• Three members of the current board of education have served since 2001 for a total of 16 years.

• One current member of the board of education has served seven years, since 2009.

• One current board member has served five years.

The board of education has met the qualifications to be a Georgia School Boards Association Quality Board for 
three years.  

The superintendent of Griffin-Spalding County School System is hired by the board for a term to be determined 
by the board and is directly responsible to them for all educational and support operations of the district.  
All other district employees are responsible to the superintendent and are employed by the board upon the 
recommendation of the superintendent. 
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Exhibit 0.6 provides information on the lengths of tenure of superintendents in Griffin-Spalding County School 
System.

Exhibit 0.6

Length of Superintendent Tenure 
Griffin-Spalding County School System

1997-Present

Name Took 
Office Left Office Total Years

Jessie Bradley 16-Apr-97 31-May-09 12
Denise Burrell, Interim 2-Jun-09 16-Jun-09 1 month
Curtis Jones 16-Jun-09 3-Apr-15 5 years 9 months
Jim Smith, Interim 6-Apr-15 3-Jun-15 3 months
Jim Smith 4-Jun-15 Present 8 months

As can be noted from Exhibit 0.6: 

• Griffin-Spalding County School System has had three superintendents and two interims since 1997.

• Superintendent tenures range from less than one year to 12 years.

• One superintendent had a tenure of 12 years.

• One superintendent had a tenure of five years and nine months.

• The current superintendent has a tenure of less than one year, including three months as interim 
superintendent.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System is comprised of three high schools (two traditional and one 
alternative), four middle schools, and eleven elementary schools. All are accredited by the Georgia Accrediting 
Commission and Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (now AdvancEd).  Ten (10) percent of students 
in GSCSS have disabilities, and 76 percent are economically disadvantaged.  Exhibit 0.7 provides information 
regarding student enrollment trends.

Exhibit 0.7

Ten-Year Enrollment Trend 
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2006-2016
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From Exhibit 0.7, the following can be noted:

• Enrollment in 2015-16 is the lowest for the district of the 10 years.
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• Enrollment in 2006-07 was the highest in the district of the 10 years.

• With the exception of 2009-10, enrollment shows a downward trend.

• Since 2006-07, enrollment has declined in Griffin-Spalding by 706 students.

Exhibit 0.8 shows revenue and expenditures for the Griffin-Spalding County School System from 2010-2015.  

Exhibit 0.8

Griffin-Spalding County School System
General Fund History

2010-2015

REVENUES 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Property Taxes 27,095,443 $25,988,596 $26,524,349 $25,648,801 $26,677,576 $25,606,099 
State Funds 43,866,248 47,626,388 45,995,894 49,607,831 51,133,793 52,488,459
Federal Funds 5,379,059 2,232,918 300,250 306,186 283,899 378,770
Other Local Funds 1,278,527 1,619,629 1,149,598 1,194,708 853,324 956,020
Total Revenues $77,619,277 $77,467,531 $73,970,091 $76,757,526 $78,948,592 $80,011,913
EXPENDITURES
Instruction $50,561,974 $50,013,199 $49,258,766 $47,456,243 $49,529,410 $51,110,236
Support Services
Pupil Services 1,213,563 1,318,791 1,320,191 1,278,985 1,522,381 1,485,008
Improvement of Instructional 
Services 1,738,130 1,714,759 1,429,572 1,292,064 1,333,860 2,140,434

Educational Media Services 1,888,197 1,837,974 1,652,036 1,435,663 1,483,960 1,532,798
General and School 
Administration 7,403,942 7,524,511 7,546,887 7,081,981 7,364,895 7,082,391

Business Administration 419,879 328,376 334,912 347,722 378,726 374,248
Maintenance & Operation of 
Plant 8,551,615 7,949,152 7,717,548 7,872,204 8,635,652 8,136,097

Student Transportation 3,201,944 3,408,778 4,086,602 4,156,998 5,258,647 4,665,874
Other Support Services 1,850,451 2,000,173 1,880,764 2,104,888 2,400,679 1,974,162
Communitive Service 
Operations 152,963 149,722 132,624 126,811 128,120

Debt Service
Principal Retirement 298,515 192,021 201,084 88,832 0
Interest and Fiscal Charges 36,063 22,017 12,954 6,005 0
Capital Outlay 127,629 129,707 37,394 59,560 184,471 275,000
Total Expenditures $77,444,865 $76,589,180 $75,611,334 $73,307,956 $78,220,801 $79,511,913

Excess of Revenues over 
Expenditures $174,412 $878,351 -$1,641,243 $3,449,570 $727,701 $500,000

Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System, Annual Financial Statements, Fiscal Years Ending 2014.

From Exhibit 0.8, it is noted the expenditures for Griffin-Spalding County School System are largely for 
instruction, maintenance and operation of plant, general and school administration, and transportation.  The 
greatest revenue sources are from state and property taxes. Five of the six years, the district has enjoyed an 
excess of revenues over expenditures.  The district has a solvency ratio of 1.01 for the past four years and any 
ratio less than 1.06 is considered insolvent. Thus, the district has a fund balance, but their solvency is deficit.
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Audit Background and Scope of Work

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

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

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

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

The Curriculum Audit™ centers its focus on the main business of schools: teaching, curriculum, and learning.  
Its contingency focus is based upon data gathered during the audit that impinges negatively or positively on its 
primary focus.  These data are reported along with the main findings of the audit.

In some cases, ancillary findings in a Curriculum Audit™ are so interconnected with the capability of a school 
system to attain its central objectives, that they become major, interactive forces, which, if not addressed, will 
severely compromise the ability of the school system to be successful with its students. 

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

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

Phi Delta Kappa’s International Curriculum Management Audit Center has an exclusive contractual agreement 
with Curriculum Management Solutions, Inc. (CMSi—a public corporation incorporated in the State of Iowa, 
and owner of the copyrights to the intellectual property of the audit process), for the purpose of conducting 
audits for educational institutions, providing training for auditors and others interested in the audit process, and 
officially assisting in the certification of PDK/ICMAC-CMSi curriculum auditors.  

This audit was conducted in accordance with a contract between Griffin-Spalding County School System and 
the International Curriculum Management Audit Center at Phi Delta Kappa International.  All members of the 
team were certified by Curriculum Management Solutions, Inc.  
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Curriculum auditors for this audit were:

• Dr. Eve Proffitt, Team Lead Auditor; Assistant Professor and Director of Kentucky P20 Innovation Lab, 
University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky

• Ms. Betty Bates, Independent Consultant, Texas

• Dr. Brian Ellis, Principal, York Suburban High School, York, Pennsylvania

• Dr. Penny Gray, Independent Consultant, San Diego, California

• Mr. Rodney Rich, Independent Consultant, Arizona

Biographical information about the auditors is found in Appendix A.

System Purpose for Conducting the Audit

In a statement from the superintendent, the following is the purpose for the audit: 

The Griffin-Spalding County School System (GSCSS) requesting a curriculum audit as a launching point for 
initiatives included in the new five-year strategic plan covering school years 2016-2021.  GSCSS last obtained 
a curriculum audit in late 1997, coinciding with the arrival of a new superintendent and assistant superintendent 
for curriculum and instruction. At that time, an independent review of the instructional program and constructive 
feedback/recommendations were deemed essential to charting a new  course for the school system.  GSCSS 
finds itself in a similar situation today.  

Recent changes to key leadership positions contribute to the desire for an independent review of instructional 
operations.  The superintendent assumed office April 2015, after spending 18 years in other positions within 
GSCSS including as assistant/deputy superintendent.  The assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction 
is in her second school year with GSCSS. The assistant superintendent for administrative services was hired 
in July, 2015.  In addition, the chief financial officer assumed his current role in April 2015, with 12 years of 
experience as assistant director of finance.

Accountability changes also spur the need for a fresh look.  The advent of Milestones tests in Georgia as the 
chief student assessment has brought a new level of rigor and depth of questioning which must be reflected in 
instructional practices.  In addition, GSCSS recently entered into a contract with the State of Georgia allowing 
exemption from certain state laws and regulations in exchange for accountability measures.  The instructional 
program must deliver results, allowing for the required improvement in accountability measures centered 
mainly around improvement in test scores.

Finally, with a new five-year strategic plan slated to take effect in a few months, GSCSS wants an independent 
assessment of operations that will validate strategies and initiatives included in the plan or lead to additions 
and modifications thereto.  GSCSS desires to achieve a measure of clarity on actual operating practices leading 
to identification of strengths and weaknesses not previously recognized or for which confirmation is desired.  
Asset allocation and/or reallocation may result from recommendations provided by the audit.  Assets are viewed 
broadly as encompassing financial, human, and time resources.  In short, GSCSS views a curriculum audit “as 
an essential piece of the new system improvement plan moving our students forward.”

Approach of the Audit

The Curriculum Audit™ has established itself as a process of integrity and candor in assessing public school 
districts.  It has been presented as evidence in state and federal litigation concerning matters of school finance, 
general resource managerial effectiveness, and school desegregation efforts in Kansas, Kentucky, New Jersey, 
and South Carolina.  The audit served as an important data source in state-directed takeovers of school systems 
in New Jersey and Kentucky. The Curriculum Audit™ has become recognized internationally as an important, 
viable, and valid tool for the improvement of educational institutions and for the improvement of curriculum 
design and delivery.  
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The Curriculum Audit™ represents a “systems” approach to educational improvement; that is, it considers 
the system as a whole rather than a collection of separate, discrete parts.  The interrelationships of system 
components and their impact on overall quality of the organization in accomplishing its purposes are examined 
in order to “close the loop” in curriculum and instructional improvement.  
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II. METHODOLOGY

The Model for the Curriculum Audit™

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

A Schematic View of Curricular Quality Control

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

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

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

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

In return for such support, mass public educational systems are supposed to exhibit characteristics of rationality, 
i.e., being responsive to the public will as it is expressed in legally constituted bodies such as Congress, state 
legislatures, and locally elected/appointed boards of education.

In the case of emerging national public school reforms, more and more this responsiveness is assuming a 
distinctive school-based management focus, which includes parents, teachers, and, in some cases, students.  The 
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ability of schools to be responsive to public expectations, as legally expressed in law and policy, is crucial to 
their future survival as publicly-supported educational organizations. The Curriculum Audit™ is one method 
for ascertaining the extent to which a school system, or subunit thereof, has been responsive to expressed 
expectations and requirements in this context.

Standards for the Auditors

While a Curriculum Audit™ is not a financial audit, it is governed by some of the same principles.  These are:

Technical Expertise

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

The Griffin-Spalding County School System Curriculum Audit™ Team selected by the Curriculum Management 
Audit Center included auditors who have been superintendents, assistant superintendents, directors, coordinators, 
educational consultants, psychologists, principals and assistant principals, educational consultants, deans, 
professors, as well as elementary and secondary classroom teachers in public educational systems in several 
locations: Arizona, California, Florida, Illinois, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and Texas.

The Principle of Independence

None of the Curriculum Audit™ Team members had any vested interest in the findings or recommendations of 
the Griffin-Spalding County School System Curriculum Audit™.  None of the auditors has or had any working 
relationship with the individuals who occupied top or middle management positions in the Griffin-Spalding 
County School System, nor with any of the past or current members of the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Board of Education.

The Principle of Objectivity

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

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

The Principle of Consistency

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

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

The Principle of Full Disclosure

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

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

 “Some school principals said that…”

 “Many teachers expressed concern that…”

 “There was widespread comment about…”

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

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

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

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

Interviewed Representatives of the Griffin-Spalding County School System

Superintendent School Board Members
All Principals, Assistant Principals Teachers

K-12 Teachers (survey) Community, Business Leaders
All Administrative Staff Parents (voluntary, self-referred) and survey

Classified Staff (voluntary) High School  and Middle School Students

Approximately 700 individuals were interviewed during the site visit phase of the audit, including persons 
completing the teacher, administrator, and parent surveys.
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Data Sources of the Curriculum Audit™

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

The major sources of data for the Griffin-Spalding County School System Curriculum Audit™ were:

Documents

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

Interviews

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

Site Visits

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

Online Surveys

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

Standards for the Curriculum Audit™

The PDK-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ used five standards against which to compare, verify, and comment upon 
the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s existing curricular management practices.  These standards have 
been extrapolated from an extensive review of management principles and practices and have been applied in 
all previous Curriculum Audits™.

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

A school system that is using its financial and human resources for the greatest benefit of its students is one that 
is able to establish clear objectives, examine alternatives, select and implement alternatives, measure results 
as they are applied against established objectives, and adjust its efforts so that it achieves a greater share of the 
objectives over time.
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The five standards employed in the PDK-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ in Griffin-Spalding County School System 
were:

1. The school district demonstrates its control of resources, programs, and personnel.

2. The school district has established clear and valid objectives for students.

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

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

5. The school district has improved productivity.

A finding within a Curriculum Audit™ is simply a description of the existing state, negative or positive, between 
an observed and triangulated condition or situation at the time of the PDK-CMSi audit and its comparison with 
one or more of the five audit standards.

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

Unlike accreditation methodologies, audits do not have to reach a forced, summative judgment regarding the 
status of a school district or subunit being analyzed.  Audits simply report the discrepancies and formulate 
recommendations to ameliorate them.
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III. FINDINGS

STANDARD 1: The School District Demonstrates Its Control of Resources, 
Programs, and Personnel.
Quality control is the fundamental element of a well-managed educational program.  It is one of the major 
premises of local educational control within any state’s educational system.

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

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

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

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

A school system meeting PDK-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ Standard One is able to demonstrate its control of 
resources, programs, and personnel.  Common indicators are:

• A curriculum that is centrally defined and adopted by the board of education;

• A clear set of policies that establish an operational framework for management that permits accountability;

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

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

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

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

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

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

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

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

The auditors found policies and administrative procedures lacking to effectively guide district leadership 
decisions.  There was no policy or administrative regulation outlining curriculum development, review, and 
evaluation. Policies were weak in assigning responsibilities for curriculum development, review, and evaluation 
to specific positions.  Further, policies and procedures were silent regarding monitoring the implementation 
of the curriculum. Policies did not establish requirements for a written curriculum for all subject areas or for 
periodic review of the curriculum.  No policies directed time allocations for content area teaching or provided 
firm guidelines for the delivery of the curriculum by teachers or the monitoring of the delivery of the curriculum 
by administrators.  No policies were in place that required a strategic planning process, district improvement 
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planning, and school improvement planning. Additionally, no policies provided direction for the integration of 
policies, such as the technology plan, facility plan, budget plan, and federal program plans. Policy was absent 
regarding a student and program assessment plan, usage of achievement data, and evaluation of curriculum and 
programs.

Auditors also found that the district’s organizational structure violated the principles of sound organizational 
management.  Chain of command exceeded allowable limits for several key central office administrative 
positions, including the superintendent. Not all positions were included on the organizational chart. Additionally, 
some functions were not logically grouped.  Of special notice to auditors was the fact that no position in the 
Griffin-Spalding County School System organizational chart was identified for the purpose of staff development 
and planning.  While most of the job descriptions were adequate in design, they were not linked to current job 
functions and updated on a schedule. Additionally, the job descriptions were weak in alignment to curriculum, 
and several persons reported to multiple supervisors.  Central organization of job descriptions in terms of format, 
review, update, and maintenance was missing. Job descriptions basically served the purpose for advertising 
positions for employment, but were not integral to daily operations and teacher evaluation. The district uses the 
Georgia teacher and administrator evaluation process but does not link this to professional learning.

Auditors found multiple plans in the district, including a district strategic directions document, a district 
technology plan, federal program plan, a facilities plan, an assessment calendar, and school improvement plans, 
as well as evidence of planning within individual departments and programs.  The district was operating under 
an old strategic plan designed for 2009-2015 and determined the audit would provide direction for the new 
strategic plan 2016-2021.   School improvement plans had started the process of aligning with the district 
strategic directions; however, the faculty has not yet made the move to focus school initiatives based on district 
initiatives. No action plans are required.  The district has no systematic planning process in place and no district 
position to manage the monitoring of plans within the system.

Finding 1.1: Board policies do not provide adequate quality control for effective management of 
curriculum and other district functions.

Educational policy development is a major responsibility of the school board.  Through its policies the board 
maintains, over time, its responsibility for system control and direction.  Comprehensive board policies provide 
foundational direction for the day-to-day operations of the school district.  Policies that are effective can provide 
the focus and parameters for decision making by district staff.  It is also through policies that commonly 
understood standards are established and maintained for the design and delivery of all written, taught, and tested 
curricula.

In order for policies to provide the necessary operational framework, they must be useful in controlling and 
directing decision making.  Policies must reflect the expectations set by the board and focus resources toward 
specific goals.  Policies drive practice.  They must be specific, easily referenced, and the first source documents 
to provide individual and system guidance.  Conversely, when policies are absent, outdated, vague, or are 
ignored, there is no effective guidance for administrators or staff.  The result may be that decision making is left 
to individual or special interest discretion.  In such instances, there is a lack of coherence in systems, operations, 
and actions.  Educational outcomes may be unpredictable and/or fragmented and may not reflect the intent of 
the board.

Administrative regulations are the directives approved by the superintendent to carry out board policy.  They  
delineate actions, procedures, and processes to bring the policy to fruition.

To determine the status of policy and regulation development in the Griffin-Spalding County School System, the 
auditors reviewed all district policies and administrative regulations presented for examination and interviewed 
staff and board members regarding policy quality and use. There was no means of searching for specific policies 
as the online posting had no search function.  A table of contents was provided with the online documents.
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Griffin-Spalding County School System had several policies that directed and provided guidance on policy 
making.

• Board Policy ABB:  Powers and Duties states, “The primary function of the Board is to establish 
policies by which the schools are to be administered, but the administration of education programs and 
the conduction of school business shall be the responsibility of the employed Superintendent of Schools 
and staff.”

• Board Policy BBD:  Board-Superintendent Relations states, “The Griffin-Spalding County Board of 
Education believes that the legislation of policies is the most important function of a Board of Education 
and that the execution of policies should be a function of the Superintendent.”

• Board Policy BD:  Policy Development describes the process of policy development for the school 
system as follows:

 ○ Proposals regarding school system policy may originate in any of several sources: a parent, a 
taxpayer, an employee or an employee organization, a student or student organization, a member of 
the Board, the Superintendent, a consultant, a civic group, or other concerned individuals.

 ○ In cases where proposed new or amended policies originate from sources other than the Board 
or Superintendent, or from individual Board members, they shall be submitted in writing to the 
Superintendent stating their potential contribution in furthering the goals of the schools.

 ○ The Superintendent is authorized and directed to provide for adequate study and review of proposed 
policies by the staff before consideration by the Board of Education.

 ○ Following full review by the Superintendent, the policy shall be brought to the Board for 
consideration with the Superintendent’s recommendation.

 ○ The proposed policy shall be placed on the table for public comments for at least four (4) weeks. It 
is the duty of the Superintendent to make a recommendation for approval, modification, or rejection 
of policies.

 ○ Adoption or revision of a policy requires a majority vote of the Board.

 ○ On matters of unusual urgency, the Board, by majority vote, may waive the four-week limitation 
and take immediate action to adopt new policies, revise policies or repeal policies.  When such 
immediate action is necessary, the Superintendent shall inform concerned groups or individuals 
about the reasons for this necessity.

• Board Policy BH:  Board Code of Ethics, in Domain IV on Policy Development, requires the board to:

 ○ Work with other board members to establish effective policies for the school system. 

 ○ Make decisions on policy matters only after full discussion at publicly held board meetings.

 ○ Periodically review and evaluate the effectiveness of policies on school system programs and 
performance.

Overall, auditors found the policies and regulations to be inadequate when rated against Curriculum Audit™ 
criteria; the policies and regulations reviewed met less than one-fourth of the 26 criteria.
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Those policies and regulations that have some relationship to curriculum quality and control are displayed in 
Exhibit 1.1.1.

Exhibit 1.1.1

Curriculum Management Board Policies and Administrative Regulations  
Reviewed by the Audit Team

Griffin-Spalding County School System  
February 2016

Policy/
Regulation 

Number
Policy Title

Date of Most 
Recent Adoption 

or Revision 
Section A School District Organization

ABB Powers of the Board 7/31/2007
AD School Attendance Areas 7/31/2007

Section B School Board Operations
BB-E(1) Internal Organization GSCSS Team Based Protocol 3/26/2010
BB-E (2) Internal Organization—E (2) 1/5/2016
BB-R (1) Internal Organization 7/1/2015

BBA Board Officers 7/31/2007
BBBB New Member Orientation 7/31/2007
BBBE Board Member Compensation and Expenses 7/31/2007
BBD Board-School Superintendent Relations 11/3/2015
BBE School Attorney 7/31/2007
BBF Board Advisory Committees 10/2004

BBFA Local School Councils 5/6/2014
BBFA-E (1) Local School Councils—BBFA—E (1) 4/1/2014

BBI Board-Staff Relations 10/2000
BC Board Meetings 5/6/2014

BC-R (1) Board Meetings—Good News Processes 4/1/2014
BCAC Special Board Meetings 7/31/2007
BCAE Public Hearings 7/31/2007
BCBI Public Participation in Board Meetings 7/31/2007
BCBK Executive Sessions 7/31/2007

BD Policy Development 7/31/2007
BDE Policy Review 11/2003
BE School Board Records 4/1/2014
BH Board Code of Ethics 5/6/2014

BH-E (1) Board Code of Ethics—Compliance Form 5/6/2014
BH-E (2) Board Code of Ethics—Training Requirements 5/6/2014
BH-E (3) Board Code of Ethics—Training Report 5/6/2014
BH-E (4) Board Code of Ethics—Training Requirements 5/6/2014
BH-R (1) Board Code of Ethics—Board of Education Training 5/6/2014

BHA Board Member Conflict of Interest 2/1/2011
Section C General School Administration

CCB Organizational Chart 7/2003
CC-E (1) Organization Charts—CC-E (1) 7/1/2015

CEB Job Qualifications and Duties—Superintendent 6/15/1993
CEI Superintendent Evaluation 10/2000
CGI Evaluation of Certified Leadership Personnel 10/2000
CN Administrative Records 11/3/2009

CN-R (1) Administrative Records—CN-R (1) 2/28/2012
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Exhibit 1.1.1 (continued)
Curriculum Management Board Policies and Administrative Regulations  

Reviewed by the Audit Team
Griffin-Spalding County School System  

February 2016
Policy/

Regulation 
Number

Policy Title
Date of Most 

Recent Adoption 
or Revision 

Section D Fiscal Management
DAA Fiscal Management 1/1988
DC Budget Control 6/1995

DCC Budget Preparation Procedures 10/2000
DCK Level of Budgetary Control 7/31/2007
DFA Local Tax Revenues 7/31/2012
DFF Revenues from Grants 3/1995

DFGA-R (0) Admissions and Gate Receipts 4/7/2012
DFK Gifts and Requests 7/31/2007
DG Depository of Funds 10/4/2011
DIB Financial Reports 7/31/2007
DIE Fraud Prevention 10/5/2010
DJE Purchasing 7/31/2007

DJE-R (1) Purchasing—Technology Purchases 11/18/2015
DK Student Activities Funds Management 7/31/2007
DO School Properties Disposal Procedures 6/30/2009

Section E Business Management
EBB Safety 4/1/2004

EBB-E (1) Safety—EBB-E (1) 4/1/2004
EBB-E (2) Safety—EBB-E (2) 4/1/2004
EBB-E (3) Safety—EBB E (3) 4/1/2004
EBB-R (1) Safety—EBB2 2/7/2012
EBB-R(2) Safety—AED 4/6/2012
EBB-R (3) Safety—AED Guidelines 4/1/2004

EBBD Emergency Closings 7/31/2007
EBD Heating and Lighting 7/31/2007
EBH Leasing and Renting 7/31/2007
EBI Building and Grounds—Management Maintenance 1/2004

ECF-R(1) Equipment Maintenance 5/29/2009
EDC Transportation Safety 7/31/2007

EDC-R (0) Transportation Safety 11/4/2008
EDDA Special Uses of School Buses 7/31/2007

EE Food Services Management 6/25/2013
EE-R (1) Food Services Management–Meal Modification Procedures 2/3/2013
EE-R (2) Food Services Management—Use of School Kitchen 2/3/2013
EE-R (3) Food Services Management—Meal Charge Procedures 6/1/2015

EED Vending Machines 6/25/2013
EEE Wellness Program 6/25/2013
EGB Student Insurance Program 7/31/2007

Section F Facility Expansion Program
FDC Naming Facilities 11/1/2011
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Exhibit 1.1.1 (continued)
Curriculum Management Board Policies and Administrative Regulations  

Reviewed by the Audit Team
Griffin-Spalding County School System  

February 2016
Policy/

Regulation 
Number

Policy Title
Date of Most 

Recent Adoption 
or Revision 

Section G Personnel
GAAA Equal Opportunity Employment 10/2/2007

GAAA-R/JAA-R Equal Opportunity—Complaint Procedure 6/1993
GAD Professional Learning Opportunities 10/2/2007

GAD-R Staff Development Opportunities 3/1/1995
GAE Complaints and Grievances 10/2/2007

GAE-E (1) Complaints and Grievances 8/8/2008
GAEB Harassment 10/2/2007
GAG Staff Conflict of Interest 10/2/2007
GAI Solicitations 10/2/2007

GAK(1) Criminal Background Check 4/1/2014
GAMA Drug Free Workplace 10/2/2007
GAN Employee Tobacco Use 2/2/2016

GANA Infectious Diseases 2/2/2016
GARH Employee Leaves and Absences 2/2/2016
GBA Professional Personal Compensation Guides and Contracts 10/2/2007
GBC Professional Personnel Recruitment 10/2/2007

GBC- E(1) Professional Personnel Recruitment
GBC- E(2) Professional Personnel Recruitment
GBC- R(1) Professional Personnel Recruitment 5/17/2011

GBE Professional Personnel Assignment 10/7/2014

GBE-R(1) Professional Personnel Assignment—Long-term Absence of School 
Administrative Personnel 1/22/2014

GBI Evaluation 10/2000
GBKA Professional Personnel Lay-Off 4/7/2009
GBRC Professional Personnel Work Loads 10/2/2007

GBRC-R Employee Workload 9/1988
GBRIB (1) Professional Personnel Sick Leave Bank 2/2/2016
GBRIB (2) Sick Leave Donation 5/17/2011

GBRIB (2)-E (1) Sick Leave Donation—GBRIB-E (1) 2/8/2016
GBRIG Federal Family and Medical Leave Act 2/2/2016

GCRA (1) Drug Screening of Bus Drivers 10/2/2007
GCRGB (1)-E(2) Classified Personnel Sick Leave Bank—Personal Leave Donation 4/3/2012
GCRGB(1)-E(2) Classified Personnel Sick Leave Bank—GBRIB-3(1) 2/8/2016

Section I Instructional Program
IA/BA Philosophy 4/2001

IB Beliefs 4/2001
IBB Charter Schools 4/7/2015
ICFA Curriculum Guides 6/2004
IDAA Technical Career Education 7/2004
IDAC Kindergarten Program 7/2004
IDAG Values/Character Education 5/6/2014
IDB Health Education 11/13/2007
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Reviewed by the Audit Team
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February 2016
Policy/

Regulation 
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Policy Title
Date of Most 

Recent Adoption 
or Revision 

Section I Instructional Program (continued)
IDCA Summer Session Programs 12/2003

IDCE/MFC Postsecondary Options Joint Enrollment Early Admissions 8/2002
IDCH Dual/Joint Enrollment Program 11/13/2007
IDDC Homebound Instruction Programs 10/5/2010

IDDC-R(1) Homebound Instruction Programs—IDDC-R(1) 3/3/2012
IDDCA Home School Policy 7/2002
IDDD Gifted Student Programs 10/2/2012

IDDD-R(1) Gifted Student Programs—Gifted Program Eligibility 8/30/2012
IDDD-R(2) Gifted Student Programs—Gifted Program Continuation Plan 8/30/2012
IDDD-R(3) Gifted Student Program—Gifted Student Programs 8/30/2012

IDDF Special Education Program 4/2004
IDDG-R(0) Language Assistance:  Program for English Learners (ELs) 1/7/2016
IDDK-R(1) Pre-Kindergarten Programs 4/1/2014

IDE Competitive Interscholastic Activities:  No Pass-No Participate 7/2003
IDE (1) Extra-Curricular Activities No Pass-No Participate 3/1996
IDE (2) Competitive Interscholastic Activities In Grades 6-8 No Pass-No Participate 4/1998
IDE-R Extra-Curricular Activities No Pass-No Participate 3/1/1995

IDF Interscholastic Activities 11/13/2007
IDFA Gender Equity in Sports 11/13/2007
IEB Organization for Instruction 8/1984
IED Scheduling for Instruction 2/2/2016

IED-R(0) Scheduling for Instruction 1/23/2008
IEDA Unstructured Break Time 11/13/2007
IFA Instructional Materials 8/1987

IFAA Textbook Selection 8/1997
IFAB Supplementary Materials 11/1985
IFBD Media Centers 2/2/2016
IFBG Internet Acceptable Use 5/17/2011

IFBGA-R Use of Electronic Communication System 11/2/2000
IFBGE Internet Safety 11/13/2007
IFCB Field Trips and Excursions 2/2/2016

IFCB-E(1) Field Trips and Excursions 7/29/2008
IFCB-E(2) Field trips and Excursions—IFCB-E(2) Field Trip Addendum 4/1/2014

IFCD School Volunteers 11/13/2007
IGB Student Support Teams 11/13/2007

IGB-R(1) Student Support Teams 5/5/2009
IGB-R(2) Student Support Teams-IGB-R(2) 6/11/2012
IGB-R(3) Student Support Teams—Meal Modification Procedures 2/3/2013

IH-R Academic Achievement 6/1/2001
IHA Grading System 6/2004

IHAB Report Cards 12/2001
IHAD Parent/Family Involvement 9/1998
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Section I Instructional Program (continued)
IHB-R Homework 3/1/1995
IHC Class Rankings 2/2/2016
IHD Valedictorian/Salutatorian and Honors Recognition 6/2004

IHD-R(1) Honor Rolls—Weighted Credit for High School Classes 2/2/2016
IHD-R(1) Honor Rolls 4/1/2010

IHE Promotion and Retention 2/2/2016
IHE-R(1) Promotion and Retention 7/1/2015
IHEA-R Make-up Work 3/1/1995

IHF Graduation Requirements 11/13/2007
IHFA Handicapped Students 1/2005
IFBA Media Centers 2/2005

II Testing Program—Student Assessment 4/2002
IIC Test Data 8/1984
IKA Teaching Methods 8/1984
IKD School Ceremonies and Observances 11/13/2007
IKI Lesson Plans 6/2004

Section J Students
JAA Equal Educational Opportunities 11/3/2015

JAA-R(1) Equal Educational Opportunities—JAA-R(1) 6/11/2012
JBA Compulsory Attendance Ages 11/3/2015
JBB Entrance Age 11/3/2015

JBB-R Requirements for Entering School 6/1/2000
JBB-E(1) Entrance Age 3/30/2009

JBC School Admissions 11/3/2015
JBC (1) Homeless Students 11/3/2015

JBC (1)-E(1) Homeless Students—JBC 1 - E (1) 4/1/2014
JBC(3) Social Security Numbers 11/3/2015
JBC(4) Awarding Units and Transferring Credit 2/2/2016

JBC-E(1) School Admissions - Grandparent Care 1/6/2009
JBC-E(2) School Admissions - Request Form 6/24/2009
JBC-E(3) School Admissions - Transfer Decision 6/24/2009
JBC-E(4) School Admissions - JBC-E(4) 1/11/2012
JBC-R(0) School Admissions 6/26/2009
JBC-R(1) School Admissions - JBC-R(1) 9/30/2015
JBC-R(2) School Admissions - Virtual Program 4/1/2014
JBC-R(3) School Admissions - JBC-R(3) 12/4/2014

JBCD Transfer and Withdrawals 11/3/2015
JBD Absences and Excuses 11/3/2015

JCAC Harassment 11/3/2015
JCDA Student Behavior Code 11/3/2015

JCDA-E(1) Student Behavior Code - JCDA-E(1) 3/9/2012
JCDA-R(0) Student Behavior Code - Elementary 8/3/2015

https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JAA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.43&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JAA-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.11&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.63&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBB&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.47&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JBB-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=2.05&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.69&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JBC%281%29-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC%283%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.25&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC%284%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.85&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JBC-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JBC-E%282%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JBC-E%283%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JBC-E%284%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC-R%280%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.42&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.63&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC-R%282%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.01&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBC-R%283%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.14&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBCD&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.32&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JBD&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.42&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCAC&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.42&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.90&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JCDA-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA-R%280%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.89&C=J&Z=R


Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 27

Exhibit 1.1.1 (continued)
Curriculum Management Board Policies and Administrative Regulations  

Reviewed by the Audit Team
Griffin-Spalding County School System  

February 2016
Policy/

Regulation 
Number

Policy Title
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Section J Students (continued)
JCDA-R(1) Student Behavior Code 1/8/2015
JCDA-R(2) Student Behavior Code - Secondary 8/3/2015
JCDA-R(3) Student Behavior Code 1/22/2016

JCDA-R(4) Student Behavior Code - Harassment, Intimidation, Threats (Verbal, Written 
or Electronic), And Bullying Behavior 8/10/2010

JCDA-R(5) Student Behavior Code - SRO Policy 5/17/2011
JCDA-R (6) Removal of Students 3/1/2000

JCDAA Student Tobacco Use 11/3/2015
JCDAC Student Drug Use 11/3/2015
JCDAE Weapons 7/28/2015
JCDAG Bullying 11/3/2015
JCDB Student Dress Code 11/3/2015

JCDB-R(1) Student Dress Code - JCDB-R(1) Middle/High 2/28/2012
JCDB-R(2) Student Dress Code - JCDB-R(2) Elementary 2/28/2012

JCE Complaints and Grievances 8/1994
JCEB Student Hearing Procedure 11/3/2015
JDA Corporal Punishment 11/3/2015
JE Student Services 6/2000

JGC Student Health Services 11/3/2015
JGCB Student Inoculations 11/3/2015

JGCB-E(1) Student Inoculations - Vaccine Exemption Form 4/1/2014
JGCC Infectious Diseases 11/3/2015

JGCC-R(1) Infectious Diseases 3/31/2009
JGCD Medication 11/3/2015

JGCD-E(1) Medicines - Medication Log 4/7/2009
JGCD-E(2) Medicines - Self-Medicate Form 4/7/2009
JGCD-R(1) Medication 3/31/2009

JGF Student Safety 11/3/2015
JGF(2) Seclusion or Restraint of Students 11/3/2015

JGF(2)-E(1) Seclusion or Restraint of Students - JGF(2) - E(1) 12/4/2015
JGF(2)-E(2) Seclusion or Restraint of Students - JGF(2) - E(2) 12/4/2015

JGF-E(1) Student Safety - Heat Related 6/18/2008
JGF-R(0) Student Safety 6/4/2008

JGFG Student Accidents 11/3/2015
JGFG-E(1) Student Accidents - Emergency Medical Information 4/1/2014
JGFG-E(2) Student Accidents - Report 6/20/2008
JGFG-R(1) Student Accidents 6/19/2008
JGFG-R(2) Student Accidents 6/20/2008
JGFG-R(3) Student Accidents 4/1/2014

JGFGB Concussion Management 11/3/2015
JGI Child Abuse or Neglect 11/3/2015

JGI-E(1) Child Abuse or Neglect—JGI (E)-1 4/1/2014

https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.26&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA-R%282%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.52&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA-R%283%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.39&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA-R%284%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.15&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA-R%284%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.15&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDA-R%285%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.03&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDAA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.70&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDAC&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.51&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDAE&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.58&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDAG&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.38&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDB&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.33&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDB-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.01&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCDB-R%282%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.01&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JCEB&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.84&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JDA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.69&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGC&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.59&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGCB&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.33&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGCB-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGCC&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.50&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGCC-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.04&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGCD&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.80&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGCD-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGCD-E%282%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGCD-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.14&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGF&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.58&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGF%282%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.52&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGF%282%29-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGF%282%29-E%282%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGF-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGF-R%280%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.26&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGFG&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.25&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGFG-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGFG-E%282%29&RevNo=1.01
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGFG-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.41&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGFG-R%282%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.01&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGFG-R%283%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.11&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGFGB&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.14&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGI&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.67&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/Attachment.aspx?S=4079&Sch=4079&PC=JGI-E%281%29&RevNo=1.01
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Section J Students (continued)
JGI-R(0) Child Abuse or Neglect 1/15/2014

JGIA Registration of Sex Offenders 11/3/2015
JGIA-R(1) Registration of Sex Offenders - Sexual Offenders on School Property 8/30/2010

JGJA Suicide Prevention 11/3/2015
JHCAA Secret Societies (Gangs) 11/3/2015

JK Solicitations 11/3/2015
JQKA Foreign Students 2/2/2016

JR Student Records 11/3/2015
JS Student Fees, Fines, and Charges 11/3/2015

Section K General Public Relations
KBCA News Releases 8/1994

KG Use of School Facilities 6/4/2008
KG-E(1) Use of School Facilities—Exhibit A 6/30/2008
KG-E(2) Use of School Facilities—Exhibit B 6/30/2008
KG-E(3) Use of School Facilities—Exhibit C 6/30/2008
KG-E(4) Use of School Facilities—Exhibit D 6/30/2008
KG-R(0) Use of School Facilities 11/24/2008

KJ Advertising in the Schools 5/6/2008
KM Visitors to School 6/25/2008

KM-R(0) Visitors to School 8/7/2008
KN Complaints 6/7/2011

KN-E(1) Complaints—Complaint Form 4/1/2011
KN-E(2) Complaints—Complaint Form Follow Up 4/1/2011
KN-R(1) Complaints—KN-R(1) 6/7/2011
Section L Inter-organizational Relations

LEBA Parental Involvement in Education 1/11/2008
LEBA-R(1) Parental Involvement in Education—Parental Involvement in Education 9/21/2015

LEG Business and Labor Organizations 1/11/2008
Key:  P = Policy     R=Regulation     E=Exhibit
Source:  Online District Website for Policies and District Policy Handbook

As shown in Exhibit 1.1.1, there were 265 policies, regulations, and exhibits divided into Sections A through L. 
The dates of adoption ranged from 1984 through February 2016.

https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGI-R%280%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.11&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGIA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.23&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGIA-R%281%29&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.04&C=J&Z=R
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JGJA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.03&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JHCAA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.33&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JK&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.23&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JQKA&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.32&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JR&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=2.16&C=J&Z=P
https://eboard.eboardsolutions.com/ePolicy/policy.aspx?PC=JS&Sch=4079&S=4079&RevNo=1.23&C=J&Z=P
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Exhibit 1.1.2 displays the sections, the number of policies, regulations, and exhibits for each.

Exhibit 1.1.2

Summary of Curriculum Management Board Policies  
And Administrative Regulations

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Section Number of 
Policies

Number of 
Regulations

Number 
of 

Exhibits
Total

Section A:  School District Organization 2 0 0 2
Section B:  School Board Operations 18 3 7 28
Section C:  General School Administration 5 1 1 7
Section D:  Fiscal Management 13 2 0 15
Section E:  Business Management 11 8 3 22
Section F:  Facility Expansion Program 1 0 0 1
Section G:  Personnel 21 5 6 32
Section I:  Instructional Programs 46 18 2 66
Section J:  Students 37 23 15 75
Section K:  General Public Relations 5 3 6 14
Section L:  Inter-Organizational Relations 2 1 0 3
Totals 161 64 40 265
Percentage 61% 24% 15%

As is shown in Exhibit 1.1.2:

• There are 161 policies, 64 regulations, and 40 exhibits comprising the 265 governance documents in 
Griffin-Spalding County School System.

• The most governance was given in Section J:  Students with 37 policies, 23 regulations, and 15 exhibits.

• Section I:  Instructional Programs, with 46 policies, 18 regulations, and two exhibits, was second in 
governance given.

• Policy constituted 61 percent of the governance.

• Regulations constituted 24 percent of the governance.

• Exhibits constituted 15 percent of the governance.

Auditors analyzed the 265 policies, regulations, and exhibits listed in Exhibit 1.1.1 for congruence with audit 
standards using 26 criteria, each with three levels of analysis.  The auditors assessed the quality of board policies 
and administrative regulations by comparing the content to audit criteria for good curriculum management.  
The 26 criteria are organized into five categories:  control, direction, connectivity and equity, feedback, and 
productivity, mirroring the five standards of the audit.  Relevant policies and regulations were selected from 
those noted in Exhibit 1.1.1 for further study and review.

The auditors examined each relevant policy and regulation to determine if the audit criteria were met.  For each 
criterion, a score of 0 to 3 points was given based on the characteristics of the policy or regulation.  If a policy 
or regulation (or several considered together) met the descriptors attached to each score (1-3), the policy or 
regulation was given the corresponding score (1-3).  If a policy or regulation was considered too weak to meet 
the descriptors or if there was no policy or regulation regarding the criterion, a rating of 0 was given.  To be 
considered adequate, 70 percent of the total possible points for a standard (set of criteria) had to be given.  The 
criteria and results of this analysis are contained in Exhibits 1.1.3 through 1.1.8.
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Exhibit 1.1.3

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  
On Audit Standard One to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics
Relevant 
Policies and 
Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

1.1 A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district written curriculum
• Requires the taught and assessed curriculum to be aligned to the district’s written 

curriculum
ICFA 0

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

0

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

0

1.2 Philosophical statements of the district instructional approach
• Has a general philosophical statement of curriculum approach, such as standards-based, 

competency-based, outcome-based, etc.
IA, IB 1

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

0

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

0

1.3 Board adoption of the written curriculum
• Requires the annual review of new or revised written curriculum prior to its adoption BBFA-E(1), 

JBC(4)
1

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

0

• Directs the periodic review of all curriculum on a planned cycle over several years 0
1.4 Accountability for the design and delivery of the district curriculum through roles and responsibilities
• Directs job descriptions to include accountability for the design and delivery of the 

aligned curriculum
BBD, 
BB-R(1), 
BD, CCB, 
CEB, CGI, 
GBC, 
GBC-R, GBI

1

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

0

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

0

1.5 Long-range, system-wide planning 
• As part of the district planning process, policy requires that the superintendent and 

staff think collectively about the future and that the discussion take some tangible form 
(allows for flexibility without prescribing a particular template)

BH, 
BBFA-E(1), 
GAD

0

• Requires the development of a system-wide, long-range plan that is updated annually; 
incorporates system-wide student achievement targets; and is evaluated using both 
formative and summative measures

0

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

0
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Exhibit 1.1.3 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  

On Audit Standard One to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Griffin-Spalding County School System 

February 2016
Standard One—Provides for Control:  

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics
Relevant 
Policies and 
Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

1.6 Functional decision-making structure
• Expects an organizational chart that is annually reviewed, presented to the board, and 

approved by the superintendent 
ABB, BB-
R(1), BBD, 
BBFA, 
BBFA-E(1)

1

• Requires that job descriptions for each person listed on the organizational chart be 
present and updated regularly to ensure that all audit criteria, such as span of control, 
logical grouping of functions, etc., are met

0

• Directs and specifies the processes for the formation of decision-making bodies 
(e.g., cabinet, task forces, committees) in terms of their composition and decision-
making responsibilities, to ensure consistency, non-duplication of tasks, and product 
requirements

0

Standard One Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 4
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 22%
Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points.  No points are 
awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

As can be noted in Exhibit 1.1.3, the overall rating of Standard One:  Provides for Control was 22 percent.  
Measured against the 70 percent adequacy criteria, the policies providing evidence for control were inadequate.

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings relative to Standard One.

Criterion 1.1:  A taught and assessed curriculum that is aligned to the district’s written curriculum

The auditors gave this criterion a rating of zero as policies and administrative regulations were absent regarding 
a written, taught, and assessed curriculum.   One board policy, Policy ICFA:  Curriculum Guides stated, “The 
Griffin-Spalding School System encourages and supports the development of subject area –Spalding County 
School District.  Such curricula resources shall be prepared by the instructional supervisors and appropriate 
advisory committees.”  Absent was guidance requiring curriculum be written for Pre-K through grade 12 for 
all content areas, that the written curriculum be taught in the classrooms, and that curriculum have aligned 
assessments.

Criterion 1.2:  Philosophical statements of district’s curriculum approach

This criterion received one point. The following policies address, in part, areas of this criterion.

• Board Policy IA:  Philosophy provides a mission statement and 15 points of philosophy, including: 

 ○ Students learn in different ways and should be provided with a variety of instructional approaches 
to support their learning (point 4).

 ○ Students need to demonstrate their understanding of essential knowledge and skills, and also to be 
actively involved in solving problems and producing quality work (point 6).

 ○ Effective research and supportive data are used to design, implement, and evaluate our learning 
practices (point 13).

• Board Policy IB:  Beliefs addresses what students should be able to do once they graduate from the 
school system.  
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These policies did provide for an outcomes-based approach. The policies and regulations fail to provide for 
mastery learning of the content at all grade levels according to local, state, and national accountability standards-
based learning.  Further, there was no requirement of mastery learning practices for all grade levels and content 
areas, including electives.

Criterion 1.3:  Board adoption of the written curriculum

This criterion was given a rating of one.  The following policies provide direction regarding board adoption of 
the curriculum, annual adoption of a written curriculum, and periodic review and revision of curriculum.   

• Board Policy BBFA-E (1):  School Council Code of Ethics outlines 15 responsibilities of the school 
council, including the following: “(3) curriculum and assessment.”

• Board Policy VBD (4): Awarding Units and Transferring Credit directs that “Students shall be awarded 
credit only for courses that include concepts and skills based on the state-adopted curriculum for grades 
9-12 approved by the State Board of Education (SBOE),” and “The Board shall award units of credit 
for middle school courses that are based on the state-adopted curriculum for grades 9-12.”

These policies failed to require the annual review of new or revised written curriculum prior to its adoption, 
direct the annual adoption of new or revised written curriculum for all grade levels and content areas, or direct 
the periodic review of all curriculum on a planned cycle over several years. The policy does refer to awarding 
credit for state-adopted curriculum for grades 9-12. 

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

One point was given for this criterion. The auditors found several policies related to roles and responsibilities; 
however, the rigor of the policies did not fully address the criterion. The following policies direct curriculum 
responsibility:

• Board Policy BBD:  Board-School Superintendent Relations addresses the responsibilities of the 
board in working with the superintendent. The policy states, “The Board of Education works with the 
Superintendent to provide a process—and follows that process—that encourages and seeks the input 
of staff at all levels in decision making on significant issues where it is appropriate.  The law provides 
that the superintendent is responsible for carrying out its policies within established guidelines and for 
keeping the board informed about school operations.”

• Administrative Regulation BB-R(1) :  Internal Organization directs the superintendent to meet with 
the leadership staff on a regular basis.  “During these planned meetings, the Superintendent and staff 
will share information of interest, information pertinent to enhancing student achievement, information 
related to staff performance, as well as any other information needed for the planning and management 
of schools and the school system.”

• Board Policy CEB:  Job Qualifications—Superintendent Qualifications and Duties provides seven 
major tasks for the superintendent.  Task 1 is to perform as educational leader of the schools. Within 
the dimensions of this task is subtask 1.2: “Oversees planning and evaluation of curriculum and 
instruction.” This policy addresses several responsibilities of the superintendent in running the district, 
communicating, and supervising staff.

As can be noted from the above policies, the specific roles and responsibilities for the design and delivery of an 
aligned curriculum are lacking.  No policy linked the professional appraisal process with specific accountability 
functions in the job descriptions of central office administrators, building administrators, or classroom teachers.  
No policy directed a professional appraisal process to evaluate all staff in terms of gains in student achievement. 
Further, there was no policy requiring curriculum responsibilities to be detailed in the job descriptions (see 
Finding 1.2).
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Criterion 1.5:  Long-range, system-wide planning process and plan

This criterion received zero points. The following policies address planning but lack specifics for further 
direction.  

• Board Policy BH:  Board Code of Ethics directs that “Each member of the board agrees that he or she 
will:  Domain II:  Strategic Planning …Participate in all planning activities to develop the vision and 
goals of the board and school system.”

• Board Exhibit BBFA-E (1):  School Council Code of Ethics, Bylaws and Guidelines states that one 
of the responsibilities of school councils is to provide advice and recommendations on the “school 
improvement plans.”

• Board Policy GAD:  Professional Learning Opportunities defines Professional learning as “learning 
opportunities that are aligned with the approved Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP) of 
a school or school system.”   This policy further states, “The Griffin-Spalding County School System 
shall adhere to state guidelines and requirements for the following:  Preparation, implementation, and 
evaluation of a Comprehensive System Improvement Plan (CSIP).”

The auditors found no policies requiring the superintendent and staff to think collectively about the future and 
provide documentation of this discussion in a tangible form. Further, no policies required the development of 
a system-wide, long-range plan that is updated annually, which incorporates system-wide student achievement 
targets, and is annually evaluated both formatively and summatively. Policy was silent with respect to planning 
in the district, specifically with regard to school improvement plans and their congruence to a district long-range 
plan. 

Criterion 1.6:  Functional decision making structure

One point was given to this criterion.  The following policies provide minimal guidance for a functional decision 
making structure:

• Board Policy ABB:  Board Powers and Duties states, “The primary function of the Board is to establish the 
policies by which the schools are to be administered, but the administration of the educational program 
and the conducting of school business shall be the responsibility of the employed Superintendent of 
Schools and staff.”

• Administrative Regulation BB-R (1): Internal Organization requires periodic meetings between the 
superintendent and the leadership staff on a regular basis for the planned discussion and sharing of 
information related to student achievement and the planning and management of schools and the school 
system.

• Board Policy BBD:  Board School Superintendent Relations outlines the role of the board as the 
legislators of policies and the superintendent as the executor of the policies.  

• Board Policy BBFA:  Local School Councils establishes the provision for local school councils as advisory 
bodies.  This policy reaffirms that the management and control of the schools is the responsibility of 
local boards of education, with school councils providing advice and recommendations.

• Board Exhibit BBFA-E (1):  School Council Code of Ethics, Bylaws and Guidelines states, “School 
councils are advisory bodies.”  In this exhibit 15 areas in which advice can be given are listed, including 
curriculum and assessments, school budget priorities, reports from the school principal regarding 
progress toward the school’s student achievement goals,” and the method and specifications for the 
delivery of early intervention services or other appropriate services for underachieving students.

Board policy does not require an organizational chart that is annually reviewed, presented to the board, and 
approved by the superintendent.  Job descriptions for all current positions on the organization chart with regular 
updates are not required by policy (see Finding 1.2). Further, policy is silent on direction of decision-making 
bodies and responsibilities for consistency, non-duplication of tasks, and product requirements. 
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Exhibit 1.1.4 displays the auditors’ findings related to Standard Two criterion for board policy and administrative 
regulations.

Exhibit 1.1.4

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  
On Audit Standard Two to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant Policies 
and Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

2.1 Written curriculum with aligned, criterion-referenced formative assessments for all subject areas at all grade 
levels
• Requires enough specificity so that all teachers can consistently describe how 

students will demonstrate mastery of the intended objective
0

• Requires formative assessment instruments that align to specific curriculum 
objectives

0

• Directs that suggestions be provided to teachers for differentiating curriculum to 
meet students’ needs as diagnosed by formative assessments

0

2.2 Periodic review/update of the curriculum and aligned resources and assessments
• Requires the development of procedures to both formatively and summatively 

review the written curriculum for all grade levels and content areas
0

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

0

• Evaluates assessment instruments for alignment to the district curriculum in all 
three dimensions:  content, context, and cognitive type

0

2.3 Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment
• Requires textbooks/resources to be regularly reviewed and the resource revision/

adoption cycle to align with the curriculum revision cycle
IDB, IFA, IFAA, 
IFAB, IFBD

1

• Directs review of all new instructional resource materials for content, context, 
and cognitive type alignment to the district curriculum and assessment

0

• Directs district staff to identify discrete areas where alignment is missing and 
provide teachers with supplementary materials to address gaps in alignment 
(missing content, inadequate contexts, etc.)

0

2.4 Content area emphasis
• Directs the yearly identification of subject areas that require additional emphasis 

based on a review of assessment results
IDAG, IDB 0

• Within subject areas, requires identification by administration of specific 
objectives, contexts,  cognitive types, and instructional practices to receive 
budgetary support 

0

• Requires focused professional development and coaching to support the 
instructional delivery of the identified priorities within the content areas

0
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Exhibit 1.1.4 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  

On Audit Standard Two to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
Standard Two—Provides for Direction:  

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant Policies 
and Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

2.5 Program integration and alignment to the district’s written curriculum
• Directs that all subject-related (e.g., reading, Title I) and school-wide (e.g., 

tutoring, DARE, AVID) programs be reviewed for alignment to the written and 
assessed curriculum

ABB, IDAA, 
IDAC, IDCA, 
IDCE, IDCH, 
IDDC, IDDCA, 
IDDD, IDDD-R(1), 
IDDD-R(2), 
IDDD-R(3), IDDF, 
IDDG-R(0), 
IDDK-R(1), IDF

1

• Requires written procedures for both formative and summative evaluation of all 
new subject-related and school-wide programs before submission to the board for 
approval

0

• Directs administrative staff to prepare annual recommendations for subject-
related and school-wide program revision, expansion, or termination based on 
student achievement

0

Standard Two Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 2
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 13%
Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points.  No points are 
awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings related to Standard Two that provides for 
direction.

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

This criterion received zero points. Auditors found no policies or regulations providing guidance in establishing 
curriculum standards/benchmarks for all grades, courses, and subjects nor in providing specificity in terms of 
how students will demonstrate mastery.  Policy was silent on providing direction for formative assessments 
aligned to specific curriculum objectives. Additionally, the policies failed to require differentiated curriculum to 
address content, context, and cognition based upon diagnosed student needs.

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

This criterion received zero points.  The auditors found no policies requiring the development of procedures 
to both formatively and summatively review the written curriculum for all grade levels and content areas.  
Further, there were no policies requiring annual review of test banks, benchmark assessments, and other 
assessment instructions for alignment with the district or state accountability system. Additionally, there was 
no administrative regulation describing procedures for alignment of assessment instruments to the district 
curriculum in content, context, and cognition.

Criterion 2.3:  Textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment

This criterion received a rating of one point.  The following policies provide guidance regarding textbook and 
resource alignment:

• Board Policy IDB:  Health Education directs, “A committee established by the local board shall 
periodically review sex/AIDS education instructional materials and make recommendations concerning 
age/grade level use.”

• Board Policy IFA:  Instructional Materials provides direction for the district to choose and utilize the 
most appropriate instructional materials.  Excerpts from this policy addressing selection of textbooks 
and materials include the following:
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 ○ In the selection of materials and media, provisions shall be made for a broad spectrum of learning 
opportunities for large and small groups of students as well as for individual students.  The materials 
should be appropriate in terms of various interests, abilities, socio-economic backgrounds, and 
maturity levels of the students in the respective schools.

 ○ In the plan for implementation, the policy states that the Griffin-Spalding County School System 
will provide materials which:

 ▪ Enrich and support the curriculum, taking into consideration the varied interests, abilities, and 
maturity levels of the pupils served;

 ▪ Stimulate growth in factual knowledge, literacy appreciation, aesthetic values, and ethical 
standards;

 ▪ Give opposing sides of controversial issues so that students may develop under guidance the 
practice of critical analysis of all media;

 ▪ Portray the many religious, ethnic, and cultural groups and their contributions to our American 
heritage.

• Board Policy IFAA:  Textbook Selection states that “The Griffin Spalding County School System shall 
complete the evaluation, adoption, purchase, and distribution of textbooks within 18 months of the time 
that listings of state adopted textbooks are provided by the State Board.”

• Board Policy IFAB: Supplementary Materials outlines the copyright law and requires copying of 
materials to be done with the permission of the copyright holder.

• Board Policy IFBD:  Media Center directs that “Each school library media center will provide materials 
and services that enrich and support the curriculum and that stimulate intellectual development and 
literacy appreciation.”

These policies fail to address the selection of all new instructional resource materials for content, context, and 
cognition alignment to the district curriculum and assessment; modification of instructional practices based on 
alignment updates for curriculum and assessment; and the need for staff to identify areas of misalignment and 
provide supplementary materials to address the misalignment.

Criterion 2.4: Content area emphasis

This criterion received zero points. The following policies provide information regarding content area emphasis:

• Board Policy IDAG:  Values Character Education emphasizes the need for the development of a 
character education program at all grade levels to foster the development of critical thinking, ethical 
and lawful behavior, and responsible citizenship.   

• Board Policy IDB:  Health Education requires the provision of a health and physical education program 
in accordance with state requirements to meet instructional and graduation requirements.

No policies directed the yearly identification of subject areas that require additional emphasis based on a review 
of assessment results; the identification of specific objectives, context, cognitive types, and instructional practices 
for budgetary support within the content areas; and the focus of professional development and coaching to 
support identified priorities in content areas.

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

This criterion received one point.  There were some policies that addressed programs within the district’s 
curriculum.  

• Board Policy IDAA:  Technical Career Education addresses the need for a Technical/Career Education 
Plan with the philosophy that technical/career education is a vital component of the total education of 
an individual.  Three goals are listed for implementation but none of these goals address the relationship 
to the district curriculum.
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• Board Policy IDAC:  Kindergarten Program outlines the qualifications for enrolling in kindergarten. 
The policy does not address curriculum in the kindergarten program or the district curriculum.

• Board Policy IDCA:  Summer Session Programs states, “The Griffin-Spalding Board of Education 
recognizes that the summer session provides an opportunity for extended educational experiences 
including supplemental and remedial instruction.” The rest of the policy addresses meeting the standards 
and policies of the Georgia Department of Education, Southern Association, and other accrediting 
bodies.

• Board Policy IDCE:  Postsecondary Options Joint Enrollment/Early Admission provides guidance 
for “the need to provide academically talented high school juniors and seniors with opportunities for 
acceleration of their formal academic program.”  This policy allows for and provides guidance for 1) 
a joint enrollment program, 2) a postsecondary options program, and 3) an early admission program.  
This policy allows for the college preparatory program to use the Advanced Placement (AP) level 
curriculum at the high school.  

•  Board Policy IDCH:  Dual/Joint Enrollment Programs allows eligible students to take certain courses 
from postsecondary institutions while still enrolled as high school students and receive credit at the high 
school and/or postsecondary institution. The policy directs the superintendent to develop procedures on 
dual and joint enrollment programs to ensure the students are assigned to high school classes and that 
proper notice is given to eligible students and their parents.

• Board Policy IDDC:  Homebound Instruction Programs provides direction to ensure that students who 
have a medically-diagnosed physical condition that restricts them to a hospital or home for a period of 
time will be provided continuity of education services between the classroom and home/hospital.  The 
policy also addresses attendance and eligibility.

• Board Policy IDDD:  Gifted Student Programs directs the superintendent or his/her designee to develop 
and maintain regulations and procedures for the operation and guidelines for the development of the 
descriptions and continuation policies for the gifted program described in the Georgia Department of 
Education regulations and procedures.   

• Administrative Regulation IDDD-R (1):  Gifted Program Eligibility describes the process and criteria 
for determining students eligibility for gifted education services in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System. 

• Administrative Regulation IDDD-R (2):  Gifted Program Continuation Plan addresses the process and 
criteria for how students continue in the gifted education program.  

• Administrative Regulation IDDD-R (3):  Gifted Program Acceleration Procedures and Guidance 
outlines the process and procedures for single-subject or whole-grade acceleration to meet the 
instructional needs of extremely advanced students. 

• Administrative Regulation IDDG-R (0): Language Assistance:  Programs for English Learners (ELs) 
stipulates that all students are administered the Home Language Survey upon entry into the schools.  
Students whose native language is a language other than English, will be assessed with W-APT. The 
policy states, “Eligible students will be provided English language support services in their home 
schools by an ESOL endorsed teacher.”  The policy provides for pull-out, push-in, scheduled class 
period, or innovative delivery models for instruction.  Further, it directs that students will be assessed 
annually for continued eligibility.   

• Board Policy IDDF:  Special Education Program directs, “The Griffin-Spalding County Board of 
Education will provide a free and appropriate education for all students with disabilities whose parents 
or guardians reside within the school system boundaries.”  The policy lists the areas of disabilities. The 
policy falls short of addressing the curriculum.

None of the policies required that all subject-related and school-wide programs be reviewed for alignment to 
the written and assessed curriculum.  These policies did not require written procedures for both formative and 
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summative evaluation of all new subject-related and school-wide programs before submission to the board,  nor 
did the policies provide for revision, expansion, or termination of programs.

Exhibit 1.1.5 displays the auditors’ findings related to Standard Three in board policy and administrative 
regulations.

Exhibit 1.1.5

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  
On Audit Standard Three to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

Standard Three—Provides for Connectivity and Equity:  
Directs the superintendent or designee to oversee the development of board policy to ensure:

Audit Criteria and Characteristics
Relevant 

Policies and 
Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

3.1 Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another
• Requires the vertical articulation and horizontal coordination of the curriculum 

within schools
IED, IED-R(0), 
IEDA

0

• Requires vertical articulation across grade levels and horizontal coordination among 
schools at a given level for all content areas

0

• Directs the identification of prerequisite skills and their placement in the written 
curriculum at the appropriate grade/instructional level 

0

3.2 Training for staff in the delivery of the curriculum 
• Directs the development and implementation of a district professional development 

plan, focused on effective curriculum delivery, that is congruent with the district 
long-range plan and annual goal priorities

GAD, GAD-R, 
GARH, 
LEBA-R(1)

1

• Requires a process whereby staff are coached over time in the implementation of 
professional development initiatives

0

• Directs the regular evaluation of the impact of professional development on student 
achievement, using both formative and summative measures

0

3.3 Delivery of the adopted district curriculum
• Requires all staff to deliver the curriculum as approved by the board IED, IEDA, 

IKA, IDI
0

• Requires building principals and all central office staff with curriculum 
responsibilities to review disaggregated assessment results and identify areas where 
curriculum delivery may be ineffective

0

• Requires an annual report for the board regarding the status of curriculum delivery 0
3.4 Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum
• Directs building principals to develop and implement a plan to monitor the delivery 

of the district curriculum on a weekly basis
IHC, IHD-R(1), 
IHD-R(2), IHE, 
IHE-R(1), IHF

0

• Directs central office curricular staff to assist the principal in monitoring the delivery 
of the district curriculum

0

• Requires periodic school and classroom data-gathering reports from administrators 
detailing the status of the delivery of the curriculum across the district, with 
recommendations for the creation of professional development activities or 
curricular revisions

0
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Exhibit 1.1.5 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  

On Audit Standard Three to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Griffin-Spalding County School System 

February 2016
Standard Three—Provides for Connectivity and Equity:  

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics
Relevant 

Policies and 
Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

3.5 Equitable student access to the curriculum, instructional resources, and learning environment
• Requires equal student access to the curriculum, appropriate instructional materials 

for a variety of learning levels and modes, and appropriate facilities to support the 
learning environment necessary to deliver the district curriculum 

GAA, IED, 
IFBG, IFCB, 
IH-R, IHB-R, 
IHFA, JAA, 
JAA-R(1), JBB, 
JBC, JBC(1), 
JBC-R(1), 
JBC-R(1), 
JBC-R(3), 
JBCD, JCE

1

• Directs the development of procedures for fast-tracking students who lack sufficient 
prerequisite skills for courses such as AP, honors, etc., but need more challenging 
content

0

• Requires an annual review of equity data (such as access, racial isolation, rigor), the 
subsequent reporting to the board of those data, and the development of a plan for 
correcting equity issues 

0

Standard Three Rating (number of points for the five criteria with a possibility of 15) 2
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—15) 13%
Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points.  No points are 
awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings regarding Standard Three, which provides for 
connectivity and equity.

Criterion 3.1:  Predictability of written curriculum from one grade and/or instructional level to another

This criterion received no points. The auditors reviewed the following policies for direction.

• Board Policy IED: Scheduling for Instruction provides guidance for the development of instructional 
schedules that meet the needs of students, are consistent with the goals and objectives of the curriculum, 
are effective in using professional staff, and are in compliance with the State Board of Education rules 
and standards.  

• Board Policy IEDA:  Unstructured Break Time allows for unstructured break time for students in 
kindergarten through grade 5.  This policy did not address a predictable curriculum.

These policies do not require the vertical articulation and horizontal coordination of the curriculum within  
schools. Likewise, they do not require vertical articulation across grade levels and horizontal coordination 
among schools at a given level for all content areas.  There was minimal guidance for the identification of 
prerequisite skills and their placement in the written curriculum at the appropriate grade instructional level (see 
Finding 2.3).

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

One point was given for this criterion. The following policy provided major guidance:

• Board Policy GAD:  Professional Learning Opportunities acknowledges “the provision of quality 
educational programs depends upon the continued professional growth of its staff members.”  This policy 
states, “All staff members should have the opportunity to participate in highly qualified professional 
learning activities. The Board of Education believes that students’ needs should be the basis upon which 
these professional learning activities are planned, implemented, and evaluated.”  The policy further 
specifies that “professional learning planning be based on assessed needs as identified in evaluation 
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of system/school programs, state and federal mandated programs, as well as needs identified in the 
evaluation of teaching, leadership, and service personnel who are employed in the school district.” The 
policy states the system shall adhere to state guidelines and requirements for the following:

 ○ Preparation, implementation, and evaluation of a Comprehensive System Improvement Plan (CSIP)

 ○ Identification of a Professional Learning Coordinator/Director for the system

 ○ Identification of a system-level Professional Learning Advisory Committee

 ○ Restriction of earned PLUs (Professional Learning Units) to one or more of the following four areas:  
field of certification, district/school professional improvement plan, annual personnel evaluation, 
state/federal requirements.

• Administrative Regulation GAD-R:  Staff Development Opportunities defines staff development and 
needs.  It outlines the responsibilities for development and management of a comprehensive staff 
development plan, including the components of the plan. It sets the expectation the district would 
consider staff development opportunities through agencies such as the Regional Educational Service 
Agency, the Georgia Learning Resources System, the Georgia Leadership Academy, and professional 
organizations in the various content fields.

The policies fall short of directing a professional development plan tied to district long-range plans and annual 
goals. Further, policy did not require a process for coaching staff over time in the implementation of professional 
development activities (see Finding 3.2).  Lastly, policy fails to provide for formative and summative evaluation 
of professional development as it impacts student achievement.

Criterion 3.3:  Delivery of the adopted district curriculum

This criterion received zero points as policy falls short in providing any guidance to the delivery of the adopted 
district curriculum.  The following policies provided minimal information.

• Board Policy IED:  Scheduling for Instruction directs,“The Superintendent will ensure that each school 
develops instructional schedules that are appropriate to the identified needs of its students, consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the curriculum, effective in its utilization of the assigned professional 
and paraprofessional personnel and in compliance with all State Board of education rules and standards.” 
This policy addressed time and time away from instruction, but failed to provide guidance regarding 
curriculum delivery. 

• Board Policy IKA:  Teaching Methods states, “It is recognized that teaching methods have undergone 
change and will continue to undergo change as the challenges of a changing society are met.  It is further 
recognized that teaching will vary with the needs and interests of children.  With this in mind, it shall be 
the policy of the Board to accept teaching methods that are in agreement with sound educational theory 
and do not directly infringe upon the dignity and worth of the individual.”

The policies and regulations do not require staff to deliver the approved curriculum (see Finding 3.3). 
Furthermore, they do not require building principals and central office staff with curriculum responsibilities to 
review disaggregated assessment results and identify areas where curriculum delivery may be ineffective and to 
report to the board the status of curriculum delivery. 

Criterion 3.4:  Monitoring the delivery of the district curriculum

No points were given to this criterion.  There were few policies that addressed this criterion.

• Board Policy IHE:  Promotion and Retentions includes the expectation of monitoring students as they 
progress to the next higher level of academic achievement.  This policy addresses the distribution of 
student data to teachers prior to the close of each school year.  It requires “each teacher to use available 
data to guide instructional planning for identified student academic performance.” 

• Administrative Regulation IHE-R1: Promotion and Retention provides guidance on the number of 
credits and requirements required for students to pass from grade to grade and graduate.
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No policy required periodic school and classroom data-gathering reports from administrators detailing the status 
of delivery with recommendations for the creation of professional development activities or curricular revisions.  
Policy did not direct principals to establish weekly monitoring visits, or require central office curricular staff to 
assist principals in monitoring the curriculum.

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

One point was given to this criterion.  The following board policies provide evidence of addressing this criterion:

• Board Policy GAA:  Equal Opportunity Employment stipulates, “The School District does not 
discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, age, disability, or sex in its employment 
practices, student programs and dealings with the public.”  

• Board Policy JAA: Equal Educational Opportunities states, “The School District does not discriminate 
on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, age, disability, or sex in its employment practices, 
student programs and dealings with the public.” The policy addresses complaint procedures and 
describes the district’s 504 Manual and procedures. 

The above policies provide minimal information for equal program access for students (see Finding 3.1).  They 
are not specific enough to require equal student access to the curriculum, appropriate instructional materials for a 
variety of learning levels and modes, and appropriate facilities to support the learning environment necessary to 
deliver the curriculum.  Additionally, the system has no procedures for fast-tracking students who lack sufficient 
prerequisite skills for courses such as AP, honors, etc., but need more challenging content.  There is no policy 
requiring annual review of equity data, a report to the board on such, or a plan for correcting equity issues.

Exhibit 1.1.6 presents auditors’ findings relative to Standard Four, which provides for student and program 
feedback.

Exhibit 1.1.6

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  
On Audit Standard Four to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics
Relevant 

Policies and 
Regulation

Auditors’ 
Rating

4.1 A student assessment process
• Requires the development and implementation of a district student assessment 

process that goes beyond the state accountability assessment system and includes both 
formative and summative measures 

IHA, IHAB, 
IHC, IHD-R(1), 
IHD-R(2), IHE, 
IHE-R(1), IHF, 
II, IIC

1

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

0

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

0

4.2 A program assessment process
• Directs the development and implementation of a district program evaluation process EEE 0
• Requires each proposed program to have an evaluation process (includes both 

formative and summative evaluations) before that program is adopted and 
implemented

0

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

0
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Exhibit 1.1.6 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  

On Audit Standard Four to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Griffin-Spalding County School System 

February 2016
Standard Four—Provides for Feedback:  

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics
Relevant 

Policies and 
Regulation

Auditors’ 
Rating

4.3 Use of data from assessments to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and efficiency
• Requires the disaggregation of assessment data at the school, classroom, student 

subgroup, and student level to determine program and curriculum effectiveness and 
efficiency 

HD-R(1), 
IHD-R(2), IHE, 
IHE-R(1), IHF, 
II, IIC, JBC(4)

0

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

0

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

0

4.4 Reports to the board about program effectiveness
• Requires yearly reports to the board regarding program effectiveness for all new 

programs for the first three years of operation
BBFA-E(1) 0

• Requires reports to the board every three years for long-term programs 0
• Requires summative reports to the board every five years for all content areas before 

any curriculum revisions or major materials acquisition, with the reports delivered 
prior to the curricular adoption cycle

0

Standard Four Rating (number of points for the four criteria with a possibility of 12) 1
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—12) 8%
Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points.  No points are 
awarded when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings for Standard Four, which provides for feedback.

Criterion 4.1:  A student assessment process

One point was given to this criterion as minimal guidance was given to address student assessment in policy 
and regulation. 

• Board Policy IHA:  Grading System describes the grading scale for elementary, middle, and high 
schools within the district. 

• Board Policy IHAB:  Report Cards stipulates, “A report of pupil progress (report card) shall be made 
every nine weeks to parents or guardians of all pupils enrolled in grades K-12.  The report card must 
be supplemented by additional progress reports that reflect achievement during the grading period.” 

• Board Policy IHC:  Valedictorian/Salutatorian and Honors Recognition addresses class ranking, transfer 
credit, criteria for valedictorian and salutatorian, as well as how honor graduates will be recognized, 
and the use of weighted credit. 

• Board Policy II:  Testing Program – Student Assessment directs, “The Griffin-Spalding County School 
System will follow procedures set forth in the annual Student Assessment Handbook while implementing 
the Georgia Department of Education’s’ statewide student assessment program. Locally selected tests 
such as the Basic Literacy Tests (BLT) will be administered to appropriate grades.  The superintendent 
will appoint a system test coordinator.” This policy also states that test results will be used as a means 
to improve instruction.  More specifically, test results will be used as follows:
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 ○ To identify individual weakness in skill development in the various basic skills assessed,

 ○ Diagnose strengths and weakness of groups,

 ○ Individualize instruction,

 ○ Select curriculum materials,

 ○ Select methods of instruction,

 ○ Counsel students.

• Board Policy IIC:  Test Data restricts release of test data except through appropriate central office 
personnel. 

The policies fail to provide for the development and implementation of a district student assessment process 
that goes beyond the state accountability assessment system and includes both formative and summative 
assessment.  Further, there are no policies requiring a district student assessment process that is differentiated 
to address variations in student achievement.  Additionally, policy fails to require assessment instruments to be 
more rigorous in content, context, and cognitive type than external, high stakes assessments.  

Criterion 4.2:  A program evaluation process

Zero points were given to this criterion as no board policy provided direction for a program evaluation process. 
Policies and regulations should address the development and implementation of a district program evaluation 
process, require proposed pilot programs to have an evaluation process, and direct the assessment process to be 
linked to site improvement plans and be utilized for district planning initiatives and a long-range strategic plan 
(see Findings 4.1 and 5.3).  

Criterion 4.3:  Use of assessment data to determine program/curriculum effectiveness

Zero points were given to this criterion as auditors found no policies or regulations that require classroom 
teachers to track and document student mastery in core content areas.  No policies or regulations require the 
disaggregation of assessment data at the school, classroom, student subgroup, and student level to determine 
program and curriculum effectiveness and efficiency. Further, policy does not require exit tests for all courses 
and grade levels, disaggregated test results relative to the standards and objectives for each course, and 
modifications if needed to bring about effectiveness and efficiency. 

Criterion 4.4:  Reports to the board about program effectiveness

No points were given for this criterion. The auditors found no policies or regulations that require yearly reports 
to the board regarding program effectiveness for all new programs for the first three years of operation.   No 
policies required reports to the board every three years for long-term programs.  There was no requirement for  
summative reports to the board every five years for all content areas before any curriculum revisions or major 
materials acquisition prior to the curriculum adoption cycle.
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Exhibit 1.1.7 displays the auditors’ findings related to Standard Five in board policy and administrative 
regulations.

Exhibit 1.1.7

Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  
On Audit Standard Five to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant Policies 
and Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

5.1 Program-centered budgeting
• Directs development of a budget process that requires program evaluation, 

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

ABB, CEB, DAA, 
DC, DCC, DCK, 
DFA, DFF, DG, 
DGA, DIB

0

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

0

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

0

5.2 Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities
• Requires a budget that allocates resources according to documented needs, 

assessment data, and established district curriculum and program goals and priorities
ABB, CEB, DAA, 
DC, DCC, DCK, 
DFA, DFF, DG, 
DGA, DIB

1

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

0

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

0

5.3 Environment to support curriculum delivery
• Directs facilities that enable teachers to work in an environment that supports 

adequate delivery of the curriculum 
CEB, DIB, 
EBB-R(2), EBD, 
EBI, ECF-R(1), 
EDC, FDC, KG, 
JCDA-R(3), 
JCDAC, JCDAA, 
JCDAE, JCDAG, 
JCDB, JCDB-R(2), 
JDA

0

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

0

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

1

5.4 Support systems focused on curriculum design and delivery
• Provides a clear connection between district support services and the achievement of 

the district curriculum design and delivery, and evidence of optimization within the 
system 

BBF, DFF,IDE, 
IDE-R(1), IDE-R(2), 
DJF-R(1), EE, EE-
R(1), EEE, GAMA, 
IFCB, IFBD, IFBG, 
IGB, IGB-R(1), 
IGB-R(2), IGB-R 
(3), JDC, JE, KM, 
LEBA, LEBA-R(1), 
LEG, LI

1

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

0

• Requires periodic reports to the board with recommendations for continuing, 
revising, and/or developing new support services to enhance fulfillment of the 
mission, including needs-based data

0
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Exhibit 1.1.7 (continued)
Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative Regulations  

On Audit Standard Five to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
Standard Five—Provides for Productivity:  

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

Audit Criteria and Characteristics Relevant Policies 
and Regulations

Auditors’ 
Rating

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

improved student learning for the core curriculum areas and electives
BBFA, BBF, BBI, 
LEBA-R (1), LEBA, 
BBFA-E(1)

0

• Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 
improved student learning for all curriculum areas and grade levels (including 
electives)

0

• Directs the development of specific requirements for data analysis that lead to 
improved student learning for all operations of the district

0

5.6 Change processes for long-term institutionalization of district priority goals
• Requires the identification of strategies, grounded in documented assessment 

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

0

• Directs the development of school improvement plans that address the use of 
specific change strategies at the building level to ensure the institutionalization of 
change and improved results or performance

0

• Directs that all district, department, and program plans incorporate procedures for 
change strategies to ensure the institutionalization of change for improvement and 
include procedures with formative and summative practices that provide data about 
change implementation and effectiveness

0

Standard Five Rating (number of points for the six criteria with a possibility of 18) 3
Percentage of Adequacy (points divided by the number of possible points—18) 17%
Note:  One point was awarded for every characteristic met under each criterion for a maximum of three points.  No points are awarded 
when policies fail to meet any characteristics.
©2013 CMSi

The following presents information about the auditors’ ratings for Standard Five,which provides for productivity.

Criterion 5.1:  Program-centered budgeting

No points were given for this criterion as auditors found no policies requiring program evaluation with specific 
priorities set prior to the budget process beginning. Policy was silent with regard to a program-centered budget 
and including incremental budgeting based on different program types, delivery, and quality for all curriculum 
areas, and the use of program evaluation data linked to budget allocations. 

Criterion 5.2:  Resource allocation tied to curriculum priorities

One point was given for this criterion.  The following policies address resource allocation:

• Board Policy CEB: Superintendent Qualifications and Duties directs the superintendent to

 ○ Report to the school board on the financial condition of the school system,

 ○ Prepare the budget with proper input,

 ○ Ensure that expenditures are within limits approved by the school board, and

 ○ Monitor compliance with policies and laws.

• Board Policy DAA:  Fiscal Management states, “The Superintendent directs the expenditure of all 
funds within the adopted budget and maintains proper account of such funds in compliance with the 
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Georgia Accounting Handbook, subject to audit by the Georgia Department of Audits. Financial reports 
are made monthly by the Superintendent to the Board of Education.”

• Board Policy DC:  Budget Control stipulates, “The board of education must approve an annual operating 
budget for the General Fund, Special Revenue Funds and Enterprise Funds.”  This policy then describes 
the process for the Superintendent to approve adjustments to the amounts budgeted.

• Board Policy DCC:  Budget Preparation Procedures provides that budget planning shall be an integral 
part of program planning so the budget may effectively express and implement all programs and 
activities of the Griffin-Spalding County School System.  It describes the budget planning process as a 
year-long process involving multiple persons.  The steps of the process are also outlined in this policy.

• Board Policy DCK:  Level of Budgetary Control directs, “The budget must be adopted at the legal level 
of budgetary control which is the fund level.” The policy gives the superintendent authority to exceed 
amounts in the budget.

• Board Policy DIB:  Financial Reports states, “The Superintendent and Director of Finance shall 
have the responsibility for the maintenance and control of all other tangible and intangible property.”  
Definitions of tangible and intangible are given as well as fixed assets.  

Board policies fail to require allocation of resources based on assessment data, program goals, and priorities; 
require a budget process connected to program expectations and data-based needs; or provide resources to 
enable achievement of system priorities over time (see Finding 5.1).

Criterion 5.3:  Environment to support curriculum delivery

One point was given to this criterion.  The following policies provide minimal direction regarding this criterion:

• Board Policy CEB:  Job Qualifications--Superintendent identifies as one of the duties of the 
superintendent “Oversees facilities management.”  Included in this were 1) preparing long-and short-
range plans for facilities and sites; 2) maintains and implements policies for the use of school property; 
3) ensures the maintenance of school property; 4) monitors any construction, renovation, or demolition 
of school facilities and 5) oversees and implements policies for safe school facilities.

• Administrative Regulation EBB-R(2):  Safety states, “The Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education 
is committed to the provision of a healthy and safe workplace and work environment for all employees, 
students, contractors, visitors, and members of the general public who may be affected by the work of 
the school.”

• Board Policy EBD: Heating and Lighting states that “The principal will be accountable for energy 
management on his/her campus.” This policy addresses the conservation of energy and the responsibility 
of everyone, including students, staff, and administrators.

• Board Policy EDC: Transportation describes the requirement for bus drivers to comply with state laws 
and to participate in annual mandatory training, including knowledge of the Student Code of Conduct.

• Board Policy FDC: Naming of Facilities addresses the authority of the school board to name, rename, 
or rescind use of a name for all schools, programs, or any area/part of a facility or property.  The process 
for such naming is outlined in this policy. 

• Board Policy KG:  Use of School Facilities states, “The fundamental purpose of the Griffin-Spalding 
County Board of Education is to provide educational opportunities for the students it serves and the 
community as a whole.”  This policy addresses who can use facilities and under what conditions.

Board policies failed to direct facilities that enable teachers to work in an environment that supports adequate 
delivery of the curriculum (see Finding 5.2).  There were no board policies provided to auditors that addressed 
a multi-year facilities planning effort. Likewise, policy was silent regarding the linkage of facilities planning to 
the vision and mission of the district and to future instructional and curriculum trends.
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Criterion 5.4:  Support systems focused on curriculum design, deployment, and delivery

One point was given to policy addressing this criterion. The following policies mention support of the district 
but also illustrate the lack of connection to the deployment and delivery of the district curriculum as well as 
improvement over time.  

• Board Policy BBF: Board Advisory Committees makes provision for each school to have a local school 
council that has the responsibility to provide advice and recommendations to the school principal, 
superintendent, and, where appropriate, to the board, on any matter.

• Board Policy DFF:  Revenue from Grants allows application for grants within the district from various 
governmental agencies or private foundations.  The only stipulation is that the grants not commit the 
Board of Education to present or future financial support.  

• Board Policy EE:  Food Services Management directs that the School Nutrition Program be viewed as 
part of the total educational program and operate within state and federal regulations.

• Board Policy IDE:  Competitive Interscholastic Activities (No Pass/No Participate) recognizes 
“The importance of offering a comprehensive, balanced school program to all students; therefore, 
extracurricular/interscholastic activities are provided for the enhancement of the students’ total mental, 
physical, social, and emotional development.”  

• Administrative Regulation IDE-R(1):  Extra Curricular Activities No Pass-No Play addresses the district 
following State Rule IDE 160-5-1-.18 and the Georgia High School Association.  The exception for the 
state rule is, “Griffin-Spalding County School System requires a student be enrolled in six classes rather 
than five as stipulated in the same rules, unless the student is enrolled in the Post-secondary Options 
Program, vocational work program, or is a fifth year senior.”

• Administrative Regulation IDE-R(2):  Competitive Interscholastic Activities provides guidance on 
the provision for interscholastic athletics and cheerleading. This policy stipulates, “Neither school 
personnel, sponsors, nor coaches shall suggest, require, or otherwise attempt to influence students to 
participate in, practice and/or condition for a competitive interscholastic activity during the school 
day.” This policy also prohibits retention of students for athletics. 

• Board Policy IHAD:  Parent/Family Involvement provides for the development, implementation, and 
maintenance of an effective parent/family involvement program at each school to promote collaborative 
relationships between home and school.  This policy also requires these programs be evaluated and 
reviewed on the same cycle as the school improvement plans.

• Board Policy IFBD:  Media Centers directs that school library media centers function as an integral 
part of the learning process.  Particularly, “Each school library media center will provide materials and 
services that enrich and support the curriculum and that stimulate intellectual development and literary 
appreciation.” 

• Board Policy IFBD:  Internet Acceptable Use states the use of telecommunications, including the 
internet, in instructional programs is an educational strategy that facilitates communication, innovation, 
resource sharing, and access to information.  As such, the policy directs, “Use of the internet must be 
in support of education and research and consistent with the educational mission, goals and objectives 
of the school system.”

• Board Policy IFCB:  Field Trips and Excursions allows for meaningful field trips.  In this policy, 
the guidelines for meaningful field trips is detailed, including the scheduling of transportation, use of 
volunteers, and the student code of conduct. 

• Board Policy IFCD:  School Volunteers provides direction for use of volunteers and the goals of the 
school volunteer program for improving the quality of education for all students.  

• Board Policy IGB:  Student Support Teams directs each school to establish a Student Support Team 
(SST) as an interdisciplinary group that uses a systematic process to address learning and/or behavior 
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problems of students in grades P-12. This policy indicates the SST is to “plan and recommend alternative 
instructional strategies for any student having academic or behavior problems.  The team will engage in 
a decision making process, including intervention development and will evaluate the effectiveness of 
planned interventions.”  The policy provides for the composition of the SST as well as the procedures 
for the SST in working with referrals.  

• Administrative Regulation IGB-R (1):  Student Support Teams outlines the process for implementation 
of Response to Intervention (RTI) and the procedures for the RTI meeting. 

• Administrative Regulation IGB-R (2):  Student Support Teams describes the procedures for a 504 
referral and the 504 process within the district for addressing the needs of persons with disabilities.

• Administrative Regulation IBG-R (3):  Student Support Teams-Meal Modification directs the school 
Nutrition Program will make substitutions of modifications for diet, when the need is certified by a 
licensed physician.  

• Board Policy JE:  Student Services addresses the needs for services to assist educators in identifying 
potential student problems so that pupils may better profit from the instructional program. The 
policy specifically addresses guidance, counseling, testing, social services, psychological, and career 
development needs of pupils as such services.  Within the policy is the provision for Student Support 
Teams (SST) and specifics related to their role and functions. 

• Board Policy LEBA:  Parental Involvement in Education affirms and assures the rights and responsibilities 
of parents and legal guardians of children being served by Title I, affording them opportunities to 
participate in the planning, design and implementation of the Title I program and its activities.

• Administrative Regulation LEBA-R (1):  Parent Involvement in Education describe the procedures and 
components for district-wide parent involvement related to Title I, including a review of the district 
parental involvement plan, services on the Superintendent’s Advisory council, newsletters, and other 
media.  Involvement of parents with school improvement plans, as well as parent activities are also 
addressed.  This regulation requires “an annual evaluation of the content and effectiveness of the 
parental involvement policy in improving the quality of its Title I, Part A Schools led by the District 
Parent and Community Engagement Coordinator.” 

• Board Policy LEG:  Business and Labor Organizations authorizes the operation of school-business 
partnerships.  This policy directs that plans with goals are drawn between the school, program, or 
school system and Partner-in-Education.  Evaluation of the partnership is carried out at the completion 
of each year, and reports are maintained in the School and Community Services Department.

The policies fail to require formative and summative data for improving services over time.  Further, the 
connections to the district curriculum and deployment are minimal and lacking (see Finding 5.3).  The policies 
fail to require periodic data-based reports to the board for continuing support services to enhance the mission.

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

No points were given to this criterion.  The following policies provide minimal requirements addressing the 
collection and use of data for student learning.  

• Board Policy BBF:  Board Advisory Committees addresses the involvement of school councils as a way 
to improve communication and improve parent and community involvement in the schools.  

• Board Policy BBFA: Local School Councils establishes school councils as advisory bodies.  The policy 
requires each school to have a local school council, which provides advice and recommendations to the 
school principal, superintendent, and, where appropriate, the board.

• Board Exhibit BBFA-E (1):  School Council Code of Ethics, Bylaws and Guidelines lists the areas where  
councils provide advice and recommendations:  school board policies, school improvement plans, 
curriculum and assessments, report cards, school profiles, selection of school principal, school budget 
priorities, school-community strategies, methods of involving parents, community use of facilities, 
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and student discipline.  Additionally, this exhibit indicates the council shall advise, relative to reports 
from the school principal, regarding progress toward the school’s student achievement goals, and the 
delivery of early intervention services for underachieving students.

• Board Policy BBI:  Board-Staff Relations outlines the way the board of education should work with the 
superintendent to provide a process that encourages and seeks the input of staff at all levels in decision 
making on significant issues where appropriate. 

• Board Policy LEBA:  Parent Involvement in Education and Administrative Regulation LEBA-R (1):  
Parental Involvement in Education  provide for parent involvement under Title I regulations as well 
as for an evaluation of the parent involvement policy for its effectiveness in involving parents in the 
schools.

The policies provide some general guidance in terms of the need for data to diagnose student learning needs 
and progress through the curriculum.  However, the policies fall short of directing data analysis for improved 
student learning in core curriculum, all curriculum areas, and grade levels, as well as electives.  Further, there 
is no direction for the improvement of all operations of the district.

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

The auditors found no policies, administrative regulations, or exhibits that provided guidance for a change 
process in the district.  No policies required the identification of strategies for change, required school 
improvement plans to ensure institutionalization of change and improved results of performance; or directed 
that all departments and program plans incorporate strategies for change. 

Exhibit 1.1.8 shows the percentage of adequacy of board policies and administrative regulations for all five 
standards and an overall percentage of adequacy.

Exhibit 1.1.8

Summary Ratings of the Auditors’ Analysis of Board Policy and Administrative  
Regulations to Determine Quality and Degree of Adequacy 

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

Standard Number of
Criteria

Number of
Possible Points

Points 
Given

Percentage of Points
Relative to 70%

Standard for Adequacy
One 6 18 4 22
Two 5 15 2 13

Three 5 15 2 13
Four 4 12 1 8
Five 6 18 3 17

Overall Rating
For  All Criteria 26 78 12 15%

As can be noted, district policies and administrative recommendations scored 12 out of a possible 78 points.  
Scores for each of the five categories are as follows:  Control—4 of 18; Direction—2 of 15; Connectivity and 
Equity—2 of 15; Feedback—1 of 12; and Productivity—3 of 18. To be considered adequate an overall score of 
55 or 70 percent is required.  With an overall score of 12 or 15 percent, auditors determined that policies and 
administrative regulations of the Griffin-Spalding County School System did not meet the audit standard for 
effective governance.
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Several comments were made in the interviews regarding board policies and regulations that validate the 
auditors’ ratings.  Examples of comments related to policy development included the following:

• “We had a review of our policies a couple of years ago by the Georgia School Boards Association, and 
they said we did not need duplicative local policies that were already in GA policies.  So we took out a 
lot of stuff. Our policies are lean.” (District Administrator)

• “We did have a larger policy manual.  The School Board Association said the district didn’t need to 
have local policy that duplicates the state rules.” (District Administrator)

• “I don’t know that we have a policy on curriculum.” (District Administrator)

• “I don’t know if we have a policy on curriculum or assessment.”  (Board Member)

• “We don’t review regulations unless something comes up.  Then the superintendent brings it before us.” 
(Board Member)

• “Policies are developed at the staff level. We developed one for board members delivering the diplomas 
because there was confusion over who handed the diplomas to graduates.” (Board Member)

• “We have all kinds of policy for all kinds of stuff.  All are done the same way.  Board members do not 
come in with a policy.”  (Board Member) 

• “If it is not a student policy, like instruction, that department would give a sample or draft and the 
cabinet reviews it.  Once the cabinet approves it, then I get the policy out for first reading for the board 
and public.” (District Administrator)

• “We don’t use the State School Rules to guide us…they are mandates.” (District Administrator)

• “We have an assessment policy in I section, I think.  Some of the old administrative regulations made 
reference to the curriculum guides.”   (District Administrator)

• “We are careful about creating policy.” (School Administrator)

• “We don’t spend too much time on changing policy.  The administrators made the kinds of changes.  
They don’t feel like the board is equipped to make the change.”  (Board Member)

The following comments relate to the use of board policy:

• “We received a strategic waiver in November, which means we can ask for release from following state 
law.  We will be working on this.” (District Administrator)

• “When issues come up and we have to look at a policy, that is the only time we use them. An example 
is the policy on graduation.” (District Administrator)

• We have a department that develops new policy.  I don’t know of any new ones. We do have a continuous 
process.”  (Board Member)

• “We used to have a huge school policy manual.  The manual was purged several years ago. We sometimes 
look for a policy and say ‘we used to have this policy...what happened to it?’” (District Administrator)

• “You have to know the Griffin-Spalding board policies to be an administrator.” (District Administrator)

A survey with building principals indicated that 26.8 percent of them use board policies or administrative 
regulations for curriculum and/or assessment decision making. In the same survey, 85.4 percent of the school 
administrators agreed there was adequate direction for building level decision making.
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Cowan Road Middle School classroom instruction

District School Board Meetings

Auditors review of board policy also provided information related to board meetings.  The following policies  
addressed board roles and board meetings:

• Board Policy ABB:  Board Powers and Duties states, “The primary function of the Board is to establish 
the policies by which the schools are to be administered.”  

• Board Policy BBA:  Board Officers directs that at the first meeting in the calendar year, the Board of 
Education will select a chairperson who presides at all meetings.

• Board Policy BC:  Board Meetings outlines the procedures for board meetings: “The Griffin-Spalding 
Board of Education shall adopt its regular monthly meeting date at its first regular meeting in January 
of each year.  The board shall comply with the provisions of the Official Code of Georgia Annotated 
20-2-58 in establishing the meetings.  Special meetings may be called by the chairman when necessary.  
Pursuant to the Laws of Georgia a majority of the Board shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
business.  Robert’s Rules of Order shall serve as a general guide for the meetings and order of business. 
With the exception of those meetings which are allowed to be closed, the meetings will be open.”

• Board Policy BCAC:  Special Board Meetings provides direction for when special meetings may be 
called and the provisions for such.

• Board Policy BCBI:  Public Participation in Board Meetings gives direction for public comments at 
board meetings and the procedures for such, including language and presentation.

• Board Policy BCBK:  Executive Sessions outlines when executive sessions can be called and the 
business that can be conducted.

• Board Policy BD:  Policy Development provides the process for policy development and approval. 

• Board Policy BH:  Board Code of Ethics outlines the responsibilities of board members, including 
attendance and participation at board meetings:

 ○ Attend and participate in regularly scheduled and called board meetings.

 ○ Be informed and prepared to discuss issues to be considered on the board agenda.

 ○ Work with other board members in a spirit of harmony and cooperation in spite of differences of 
opinion that may arise during the discussion and resolution of issues at board meetings.

 ○ Vote for a closed executive session of the board only when applicable law or board policy requires 
consideration of a matter in executive session.
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 ○ Maintain the confidentiality of all discussions and other matters pertaining to the board and the 
school system during executive sessions of the board.

 ○ Make decisions in accordance with the interests of the school system as a whole and not any 
particular segment thereof.

 ○ Express opinions before the votes are cast, but after the board vote, abide by and support all majority 
decisions of the board.

Interviews and a review of the board minutes revealed the order of a typical board meeting as follows:

• Call to order

• Welcome

• Prayer and Pledge

• Approve the agenda

• Recognitions

• Consent agenda

• Presentations and reports

• Action items

• Announcements of events and which board member will attend

• Executive session, if needed

Given the above information from policies, the auditors reviewed board minutes for the past 18 months to 
determine the use of board time with relation to curriculum and instruction. Auditors categorized the board 
actions according to the topics presented.  Exhibit 1.1.9 presents an analysis of the board minutes.

Exhibit 1.1.9

Board Minutes Reviewed
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Topic Number of Items Percentage of Items
Students 1 0.2

Public Forum 1 0.2
Assessment 6 1.2

Policy 11 2.2
Presentations/Reports 20 4

Facilities & Maintenance* 24 4.8
Curriculum 31 6.2

Business/Finance* 35 7
Technology 38 7.6

Board Business 48 9.6
Recognitions 69 13.7

Announcements 107 21.3
Personnel 111 22.1

Total 502
*Presents a monthly report, which is counted in reports
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As can be noted from the Exhibit 1.1.9:

• There was no particular category that received more than 22 percent of board focus.

• The majority of board items focused on personnel, announcements, and recognitions.

• The greatest number of board decisions focused on personnel issues.

• Only six percent of board focus was on curriculum and one percent on assessment issues. Many of the 
curriculum items centered on the new career academy.  The assessment items were mostly reports on 
exams such as Advanced Placement, Georgia Milestones, and the College Career Ready Performance 
Index.

• The least amount of board time and decision making was on student items, public forum, and assessment 
discussions items.

• Technology received 7.6 percent of the board focus.

Items related to curriculum included reports on a curriculum update, graduate rates, class size, field trips student 
handbook, special education contacts, federal grant projects approval, iSTEEP, and a gifted middle school.  
Over 18 months of board minutes, auditors found no adoption of curriculum guides or discussion of state testing 
analysis for change other than a report on the test results. A review of the board minutes revealed no discussion 
of school improvement or district improvement plans.  There was one instance of a report addressing a strategic 
plan.  Reports to the boards were made regarding monthly maintenance and facility reports, school climate, 
block scheduling, stakeholder perception, personnel hiring, school readiness, partners in education, leadership 
academy, excise tax, finance reports, superintendent search, and technology.   A review of board agendas and 
minutes revealed the most amount of board time for the past two years centered around personnel, recognitions, 
and announcements of district events. There was minimum mention of curriculum, textbooks, grading, and 
student achievement except in the context of a curriculum update report.

From interviews, auditors were provided information regarding the function of the board.  Representative 
comments included the following:

• “Up until a year ago, we used to have two board meetings a month. Now we have one meeting and a 
work session prior to the board meeting.”  (Board Member)

• “Our board works well together as we agree to disagree. We sometimes have a 3-2 vote, where some 
think that if you support it, I will vote against it.” (Board Member)

• “Our board members visit schools and go to county and city commission meetings and civic clubs.” 
(District Administrator)

• “We have a very experienced board, many of whom have been on the board a long time.” (District 
Administrator)

• “We don’t present reports to the board about our schools or school plans.”  (School Administrator)

• “We have presentations given to use such as financial updates and maintenance and facilities monthly. 
Others are scheduled by departments or assistant superintendents.” (Board Member)

Summary

The auditors reviewed governing policy and administrative regulations to meet audit criteria for quality in 
the areas of control, direction, connectivity and equity, feedback, and productivity.  It was determined that 
board policies are inadequate to direct the superintendent and staff for effective management of curriculum 
and other district functions.  The district had a review of local policy several years ago by the Georgia School 
Boards  Association and removed numerous policies that were duplications of state laws.   Local policies and 
regulations provided minimal direction regarding curriculum and instruction as well as use of assessment for 
student achievement. Use of policy was minimal in the district to direct decision making. Additionally, a review 
of board minutes indicated minimal focus on curriculum and instruction and student achievement.
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Finding 1.2: The table of organization does not meet audit criteria for sound organizational management.  
Job descriptions are inadequate to provide clear specifications of duties, responsibilities, and relationships 
in the district.

Administrative operations provide the mechanism for the governing board to translate its values, goals, policies, 
and intentions into action.  The board exercises its responsibility by determining the results it wants the system 
to attain, by conducting organizational oversight, by authorizing the budget, and by supervising the chief 
executive officer.  To accomplish its purposes, the board needs to provide the superintendent with sufficient 
staff to fulfill relevant functions and to appropriately manage the work.

Clear organizational relationships are important for the effective management of a school system.  Successful 
educational organizations assign and arrange personnel by function to ensure the effective and efficient design 
and delivery of curriculum.  The simplest expression of these relationships is the organizational chart that 
clearly depicts employee relationships and line/staff relationships.

The auditors examined the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s Table of Organization to determine the 
extent to which there is congruence with sound principles of management.  The auditors also reviewed board 
policies and job descriptions and interviewed Griffin-Spalding County School System personnel and board 
members to determine the match between the day-to-day work relationships and responsibilities identified on 
the table of organization.  

On the basis of their analysis, auditors determined that the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s 
organizational structure, associated job descriptions, and related decision-making processes were missing 
important key functions and did not include all the principles of sound management as identified in Exhibit 
1.2.2.  Alignment between job descriptions and day-to-day operations and with the table of organization was 
inconsistent or missing entirely.  The titles of job descriptions on the organizational chart did not match those 
on job descriptions. Many positions overlapped with regard to curriculum design and delivery without clear 
lines of decision making. Consequently, both the table of organization and associated job descriptions were 
inadequate to provide for sound curriculum and instructional management of the organization.
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Exhibit 1.2.1 presents the Table of Organization for Griffin-Spalding County School System.

Exhibit 1.2.1

Table of Organization
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Organizational Chart 

Spalding 
Lindy Pruitt 

A. Z. Kelsey 
Stephanie 
Evans 

Board of Education 

Superintendent 
Jim Smith 

Board Attorney 
Tim Shepherd 

Executive Assistant 
Joanie Mullins 

Assistant Superintendent  
of Administrative Services  
Dr. Kiawana Kennedy 

Executive 
Director of 
School & 
Community 
Services 
Judy Parker 

 
Elementary  
Schools 

 

Middle Schools 
 

High Schools 
 

 
Curriculum Director 
Ashley Crawford 
 
 

Director of School 
Improvement 
Sara Jones 

Director of Federal 
Programs 
Ashley McLemore 

Director of Special 
Education 
Shelia Mincey 

Director of Facilities & 
Maintenance  
Bruce Ballard 

Director of Instructional 
Technology 
Lonny Harper 

Director of Transportation 
Todd Harris 
 

 
Director of Student 
Services 
Donna Parks 
 

Director of Nutrition 
Laura Youmans 
 

Director of Administrative 
Technology 
Josh Griffis 

Anne Street 
Rachelle Heggie 

Atkinson 
Tiffany Campbell 

Beaverbrook 
Ken Bozeman 

Cowan Road 
Aleshia McCray 

Crescent 
Natalie Wood 

Futral Road 
Ben Steele 

Jackson Road 
Karen Oot 

Jordan Hill 
Anthony Aikens 

Moore 
Dr. Gloria Brown 

Moreland Road 
Stan Mangham 

Orrs 
Evelyn Jones 

 
Carver 
Dr. Tiffany Taylor 
  

Cowan 
Laura Jordan 

Kennedy 
Dexter Sands 

 
Rehoboth 
Larry Jones  

 

 
Griffin  
Dr. Darrell 
Evans 

  

District Programs 

Enrichment 
Center 
Director 
Ashley Crawford 

Mainstay 
Academy  
Director 
Chris Briggs 
 

February, 2016 

Assistant Superintendent  
for Instruction 
Sharlene Patterson 

 
Executive 
Director of 
Human 
Resources 
Stephanie 
Dobbins 

 

Executive 
Director of 
Finance / CFO 
Ryan 
McLemore 
 

 
Assistant 
Director of 
Human 
Resources 
Edna Aikens 
 

 
Director of 
Strategic Talent 
Management  
Dr. Mack Bullard 
 
 

Auditors reviewed the following policies relating to governance and administrative functions of the district:

• Board Policy ABB:  Powers and Duties states, “The primary function of the Board is to establish 
policies by which the schools are to be administered, but the administration of education programs and 
the conduction of school business shall be the responsibility of the employed Superintendent of Schools 
and staff.”

• Board Policy BBD: Board-Superintendent Relations specifies that the role of the board is policy making 
and the role of the superintendent is that of executing the policies.  Specifically this policy states, “The 
Board of Education recognizes and protects the chain of command concept.  The Board of Education 
works with the Superintendent to provide a process—and follows that process—that encourages and 
seeks the input of staff at all levels in decision-making on significant issues where it is appropriate.”

The auditors found no policy requiring an organizational chart and no policies requiring job descriptions (see 
Finding 1.1). Policy was silent with regard to audit criteria regarding span of control and logical functions.  The 
policies did not direct and specify the process for the formation of decision-making bodies and decision-making 
responsibilities to ensure consistency, non-duplication of tasks, and product requirements.
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The auditors used the principles of sound organizational management to critique the Griffin-Spalding County 
School System’s organizational structure.  These principles are presented in Exhibit 1.2.2.

Exhibit 1.2.2

Principles of Sound Organizational Management

Span of Control The span of control for effective day-to-day supervision requires district 
responsibility for no more than 12 employees with a range of 7-12 expected.

Chain of Command No employee should have more than one supervisor.
Logical Grouping of 

Functions Tasks of a similar nature should be grouped together.

Separation of Line 
and Staff Functions

Line (principals and teachers) and staff (secretaries, custodians, etc.) functions 
should be separated from curriculum design and program assessment functions.

Scalar Relationships All positions shown at the same level must have similar responsibilities, authority, 
and compensation.

Full Inclusion All central functions, particularly functions that facilitate quality control, are 
included in the organizational structure.

The auditors’ assessment of the table of organization (Exhibit 1.2.1) against the principles identified in Exhibit 
1.2.2 is provided below:

Span of Control: The auditors found the superintendent supervises two assistant superintendents, three 
executive directors, an executive assistant for the superintendent, the board attorney, and five principals, and 
works with five board  members. This totals 17 persons.  The maximum recommended span of control is 12 
persons. The auditors also found the Assistant Superintendent for Instruction supervises seven principals, five 
directors, and one assistant for a total of 13 positions. The auditors found the Assistant Superintendent of 
Administrative Services supervises seven principals, six directors, one administrative assistant, and one part 
time director for a total of 15 persons. 

The auditors also found data showing the Director of Transportation supervises 97 drivers, 19 monitors, two 
assistants, and three supervisors for a total of 121 persons, which exceeds the span of control 10 times. The same 
data showed the Director of Nutrition supervises 17 managers, 16 assistant managers, four clerical positions, and 
one supervisor for a total of 38 persons, which is triple the recommended span of control. Through interviews, 
auditors found the building principals (and assistant principals) also supervised more than 12 subordinates. 
Thus, the span of control concept is not adhered to in the table of organization for supervision of personnel. 

Chain of Command: Board Policy BBD:  Board Superintendent Relations honored the concept of chain of 
command; however, there was no direction to the superintendent to develop an organizational chart that depicts 
such.  The organizational chart provided to auditors was instituted by the superintendent to provide clarity to 
direct and support positions.  The auditors found the chart does not include a line of command from the board 
of education to the superintendent to the principals to the classrooms.  During interviews, the chart was not 
recognized by many within the district as it was published February 2016. The superintendent informed auditors 
there was no perfect document depicting the organization of the district as the district is working on a strategic 
plan and a focus on reorganizing to meet district needs.  

In reality, from interviews, auditors found that the principals work directly with the Director of Career and 
Technical Education, the Director of Special Education, the Director of Federal Programs, the Director of 
School Improvement, the K-12 Curriculum Director, the Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, the Assistant 
Superintendent for Administrative Services, the Executive Director of Human Resources, the Director of 
Transportation, The Director of Student Services, the Director of Facilities and Maintenance, the Director 
of Nutrition, the Executive Director of School and Community Services, and the Director of Finance.  
Additionally, the following job descriptions had two persons listed as supervisors:  Construction and Facilities 
Director, Director of Human Resources, Lead Speech/Language Pathologist, Lead Worker for Mechanical, 
Electrical and Plumbing, Occupational Therapist, and the Speech Language Pathologist.  In addition, three 
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job descriptions presented to auditors for their review failed to include a clear chain of command (see Exhibit 
1.2.4).  Auditors also found discrepancies between the supervisor listed in job descriptions and what they were 
told by interviewees. The organizational chart had no lines indicating supervision or chain of command.  Thus, 
the table of organization failed to show a chain of command for decision making. 

Logical Grouping of Functions: To meet this criterion, similar duties/tasks should be clustered in order to 
keep supervisory needs to a minimum, for instance, separating business and operation functions (finance, food 
service, technology, maintenance and operations) from curriculum and instructional functions.  These functions 
are somewhat separated on the table of organization as many of the business and operation functions were on 
the left half of the organizational chart and the curriculum, instruction, and schools were on the right half. These 
functions are not clearly separated on the organizational chart for the Assistant Superintendent for Instruction 
supervises/evaluates five elementary, one middle, and one high school principal as well as all the directors 
for instruction. The Assistant Superintendent of Administrative Services supervises five elementary, one high 
school, and two middle school principals as well as the Directors of Facilities and Maintenance, Administrative 
Technology, Instructional Technology, Transportation, Student Services, and Nutrition. The position of Director 
of Instructional Technology reports to the Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services rather than the 
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction. Thus, the chart and accompanying documents fail to demonstrate 
logical grouping of functions for all positions.  

Separation of Line and Staff Functions: Those administrators who carry out the primary mission of the district 
should not be confused with those supporting it.  In practice each employee should have only one evaluator.  
The table of organization for Griffin-Spalding County School System does show most of the support positions 
as separate.  However, the two Assistant Superintendents supervise principals as well as central office support 
positions; thus, this is a mix of line and staff positions.    District Programs are depicted under schools, when 
they are programs.  The superintendent supervises the Mainstay Academy Director while the K-12 Curriculum 
Director supervises the Enrichment Center.  This is another example of line and staff confusion.

Scalar Relationships: This criterion requires that roles of the same title and remuneration be depicted graphically 
on the same general horizontal plane.  The Griffin-Spalding County School System’s table of organization has 
the principals, Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, Executive Director of Finance, Executive Director of 
School and Community Services, Executive Director of Human Resources, and the Assistant Superintendent of 
Administrative Services on the same horizontal line; yet, all these positions have different levels of remuneration 
as well as different job titles.  Additionally, the superintendent is depicted on the same horizontal line as the 
Board Attorney and the Executive Assistant.  This is not representative of the scalar relationships of the three 
positions.  The remainder of the chart depicts director positions as vertical, one underneath another, and this 
is not a scalar representation of the positions. This arrangement does not meet the criterion of “same title” 
and “same remuneration.”  Thus, the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s table of organization does not 
demonstrate scalar relationships. 

Full Inclusion: A review of the table of organization, job descriptions, visits to schools, and interviews with 
staff indicated that not all jobs are included on the table of organization. Positions with job descriptions not 
found on the chart include teachers, the Assessment, Data and Program Evaluation Coordinator, the Athletics 
Academic Coordinator, the ELA and Math Curriculum Coordinators, the Nutrition and Wellness Coordinator, 
the Pre-K Coordinator, the Special Education Coordinator, and all supervisor positions. Thus, the current table 
of organization for 2015-16 was not inclusive of all positions. The organizational charts included position labels 
but not individual positions.  

The table of organization provided to auditors for review was shown to the board and was not readily 
acknowledged as one with which they were familiar; however, they also stated they did not require one.  The 
same occurred when visiting school sites and district staff.  Auditors determined that the table of organization 
shared by the administration was not familiar to board members, school administrators, or staff.  

Auditors conducted interviews regarding the table of organization with board members, central administration, 
building administration, teachers, and community members. For the most part, principals indicated familiarity 
with an organizational structure, but one that is informal in that clear organizational relationships are not 
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delineated. Principals reported working with the superintendent and assistants as well as multiple directors, for 
example.  Representative comments regarding the organizational structure of the district follow.

• “The current structure has served us well.”  (District Administrator)

• “We are evaluated and supervised by one person, but are a part of the District Leadership Team with our 
superintendent.”  (School Administrator)

• “Some of us are evaluated by the superintendent, and some by assistant superintendents.” (School 
Administrator)

• “Instructional Technology is under Administrative Services as it is more about maintaining technology 
in the buildings.  They also have a different vision than curriculum.”  (District Administrator)

• “We do not require an organizational chart from the superintendent.”  (Board Member)

• “I have not seen an organizational chart.” (Board Member)

• “The administrative table of organization is updated by the superintendent and disseminated through 
his office.” (District Administrator)

The auditors found the current table of organization failed to meet the characteristics of organizational structure 
outlined in Exhibit 1.2.2. The table of organization was not recognized by everyone in the district. Auditors 
found the organizational chart representative of the first step in identifying all the positions in the district, 
showing relationships between positions in the district, and representing the changing functions of district 
organization. The table of organization is considered a work in progress; in fact, it was changed from January 
to February 2016 this year to reflect supervision changes.  Not all positions were represented on the chart, and 
the linkage to classrooms was absent.

Futral Road Elementary students playing a game to determine time concepts in math

Job Descriptions

Job descriptions are the building blocks of an organization that assure essential duties are enumerated, accounted 
for, and accomplished.  They describe essential employee qualifications, list the curricular tasks that must 
be completed in order for the organization to accomplish its mission, and document the relationship of one 
position to another.  Properly written job descriptions provide each employee with clear direction as to his/her 
authority and responsibilities. This direction is necessary to maintain constancy of purpose.  Without good job 
descriptions, an organization’s leaders cannot be sure that all mission-essential tasks are accounted for, or that 
there is a sound basis for hiring and evaluating employees.

As noted previously in this finding, one board policy referenced job descriptions for positions in the district.  
However, auditors were not presented with any board policies specifically governing the management of job 
descriptions.  To determine the availability and quality of job descriptions, auditors interviewed staff and 
analyzed the current job descriptions that were submitted for review.  
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As a result of their analysis, auditors determined that there was the beginning of a system-wide effort for job 
descriptions to be developed for every position, whether assigned to the school level or the district level.  When 
job descriptions were requested by the auditors, job descriptions were provided on a Google website.  In the 
past year, a new Director of Strategic Talent Management was employed in the office of Human Resources for 
the purpose of developing and implementing a leadership academy.  The auditors found no standard format 
and no process to maintain alignment between job descriptions, current job roles, and the table of organization. 
The auditors were presented with a listing of job descriptions maintained by the human resources office, but a 
check of this listing indicated job descriptions for all positions listed were not available.  For the most part, the 
job descriptions inadequately defined qualifications and clear linkage to curriculum. In an attempt to assist the 
district in recognizing the deficits in job descriptions, the auditors reviewed all job descriptions provided and 
rated those related to the instructional side of the organizational chart for quality. 

From those job descriptions submitted for review, auditors selected 65 that had a connection to the design and 
delivery of the curriculum or were prominent on the organizational chart.  The auditors then rated each job 
description on four criteria listed below:

• Qualifications.

• Immediate links to the chain of command.  All employees should know their supervisor and whom they 
supervise.  No employee should have more than one supervisor.

• Functions, duties, and responsibilities.

• Relationship to the curriculum (where relevant).

Exhibit 1.2.3 shows the five possible ratings for each of the four criteria.  

Exhibit 1.2.3

Curriculum Management Audit Rating Indicators for Job Descriptions

Rating Explanation
Missing No statement made.

Inadequate Statement made, but it is incomplete and missing sufficient details.

Adequate The statement is more or less complete, usually missing curricular linkages or sufficient 
detail regarding curricular linkages/alignment.

Strong A clear and complete statement, including linkages to curriculum where appropriate or 
not appropriate, otherwise quite complete.

Exemplary A clear, complete statement with inclusive linkages to curriculum indicated in excellent 
scope and depth.

Auditors’ assessments of job descriptions are shown in Exhibit 1.2.4.

Exhibit 1.2.4

Auditors’ Assessment of Job Descriptions Using Audit Indicators
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Job Description Title Date 
Approved Qual. Chain of 

Command Resp. Curricular 
Linkages

Academic Coach I A S S
Administrative Technology Specialist 3/2008 A A A I
Assessment, Data and Program Evaluation Coordinator I A S A
Assistant Construction Manager I A A I
Assistant Director of Human Resources 2/2011 A A S I
Assistant Principal 10/2010 I A A I
Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services 5/2015 I A I I
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Exhibit 1.2.4 (continued)
Auditors’ Assessment of Job Descriptions Using Audit Indicators

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Description Title Date 
Approved Qual. Chain of 

Command Resp. Curricular 
Linkages

Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction 4/2014 A A I I
Athletic Academic Coordinator 12/2015 I A A I
Construction and Facilities Director I I S A
Counselor I A A I
Director of Administrative Technology 7/2014 A A A A
Director of Finance/CFO I A A I
Director of Human Resources I I A I
Director of Instructional Technology and Communication 
Services 10/2013 I A A I

Director of Maintenance and Operations I A A I
Director of Nutrition Services 5/1/06 I I S I
Director of PreK-12 Curriculum and Instruction I A S S
Director of Strategic Talent Management 4/2014 S A S A
Director of Student Services 2/1/2016 I A S A
Director of System/School Improvement 1/2012 I A A A
Director of Transportation Services I A A I
Director Psychoeducational Program 12/2002 A I S A
District PBIS Coach 6/2015 A A A A
ELA Curriculum Coordinator A A S A
Elementary After School Program Site Coordinator I A A I
ESOL Family Liaison and District Translator/Interpreter I I A I
Federal Programs Director I I A I
Food Assistant 9/2009 I A A A
GNETS Mainstay Academy Coordinator S A S S
Graduation Coach I A S A
Guidance Counselor I A S I
Hearing Impaired Interpreter I A A A
Instructional Technology Coach 6/2013 A A S S
Lead Speech/Language Pathologist 8/2010 I I A A
Lead Worker (Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing) 6/2009 A I A I
Math Curriculum Coordinator A A S S
Media Specialist I A S A
Nutrition and Wellness Coordinator 4/2014 S A S A
Nutrition Program Lead Manager Supervisor 11/2008 A A A I
Nutrition Warehouse Manager 2013 S A S I
Occupational Therapist 3/2012 I I A A
Paraprofessional A A A A
Pre-K Coordinator A I A A
Pre-K Paraprofessional 10/2009 I A S A
Principal I A A I
Route Supervisor for Transportation A A A I
School Nurse 5/2013 I A S A
School Nursing Supervisor 6/2012 A A A I
School Psychologist 5/2014 A A A I
School Psychologist (Lead) 5/2014 A A A I



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 61

Exhibit 1.2.4 (continued)
Auditors’ Assessment of Job Descriptions Using Audit Indicators

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Description Title Date 
Approved Qual. Chain of 

Command Resp. Curricular 
Linkages

School Resource Officer 2/2002 I A S A
School Social Worker I A S A
Special Education Coach 10/7/2014 I A A A
Special Education Coordinator 6/2010 I A A A
Special Education Director A A A A
Special Education Lead Teacher 4/16/15 I A S S
Speech Language Pathologist 8/2010 I I A I
Substitute Teacher I A S A
Superintendent A A I I
Teacher I A S A
Technology Trainer 8/2008 A A A A
Title I Instructional Paraprofessional I A A A
Title I Paraprofessional A A A A
Key:  See Exhibit 1.2.3
I: Inadequate as assigned to two or more supervisors
Blank:  no data/date

The ratings in Exhibit 1.2.4 are summarized as follows:

• Of the 65 job descriptions reviewed, 13 (20 percent) were rated adequate or strong in all four areas of 
analysis. 

• There were 25 (38.5 percent) job descriptions rated as “strong” in the area of responsibilities.  

• Of the 65 job descriptions, none had all four areas of analysis rated as inadequate.

• Thirty-one (31) of the job descriptions (47.7 percent) had no dates. The job descriptions with dates 
ranged from 2002 to 2016.

• Qualifications were rated inadequate in 40 (61.5 percent) of the job descriptions. There were 21 (32.3 
percent) of the job descriptions rated as adequate and four rated as strong. In those rated adequate some 
general information was provided regarding certifications or physical skills needed for the positions.   
None of the job descriptions addressed specific competencies necessary for the job.

• Linkage to curriculum was inadequate in 28 of the job descriptions or 43.1 percent.  There were 31 
(47.7 percent) of the job descriptions adequate in this area with only six (9.2 percent) rated strong.   The 
auditors rated non-curriculum related jobs as adequate in this area.  This means that one third of the 
curriculum related jobs were deficit in the linkage to curriculum.

• Chain of Command was adequate for 54 (83.1 percent) of the job descriptions.  Seven job descriptions 
(10.8 percent) had more than one supervisor listed. There was no particular trend of duplicate 
supervisor; however, three of these were special education jobs descriptions.  Four job descriptions had 
no supervisor listed.  The superintendent job description indicated that position reported to the board 
of education.

• Auditors found job responsibilities to have the most adequate and strong ratings with 25 job descriptions 
were rated as strong (38.5 percent), and 37 were rated as adequate (56.9 percent).  Only three job 
descriptions were rated inadequate. 

• Job descriptions had board approval dates ranging from 2002 to 2016.  Thirty-one (31) job descriptions 
(47.7 percent) had no date listed for the job description. Twelve (12), or 18.5 percent, were developed 
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between 2014 and 2016.  From 2010-2013, 12 (18.5 percent) were developed, and from 2002-2009, 10 
(15.4 percent) were developed. 

Interviews with staff members confirm that there were no procedures to systematically update job descriptions 
and keep them aligned with the table of organization. When new positions were advertised, a job posting was 
developed. The job posting listed the name, the salary ranking, a few qualifications related to certifications, 
degrees, or licenses, and major job responsibilities. There was a complete inventory list of job descriptions 
in the human resources office; however, when auditors reviewed it and compared it to the job descriptions 
available, they found 30 job titles listed for which no job descriptions were available.  Furthermore, there was 
no identified procedure for updating job descriptions to match job changes or linkage through the evaluation 
process. Alignment between job descriptions, day-to-day operations, and the table of organization was 
inconsistent or missing entirely.

Many job descriptions were generic lists of duties.  Neither the table of organization nor written job descriptions 
provide for some functions critical to the effective design and delivery of the written, taught, and tested 
curriculum.    Examples of these missing functions included the following:

• No person(s) had specific responsibilities to serve as the coordinator and clearinghouse for planning 
(see Finding 1.3).

• No person(s) had specific responsibilities to serve as the coordinator and clearinghouse for staff 
development (see Finding 3.2).

• No person(s) had specific responsibilities to serves as the coordinator and evaluator of programs or 
program interventions (see Findings 4.3 and 5.3).

• No person(s) had specific responsibility to ensure that all grants are aligned to mission and system 
objectives and to evaluate them against intended outcomes.

• The district employed a person who had specific responsibility to serve as the coordinator for assessment, 
data, and program evaluation (see Finding 4.1). However, the job description did not match the day-to-
day activities shared during the interview.

• Data management did have a central person to help individual schools or the system interpret data.  
While data access was found to be expanding in the district, including the schools,  a systematic 
database for educational decision making was not evident.  Overall, no PreK-12 system was in place 
to ensure the collection and use of data for program design, delivery, and evaluation (see Finding 4.1).
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Auditors reviewed job descriptions of administrative or coordinator level responsibility for curriculum in the 
district.  Exhibit 1.2.5 displays a summary of positions with these responsibilities.

Exhibit 1.2.5

District Positions with Curriculum Responsibilities
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Job Title Curriculum Responsibilities 
Academic Coach • Ensures that the school’s curriculum is viable by supporting the development of content 

knowledge and instructional strategies that support the performance standards and curriculum 
design. 

• Provides professional learning on how to meet rigorous standards, focus on teaching and perform 
critical reflection.

• Provides professional learning on using assessments to analyze student work and how to write 
effective feedback to support students.

• Designs ongoing, site-based, job embedded professional development where teachers support 
each other’s professional growth, focus on the school’s unique goals and needs, and move the 
school improvement plan forward.

• Provides team and classroom support to ensure that collaboration produces shared understandings 
and thoughtful development of professional practice.

• Builds internal school capacity by conducting professional learning sessions in identified areas 
supporting rigor, relevance, and relationships in a standards-based environment; by modeling 
best practices in a classroom environment; by collaborating with teachers during the planning 
process; by engaging in reflective dialogue with teachers and administrators; and by contributing 
feedback to the overall effectiveness of the teaching and learning process.

Assessment, 
Data and 
Program 
Evaluation 
Coordinator

• Coordinates and organizes all testing activities of the district, including national and state 
assessments as well as local common assessments.

• Has a working knowledge of all state assessment programs and their accountability implications.
• Conducts training sessions for professional staff administering assessments.
• Reports student performance assessment data to campus personnel.
• Disaggregates, interprets, and applies assessment data to support achievement of district and 

campus goals for student performance.
• Provides staff development activities that incorporate the use of assessment data to examine 

curriculum and instruction program effectiveness.
Assistant 
Principal

• Supports the special education program and special education teachers as appropriate with 
instructional strategies, classroom management, assessment and behavioral interventions.

• Coordinates the Response to Interventions (RTI) process at the school.
• Evaluates teachers’ job performance.
• Coordinates the standardized testing program and district assessments.
• Orders supplies, textbooks and equipment; conducts inventories; maintains appropriate records; 

and reviews receipts.
Assistant 
Superintendent 
for 
Administrative 
Services

• Provides vision and leadership in developing and maintaining the best possible administrative 
programs to support student learning. This includes programs, policies, operations and 
procedures related to: Facilities and Construction, School Nutrition, Student Services, 
Transportation, Administrative Technology, Instructional Technology, emergency preparedness 
and system athletics.

Assistant 
Superintendent 
for Curriculum 
and Instruction

• Provides vision and leadership in developing and maintaining the best possible educational 
programs to enhance student learning; including programs, policies, operations and procedures 
related to curriculum and instruction. 

• Provides leadership and supervision of programs and personnel assigned to meet the 
instructional needs of students. 

• Works collaboratively with families, the community, agencies, and businesses to form viable 
partnerships for the achievement of students.
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Exhibit 1.2.5 (continued)
District Positions with Curriculum Responsibilities

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Title Curriculum Responsibilities 
Counselor • Helps to support student emotional, social, and educational needs.

• Confers with administrators and faculty on the matter of student behavior.
• Serves as PBIS Coach—coaches team by conducting monthly meetings and assists in 

coordination and implementation of PBIS celebrations.
• Serves as RTI Behavior Specialist by conducting meetings for RTI behavior students and 

implements interventions for behavior students.
• Compiles progress monitoring for behavior students.
• Serves as RTI Academic Support by attending RTI academic meetings and conducting meetings 

in the Assistant Principal’s absence.
• Serves as Testing Coordinator by assisting the Assistant Principal with all responsibilities of 

testing; including, but not limited to benchmark testing, STEEP and CRCT.
Director 
of Human 
Resources

• Ensures that Professional Standards Commission rules and regulations are implemented and 
documented.

• Supports all departments/schools in meeting goals defined by the school system.
• Coordinates the development and update of employee handbooks.
• Coordinates the annual evaluation procedure for all employees.

Director of 
Pre-K-12 
Curriculum and 
Instruction

• Organizes, coordinates, implements, and evaluates the total curriculum and instruction program 
prekindergarten through grade 12.

• Puts particular emphasis on the articulation of programs between elementary schools and 
secondary schools.

• Initiates prekindergarten through grade 12 leadership for curriculum planning, development, and 
implementation.

• Administers, coordinates and supervises the instructional program in all schools, by cooperatively 
working with the principal and faculty of each building.

• Assists in the development of the annual budget by preparing cooperatively with the principals 
and faculty the curriculum and instruction portion of the budget.

• Approves the selection of instructional materials and textbooks through proper channels as a 
cooperative committee procedures at all levels.

• Keeps the curriculum and instruction programs up to date with particular emphasis on evaluating 
new developments in instruction. Develops and initiates evaluation procedures for all programs.

• Develops, by working cooperatively with appropriate committees,  curriculum guides and 
instructional brochures for the district.

• Keeps abreast of all new instructional materials and evaluates these materials in terms of their 
effectiveness as teaching aids in the educational program.

• Informs teachers of available instructional materials in the district.
• Coordinates the Summer School Program.
• Performs all other acts reasonable and necessary to accomplish his primary function.
• Plans, develops, and implements curriculum programs and services consistent with identified 

needs, which will result in continuous improvement of teaching and learning.
• Plans, organizes, and implements, with and through staff, district curriculum and instructional 

programs, which are articulated Pre K-12 and result in an alignment between what is being 
taught and what is being tested.

• Assists principals in analyzing individual school’s strengths and weaknesses regarding program 
implementation and student progress resulting in each school’s development of a plan to address 
determined priority needs.

• Monitors the efficacy of instructional interventions that support continuous and measurable 
improvements in student achievement.
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Exhibit 1.2.5 (continued)
District Positions with Curriculum Responsibilities

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Title Curriculum Responsibilities 
Director of 
Strategic Talent 
Management

• Identifies jobs that have strategic impact on the direction of the district and develops pools with 
the opportunity to fill these positions by way of progression planning and leadership branding.

• Leads the development and operation of talent management systems and processes for the 
recruitment and retention of highly effective teachers, leaders and support staff to include, but 
not limited to:

• Recruitment processes
• Job descriptions
• Job announcements and communications
• Interview questions and skills testing
• Scheduling and hosting job fairs
• Recruitment materials
• Identifying “A” level jobs with significant district impact
• Succession (progression) planning – specifically, “A” level jobs
• Job promotion
• Fully utilizing social media and employee engagement in the retention and recruitment strategy
• Developing a recruitment and leadership brand
• Provides leadership induction and coaching training for employee development ensuring a 

reliable organization
• Utilizes data to develop people strategies around GSCSS business goals, to adapt to changing 

business climates, measure recruiting and retention success and as predictive measures.
• Utilizes data to enhance succession (progression) planning whereby skills and abilities of current 

employees are identified and developed so that an open position can be mapped to internal 
candidates who are a close match.

• Ensures collaborative cross-functional relationships are in place to support successful 
implementation of talent management initiatives with critical partners, including institutions of 
higher learning.

• Develops and implements strategies, systems and training structures to build the capacity of 
teachers, school leaders and central office staff to effectively utilize performance data to drive 
human capital decision making.

• Oversees development and implementation of efforts to align all areas of talent management 
systems to evaluation tools.

• Manages relationships with GSCSS teacher and school leader preparation partners, including 
rollout of shared accountability metrics. Oversees internally-managed preparation programs for 
teachers and school leaders and introduces new programs to augment current pipelines.

Director of 
System/School 
Improvement

• Assists in the planning and implementation of Professional Learning.
• Assists with observation and evaluation of district new teachers and veteran teachers who need 

additional support. Works collaboratively with Human Resources in the induction program.
• Applies knowledge of current research and theory.
• Models effective teaching strategies and best practices for teachers who need additional support.
• Assists in meeting the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) federal and state mandates related to 

academic intervention
• Supports the development of system/school improvement plans.
• Monitors the system/school improvement process and system/school improvement plan goals.
• Assists in research and selection of scientifically research-based curriculum, classroom 

practices, and professional development that offer the greatest opportunity for improving student 
achievement.

• Models response to varied sources of data and changing instruction based on that data.
• Provides Professional Learning for CCGPS
• Guides implementing and monitoring the CCGPS within standards-based classrooms.
• Continuously assesses progress toward fully-operational high impact practices.
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Exhibit 1.2.5 (continued)
District Positions with Curriculum Responsibilities

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Title Curriculum Responsibilities 
District PBIS 
Coach

• Provides guidance to schools implementing PBIS by assisting with activities/plans, identifying 
training needs, coordinating and facilitating training, working with schools to prepare for 
training, linking school teams to supporting resources, and performing site visits.

• Works collaboratively with schools to analyze school data, monitoring schools’ completion of 
evaluation activities, and reviewing and presenting evaluation results to district leadership.

• Supports PBIS school-level coaches by facilitating monthly meetings, assisting new coaches, 
and serving as support between school coaches and district leadership team.

• Works with administrators and teachers to ensure continued implementation of PBIS and to 
develop a self-sustaining system for activities.

• Facilitates the District PBIS leadership team, communicating updates on progress and working 
with administrators.

• Promotes and enhances the visibility of PBIS within the District and community by delivering 
presentations/materials to school board members, administrators, community partners and other 
groups to educate and inform them of district outcomes.

• Assists schools in finding financial avenues for PBIS-related activities; seeks opportunities to 
obtain outside funding for PBIS-related activities through grants, community sponsors, etc.

ELA 
Coordinator

• Works with schools to observe and review their programs and to share the data with the Assistant 
Superintendent. Provides leadership in Reading/Language Arts. 

• Leads the development of Reading/Language Arts instructional programs, facilitating and 
developing staff development, supporting teachers, and evaluating employee performance.

• Coordinates the reading program and ensures the effective implementation of the Common Core 
Georgia Performance Standards. 

• Also develops, implements and monitors reading programs in the schools.
Federal 
Programs 
Director

• Coordinates the Title III program with all other aspects of student learning
• Ensures the school district meets all of the Title I requirements as outlined in the Title I 

Handbook.
• Performs program analysis of all federal programs by developing and using analysis and 

monitoring reports.
• Leads school district efforts in the formulation of the consolidated application and management 

of the consolidated application budget process.
• Supports school-based personnel in the area of federal program management and software 

programs utilization.
• Works with pupil services department to ensure homeless, neglected, delinquent, and at- risk 

children receive federal program support and transition services.
• Is responsible for the school system’s data retention program

GNETS 
Mainstay 
Academy 
Coordinator

• Promotes ongoing program and instructional improvement. 
• Promotes students’ social, emotional, behavioral and academic improvement through 

collaborative planning and implementation of GNETS services and individual student 
educational plans (IEPs). 

• Supports instructional and support staff through active supervision and professional learning.
Instructional 
Technology 
Coach

• Provides leadership and support in the use of technology in teaching and learning.
• Serves as an advocate for the effective integration of technology into the curriculum.
• Serves as a leader in professional development that links the use of technology to classroom 

applications and improved student achievement and teacher productivity.
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Exhibit 1.2.5 (continued)
District Positions with Curriculum Responsibilities

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Title Curriculum Responsibilities 
Math 
Curriculum 
Coordinator

• Works with schools to observe and review their programs and to share the data with the Assistant 
Superintendent. 

• Provides leadership in math. 
• Leads the development of math instructional programs, facilitating and developing staff 

development, supporting teachers, and evaluating employee performance.
• Coordinates the math program and ensures the effective implementation of the Common Core 

Georgia Performance Standards. 
• Also develops, implements and monitors math programs within the schools.

PreK 
Coordinator

• Utilizes Bright from the Start curriculum and guides the implementation, interpretation, and 
evaluation of instructional services for Pre-K program.

• Coordinates with site directors to maintain adequate and appropriate equipment and materials for 
each Pre-K classroom.

• Models effective teaching strategies and classroom management practices.
• Ensures that all Pre-K staff attend required training.
• Researches, analyzes data, and presents reports to the board to support decision making for 

school improvement.
Principal • Performs as the lead learner/instructional leader of his/her school, developing and improving the 

capacity of his/her staff.
• Supervises the work of the teachers in the school and confers with each teacher so as to improve 

the quality of teaching.
• Encourages individual responsibility and development of initiative on the part of all teachers.
• Directs and supervises all employees in the school and is responsible for the efficiency of all 

employees.
• Uses leadership, supervisory, and administrative skills to promote the educational development 

of each student.
Special 
Education Coach

• Provides instructional support to the special education department at the school level.
• Provides professional learning on instructional strategies to increase student achievement.

Special 
Education 
Director

• Develops and implements the Special Education Comprehensive Plan and provides expenditure 
control over the budget.

• Serves as the instructional resource leader in curriculum development, diagnostic assessment, 
instructional strategies and behavioral interventions.

Exhibit 1.2.5 shows that multiple persons have responsibility for professional development related to teacher 
growth.  Additionally, several persons have responsibility for assessment related to curriculum. Further, there 
is no clear decision-making responsibility clarified in the job descriptions for curriculum design, development, 
and implementation. Even a review of special education positions versus job descriptions reveals that multiple 
positions have similar responsibilities.  

The following quotes provide insight into the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s job descriptions and 
decision making:

• “I have never seen my job description in all the years I have been in the district.” (District Administrator)

• “There is a book of job descriptions in the human resources office.” (District Administrator)

• “We have found a few job descriptions that are not there.  Job descriptions are updated when jobs are 
posted.” (District Administrator)

• “We have been working on revising evaluations for classified jobs and so are working on job 
descriptions.” (District Administrator)  

• “We need to keep working on our job descriptions.  We must clarify our roles and expectations for each 
position to avoid overlap and inefficiency.” (District Administrator)



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 68

• “Lots of different people share responsibility for curriculum in our district.” (School Administrator)

• “There is no plan to revise the job description of the teacher.” (District Administrator)

• “There is now a standard template for job descriptions.  If a job description is old and it has not been 
posted for a while, it has not been updated.”  (District Administrator)

• “There is a posting for positions, but we do not review job descriptions.”  (School Administrator)

In summary, job descriptions are available in the district; however, the job descriptions are not in a standard 
format, are not updated, and are not utilized for position evaluations.

Position Evaluations

As part of the district infrastructure, auditors reviewed the process in Griffin-Spalding County School System for 
the evaluation of personnel and the linkage to curriculum.  Auditors reviewed board policies and administrative 
regulations, job descriptions, the Teacher and Leader Effectiveness System, as well as interviewed district staff, 
school staff, and parents.  

Board policies that address evaluations of district personnel include the following:

• Board Policy CEI:  Superintendent Evaluation directs that “At least once in any twelve-month period, 
the Board of Education, using an approved instrument and process agreed upon by the Board of 
Education and the Superintendent, evaluates the professional performance of the Superintendent.”  This 
policy further indicates the annual evaluation will be based on the superintendent’s local job description 
and will delineate any areas of perceived weakness perceived by the board and provide for professional 
development to strengthen those areas.

• Board Policy CGI:  Evaluation of Certified Leadership Personnel requires annual evaluation to be based 
on the individual’s local job description. This policy addresses the process for evaluation and subsequent 
staff development.  It stipulates, “The Board of Education carefully reviews the Superintendent’s 
implementation of the Board’s program of personnel evaluation and holds the Superintendent 
accountable for fair and equitable evaluation of all personnel in the district.  The Board of Education 
receives periodic reports from the Superintendent on personnel strengths and weaknesses.”

• Board Policy GAD:  Professional Learning Opportunities stipulates that professional learning planning 
be based on assessed needs as identified in “evaluation of teaching leadership, and service personnel 
who are employed in the school district.”   This policy further indicates Professional Learning Units are 
restricted to one of four areas, including “annual personnel evaluation.”

• Administrative Regulation GAD-R:  Staff Development Opportunities reinforces the policy that staff 
development opportunities should address professional needs and deficiencies identified through 
objective performance evaluations. 

• Board Policy GBI:  Evaluation states, “Teacher evaluation is an integral component in the process of 
improving teaching and learning.  An effective evaluation program results when teachers and evaluators 
are successful in using evaluations to reinforce effective practices and to improve teaching.”  This 
policy identifies the purposes of the annual performance evaluation as well as the persons who are the 
evaluators.  The policy stipulates, “Personnel who are required by the Georgia Board of Education 
(GBOE) to have a teaching or service certificate shall be evaluated using the State Board approved 
assessment instrument appropriate for the position.” Further, it states, “Personnel who are required by 
the GBOE to hold a leadership certificate, will be evaluated annually using the Georgia Leadership 
Evaluation Instrument.  System level administrators who are not required by the BGOE to hold a 
leadership certificate will be evaluated annually based on their job description.”

• Board Policy GAE:  Complaints and Grievances addresses the right of a certified employee to make 
a complaint related to “personnel evaluations, professional development plans, or job performance.”
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Annual performance evaluations of all school personnel are required under Georgia law O.C.GA. 20-02-0210 
as well as Rule 160-5-1.37.  The superintendent is required “to supervise and evaluate assistants as well as to 
plan and implement a personnel evaluation system that identifies the strengths and weaknesses of employees 
in the system and to oversee the planning and evaluation of the staff and development programs to address the 
weakness of employees in the system.”  

As part of Georgia’s Race to the Top grant, new systems for providing teachers and leaders with meaningful 
feedback and support opportunities have been developed.  These systems offer clear and precise indicators 
and resources to guide teachers and leaders to improved performance, which will positively impact student 
achievement.  In spring 2012, Race to the Top districts piloted the Teacher Keys and Leader Keys Effectiveness 
Systems.  The following year in 2012-13, all districts implemented TKES and LKES in their local systems.  

The Teacher Key Effectiveness System addresses 10 areas of performance, including professional knowledge, 
instructional planning, instructional strategies, differentiated instruction, assessment strategies, assessment uses, 
positive learning environment, academically challenging environment, professionalism, and communication.  
The Leader Keys Effectiveness System addresses eight areas, including instructional leadership, school climate, 
planning and assessment, organizational management, human resources management, teacher/staff evaluation, 
professionalism, and communication and community relations. 

The Teacher Key Effectiveness System addresses ten areas of performance including professional knowledge, 
instructional planning, instructional strategies, differentiated instruction, assessment strategies, assessment uses, 
positive learning environment, academically challenging environment, professionalism, and communication.   
Exhibit 1.2.4 defines each standard and provides the rubrics for the summative evaluation for each standard.  A 
definition of exemplary, proficient, needs development and ineffective is given for each rubric. 

Exhibit 1.2.6

Georgia Department of Education  
Teacher Keys Effectiveness System  

Standards and Summative Assessment Rubric
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015-16

Standard Exemplary Proficient Needs Development Ineffective
Standard 1:  
Professional 
Knowledge 
The teacher 
demonstrates an 
understanding of the 
curriculum, subject 
content, pedagogical 
knowledge, and the 
needs of students by 
providing relevant 
learning experiences. 

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

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

The teacher 
inconsistently 
demonstrates 
understanding of 
curriculum, subject 
content, pedagogical 
knowledge, and 
student needs, or lacks 
fluidity in using the 
knowledge in practice

The teacher 
inadequately 
demonstrates 
understanding of 
curriculum, subject 
content, pedagogical 
knowledge and 
student needs, or does 
not use the knowledge 
in practice.

Standard 2:  
Instructional Planning
The teacher plans using 
state and local school 
district curricula and 
standards, effective 
strategies, resources, 
and data to address the 
differentiated needs of 
all students.

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

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

The teacher 
inconsistently uses 
state and local school 
district curricula 
and standards, or 
inconsistently uses 
effective strategies, 
resources, or data in 
planning to meet the 
needs of all students.

The teacher does 
not plan, or plans 
without adequately 
using state and local 
district curricula and 
standards, or without 
effective strategies, 
resources, or data to 
meet the needs of all 
students.
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Exhibit 1.2.6 (continued)
Georgia Department of Education  
Teacher Keys Effectiveness System  

Standards and Summative Assessment Rubric
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015-16
Standard Exemplary Proficient Needs Development Ineffective
Standard Three:  
Instructional 
Strategies
The teacher promotes 
student learning by 
using research-based 
instructional strategies 
relevant to the content 
area to engage students 
in active learning and to 
facilitate the students’ 
acquisition of key 
knowledge and skills.

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

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

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

The teacher does 
not use research-
based instructional 
strategies, nor are the 
instructional strategies 
relevant to the content 
area. The strategies do 
not engage students 
in active learning or 
acquisition of key 
skills.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The teacher 
inconsistently 
chooses a variety of 
diagnostic, formative, 
and summative 
assessment strategies 
or the instruments 
are some -times not 
appropriate for the 
content or student 
population.

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

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

The teacher continually 
demonstrates expertise 
in using data to 
measure student 
progress and leads 
others in the effective 
use of data to inform 
instructional decisions.

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

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

The teacher does 
not gather, analyze, 
or use relevant data 
to measure student 
progress, to inform 
instructional content 
and delivery methods, 
or to provide feedback 
in a constructive or 
timely manner.
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Exhibit 1.2.6 (continued)
Georgia Department of Education  
Teacher Keys Effectiveness System  

Standards and Summative Assessment Rubric
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015-16
Standard Exemplary Proficient Needs Development Ineffective
Standard Seven:  
Positive Learning 
Environment
The teacher provides a 
well-managed, safe, and 
orderly environment 
that is conducive to 
learning and encourages 
respect for all.

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

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

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

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

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

The teacher continually 
creates an academic 
learning environment 
where students are 
encouraged to set 
challenging learning 
goals and tackle 
challenging materials

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

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

The teacher does not 
provide a student-
centered, academic 
environment in which 
teaching and learning 
occur at high levels, 
or where students are 
self-directed learners.

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

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

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

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

The teacher shows 
a disregard toward 
professional ethics 
or the school’s 
mission or rarely 
takes advantage of 
professional growth 
opportunities.

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

The teacher continually 
uses communication 
techniques in a 
variety of situations 
to proactively 
inform, network, 
arid collaborate 
with stakeholders 
to enhance student 
learning. 

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

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

The teacher 
inadequately 
communicates with 
students, parents or 
guardians, district and 
school personnel, or 
other stakeholders by 
poorly acknowledging 
concerns, responding 
to inquiries, or 
encouraging 
involvement.

Data Source:  Georgia Department of Education Teacher Keys Effectiveness System Summative Assessment and TKES Handbook 713 
Teacher Keys
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The district provided auditors a summary of teacher and leader evaluations using the TKES system.  Results for 
the Teacher Keys Effectiveness System are shown in Exhibit 1.2.7.

Exhibit 1.2.7

Teacher Keys Effectiveness System Results
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-15

Standards and Ratings
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1-Professional Knowledge 0 0% 7 1% 535 82% 111 17% 653
2-Instructional Planning 2 0% 25 4% 575 88% 51 8% 653
3-Instructional Strategies 0 0% 25 4% 534 82% 93 14% 652
4-Differentiated Instruction 2 0% 48 7% 577 88% 25 4% 652
5-Assessment Strategies 0 0% 14 2% 621 95% 18 3% 653
6-Assessment Uses 1 0% 19 3% 621 95% 12 2% 653
7-Positive Learning Environment 0 0% 23 4% 539 83% 89 14% 651
8-Academically Challenging Environment 1 0% 45 7% 564 86% 44 7% 654
9-Professionalism 1 0% 10 2% 530 81% 113 17% 654
10-Communication 0 0% 10 2% 579 89% 65 10% 654

As can be seen from the data in Exhibit 1.2.7:

• There were 653 teachers evaluated on standards 1, 2, 5 and 6.  

• There were 652 teachers evaluated on standards 3 and 4.

• There were 654 teachers evaluated on standards 8, 9 and 10.

• There were 651 teachers evaluated on standard 7. 

• Of the 653 teachers evaluated on standard 5 (assessment strategies) and standard 6 (assessment uses), 
95 percent were rated as proficient.

• In the “needs development” area, the highest percentages went to differentiated instruction and 
academically challenging environment. 

• Seventeen (17) percent of teachers were identified as exemplary in standard one (professional 
knowledge) and standard 9 (professionalism). 

Auditors visited many classrooms in the schools and found that differentiated instruction and academically 
challenging environments were needed in a majority of the classrooms (see Finding 3.3).

Auditors reviewed the comments sections of a random sampling of the TKES system. Specific comments noted 
on the actual evaluation instruments included the following:

• “Uses small group instruction to meet the needs of individual students.”

• “Areas of growth:  Develop critical thinking skills by asking questions at higher DOK levels.”

• “Administrator will continue to monitor teacher’s assessment data progress in Performance Matters.”

• “Look for’s:  student’s adequate progress on targets that are taught and remediated within a ten-day 
window.”
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• “We reviewed the TKES process and it was shared that she has a better understanding of TKES this 
year.”

• “A strength for her is positive learning environment and a growth area is Academically Challenging.”

• “This teacher has made adequate progress on professional goals.”

• “Administrator will continue to monitor teacher’s assessment data progress.”

• “Teacher should continue to work on providing research based best practices and inquiry earning in the 
area of science.”

• “Teacher will work to improve his SLDS usage to improve differentiation and to find varied levels of 
questioning for his students.”

District also provided a summary of leader evaluations using the Leader Keys Effectiveness System.  These data 
are shown in Exhibit 1.2.8.

Exhibit 1.2.8

Leader Keys Effectiveness System Results
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-15
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As can be noted from Exhibit 1.2.8:

• Forty-eight (48) administrators were evaluated using eight standards and fours levels of performance.

• The highest level of performance for administrators in GSCSS are in standards 1 and 2, (instructional 
leadership and school climate).

• Human resource management and teacher/staff evaluation received the highest percentages of ratings 
for administrators at level three.

• The highest percentages of level two ratings were in teacher/staff evaluation and communication and 
community relations.

The Griffin-Spalding County School Systems utilizes the state performance evaluation system for both teachers 
and leaders.  The performance standards identified in the evaluation system are not identified on the job 
descriptions (see Finding 1.2).  Minimal comments are noted on the TKES and/or the LKES.  The linkage 
between professional learning opportunities and the TKES and LKES is not currently aligned, although the 
district states they wish to be (see Finding 3.2).
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Summary

The Griffin-Spalding County School System’s organizational structure, associated job descriptions, and related 
decision-making processes are missing important key functions and do not include all of the principles of sound 
management as identified in Exhibit 1.2.4. Alignment between job descriptions, day-to-day operations, and the 
table of organization is inconsistent or missing entirely.  Consequently, the table of organization is inadequate 
to provide for sound curriculum and instructional management of the organization. The job descriptions 
are partially adequate, but require additional work to align them with curriculum and responsibilities. Key 
designations were missing such as decision making for curriculum, assessment, and evaluation. Griffin-Spalding 
County School System utilizes the Teacher and Leader Keys Effectiveness Evaluation Systems provided by the 
Georgia Department of Education.  This system is comprised of a series of competencies that are not currently 
aligned with job descriptions and professional learning.  The ratings provided to the auditors for the teacher 
effectiveness and leader effectiveness were not consistent with the findings in standards three and four of this 
audit regarding district performance in meeting the needs of all students and high performance of students (see 
Findings 3.1, 3.3, and 4.3). Overall, the clarity needed for sound decision making regarding curriculum in the 
district is not adequate.

Finding 1.3:  Evidence of planning is found in the Griffin-Spalding County School System; however, the 
district lacks a systematic, cohesive planning process at this time. Planning efforts across the district and 
schools are loosely connected, but not monitored for results. The district and school improvement plans 
are inadequate to promote change.

The needs of society and students are continually evolving.  A characteristic of an effective school district is the 
ability to consistently engage in long- and short-range planning focused on the attainment of agreed-upon goals 
and priorities.  The planning function in a school system serves to chart the course for progress.  Structured 
planning establishes the vision and mission for all district efforts and affords the district an opportunity to assess 
and reassess its beliefs, values, commitments, and resources in terms of its vision and mission.  

District planning is a process by which district officers describe their vision of the district’s future and develop 
the necessary procedures and operations to achieve that future.  Embedded in this planning is the ability to 
modify and adjust direction based upon student needs, new legislation, or changes in the community as district 
officers identify, prioritize, and respond to the continually evolving needs of those the district serves.  The 
planning process assists a district to anticipate emerging needs, develop a framework for systemic action toward 
the attainment of organizational goals, and strategically focus activities that create the desired future.  Such 
planning provides clear direction and serves to sustain focus over time while also guiding growth and strategic 
focus in an atmosphere of change.

To determine the status of planning in the Griffin-Spalding County School System, the auditors reviewed 
various district and site plans, board policies, and other documents provided by district personnel.  Interviews 
were conducted with board members, administrators, teachers, and community members regarding the status 
and impact of planning in the district.

The auditors found evidence of planning in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.  Several plans 
were produced as evidence, including the District Improvement Plan 2009-2015; the District Improvement 
Plan Summary 2009-2015;Daring to Do Better by 2015; the District Strategic Plan 2016-2021(draft);  the 
Griffin-Spalding County Comprehensive Local Education Improvement Plan 2015;  the 2015 Title III District 
Improvement Plan;  Consolidated Application,Title III Part A, ESOL,2016; Local Facilities Plan for Spalding 
County School System ending 2019, Technology Inventory 2015-16, Budget Planning FY 16; the District 
Technology Plan 2013-2016, and two sets of school improvement plans (SIP) for all schools, as well as some 
individual plans such as the school assessment plans and Title I School-wide Plans.  Auditors reviewed all 
plans and determined a planning process was in place in the district that required current plans to focus on the 
district’s mission, vision, and goals.  Because of the variety of plans and a lack of clarity or focus as well as 
no office in charge of planning, the current plans did not provide congruence and sufficient alignment to meet 
district goals.  Further, the current plans were not connected so that district personnel work, committed to meet 
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common goals.  The quality of all current plans failed to be sufficient to promote change in the Griffin-Spalding 
County School System. 

Auditors reviewed local board policy and administrative regulations for direction regarding planning. Several 
local policies made reference to a plan or planning function as shown in Exhibit 1.3.1:

Exhibit 1.3.1

Board Policies and Administrative Regulations Related to Planning
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Policy/Regulation Planning context
Board Policy AD:  School Attendance 
Areas

Requires a school attendance planning committee

Administrative Regulation BB-R(1): 
Internal Organization

The purpose of this administrative regulation is to schedule periodic 
meetings between the superintendent and the leadership staff on a regular 
basis. During these planned meetings, the superintendent and staff share 
information of interest; information pertinent to enhancing student 
achievement; information related to staff performance; as well as any other 
information needed for the planning and management of schools and the 
school system.

Board Exhibit BBFA-E (1):  School 
Council Code of Ethics, Bylaws and 
Guidelines

Directs that school councils provide advice and recommendations to the 
school principal and the local board of education and superintendent 
regarding school improvement plans.

Board Policy BH:  Board Code of 
Ethics

Domain II focuses on Strategic Planning. A board member is to participate 
in all planning activities to develop the vision and goals of the board and 
the school system.

Board Policy CN:  Records Retention Requires a records retention plan.
Administrative Regulation EER-1:  
Food Services Management

References a health care plan and a meal modification plan.

Board Policy EEE: Wellness Discusses the implications of a local wellness plan. 
Board Policy GAD:  Professional 
Learning Opportunities

Professional learning is defined as learning opportunities that are aligned 
with the approved Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP) of a 
school or a school system.

The Griffin-Spalding County School system shall adhere to state guidelines 
and requirements for the following:
• Preparation, implementation and evaluation of a Comprehensive 

System of Improvement Plan (CSIP).
Board Policy GI:  Professional Lay 
Offs

Requires the district to plan for personnel layoffs via a RIF plan.

Administrative Regulation 
IDDD-R(2):  Gifted Student 
Programs-Gifted Program 
Continuation Plan

Describes the manner in which students enrolled in the gifted program 
should be reassessed for continuation in the program. This regulation 
references an intervention plan for the students. 

Board Policy IEDA:  Unscheduled 
Break Time

Addresses the need for students to have behavior plans, 504 plans, and/or 
individual education plans to address discipline or academic concerns.

Board Policy IGB: Student Support 
Teams

Provides guidance for child study teams to develop an intervention plan for 
students who are not successful.

Board Policy IH:  Meal Modification 
Plan

Addresses the process for students who require meal modification for 
medical purposes.
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Exhibit 1.3.1 (continued)
Board Policies and Administrative Regulations Related to Planning

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Policy/Regulation Planning context
Board Policy IHE:  Promotion and 
Retention

Requires that “a plan for accelerated, differentiated, or additional 
instruction must be developed for each student who does not achieve grade 
level performance in grades 3, 5, or 8 on the state-mandated assessment 
specified in section (a) above whether the student is retained or promoted 
for the subsequent year.”

Board Policy JBC:  School 
Admissions

References a rezoning plan for attendance zones.

Board Policy JBCC (1):  Homeless 
Students

Discusses meeting the needs of homeless students as a part of the District 
Title I Plan.

Board Policy JCDA:  Student 
Behavior Code

References two types of plans for students whose behavior does not follow 
the code:  a Chronic Discipline Plan and a Behavior Correction Plan.

Administrative Regulation LEBA-R 
(I):  Parent Involvement in Education

References the Title I Plan for required parent involvement including an 
advisory committee.

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.3.1, there is an expectation of planning in these 18 policies for the school 
district; however, none of the policies or regulations provide specific guidance for the planning process or focus 
for a cohesive district plan. 

In order to understand how the Griffin-Spalding County School System carries out the planning process, a 
number of documents were reviewed.  Exhibit 1.3.2 displays the documents examined.

Exhibit 1.3.2

Planning Documents
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Document Date
Griffin-Spalding Strategic Improvement Plan 2009-2015
Assessment Plans for 18 schools:
• Anne Street Elementary
• Atkinson Elementary 
• AZ Kelsey Academy 
• Beaverbrook Elementary 
• Carver Road Middle
• Cowan Road Middle
• Cowan Road Elementary
• Crescent Road Elementary
• Futral Road Elementary
• Griffin High School
• Jackson Road Elementary
• Jordan Hill Road Elementary
• Kennedy Road Middle
• Moore Elementary
• Moreland Road Elementary
• Orrs Elementary
• Rehoboth Road Middle
• Spalding High School

2015
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Exhibit 1.3.2 (continued)
Planning Documents

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Document Date
Boosting Student Performance and Closing the Achievement Gap:  A 
Strategic Plan for the Griffin-Spalding County School System

March 2010

Title I School Wide/School Improvement Plans for 2015-16 :
• Anne Street Elementary
• Atkinson Elementary 
• AZ Kelsey Academy 
• Beaverbrook Elementary 
• Carver Road Middle
• Cowan Road Middle
• Cowan Road Elementary
• Crescent Road Elementary
• Futral Road Elementary
• Griffin High School
• Jackson Road Elementary
• Jordan Hill Road Elementary
• Kennedy Road Middle
• Moore Elementary
• Moreland Road Elementary
• Orrs Elementary
• Rehoboth Road Middle
• Spalding High School

2015-16

Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategy Map 2009-2015
Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategy Map 2016-2021
SWSS-IE Application Power Point 10/6/2015
School Improvement Plans:
• Anne Street Elementary
• Atkinson Elementary 
• AZ Kelsey Academy 
• Beaverbrook Elementary 
• Carver Road Middle
• Cowan Road Middle
• Cowan Road Elementary
• Crescent Road Elementary
• Futral Road Elementary
• Griffin High School
• Jackson Road Elementary
• Jordan Hill Road Elementary
• Kennedy Road Middle
• Moore Elementary
• Moreland Road Elementary
• Orrs Elementary
• Rehoboth Road Middle
• Spalding High School

2009-2015

Griffin-Spalding District Strategic Improvement Plan—DRAFT 2016-2021
Griffin-Spalding County School System Three-Year Technology Plan 2013-2016
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Exhibit 1.3.2 (continued)
Planning Documents

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Document Date
Consolidated Application 2016 Title II Part A 2016
Local Facilities Plan Spalding County School System 2014-2019
Technology Inventory 2015-16
Budget Plan FY16 2015-16
Documents provided by district staff on Google Drive

In addition to the documents listed in Exhibit 1.3.2, auditors also reviewed grant applications, accreditation 
reports, and district memorandum.  In addition, interviews were conducted with central office staff, building 
level administrators, and teachers.

Overall, from a review of the documents listed in Exhibit 1.3.2, auditors found that planning is occurring 
in the Griffin-Spalding County School System. The past year has been a focus year as the district changed 
superintendents.  The district started a new strategic plan process last July by bringing community stakeholders 
together with district staff and the Board of Education.  As a result of the two-day retreat, a draft of identified 
goals was released.  To date, the action steps for accomplishing the goals are still in process.  Auditors were 
given a copy of proposals for the actions.  As a result, current planning is outdated until the new strategic plan 
is completed for driving the district through 2021. Alignment to the 2016-2021 Strategic Plan was not possible 
as it was incomplete and had not been disseminated or shared with the schools.  Therefore, auditors reviewed 
the planning process for the documents aligned to the 2009-2015 District Improvement Plan.

Moore Elementary 3rd grade student waiting to present her science social studies poster project

Three levels of analysis were used in this finding.  The first level of analysis dealt with the district planning 
process as a whole.  This analysis looked at the planning function within the district and how it was carried out 
at various levels within the system.  The second level of analysis looked at The District Improvement Plan 2009-
2015.  The third level of analysis focused on an analysis of the School Improvement Plans (SIP) for 2014-15.

Level One:  Quality of Planning Design and Delivery—Current planning efforts in the district are 
inadequate to achieve the vision of planning.

To determine the quality of district planning, the auditors ask four essential questions:  

• Is there planning?

• What is the quality of the planning?

• Is there any action as a result of the planning?
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• Is the action getting results?

Overall, the auditors found documented evidence of planning.  Board policy and administrative regulations 
cited earlier loosely provided for the expectation of planning at the district level as well as the school level. 
Auditors reviewed the Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategic Plan 2016 -2021 as well as the District 
Improvement Plan 2009-2015. The strategic plan (aka District Improvement Plan) is being revised and developed 
at the current time.  This plan will utilize findings from this audit as part of the strategic initiative. The District 
Improvement Plan 2009-2015 was the one focused on the five improvement areas, which the school plans 
aligned to.  There was a document presented entitled Technology Plan 2013-2016 and a five-year facility plan.  
A folder labeled School Assessment Plans contained a list of scheduled assessments by grade level and titles 
of assessment for the current year. The district prepared a document labeled Assessment Plan containing a list 
outlining all the standardized assessment dates for the year. There were individual school improvement plans 
for 2009-2015 for all of the schools. Auditors reviewed the website, which provided the mission and vision for 
the district. The auditors reviewed over 65 documents identified as plans in the district. 

With respect to the first question, the auditors found that within Griffin-Spalding County School System there 
was evidence of long-term planning in 2009 as the district had embarked on a district improvement initiative 
focused on five areas represented on a GSCSS Strategy Map. This past year, the district initiated a strategic 
planning initiative and identified four strategic areas represented on the GSCSS Strategy Map for 2016. This 
initiative is still being developed, and the schools have only been informed of the four key areas, with no 
opportunity to match their school plans to the district plan.  Thus, the Strategy Map for 2016 was recognized, 
but most schools were still operating on the 2009-2015 Strategy Map.  

To determine the quality of the district’s planning, the auditors used eight characteristics of quality planning 
for both design and delivery.  This analysis approached the planning functions across the district, at the central 
office level, across content areas, and at school sites.  In order for the auditors to rate the quality as adequate, 
at least six of the characteristics must receive an adequate rating. Exhibit 1.3.3 lists the audit characteristics for 
examining a school district’s planning effort and the auditors’ rating.

Exhibit 1.3.3

Auditors’ Rating of Characteristics of Quality Planning Design and Delivery
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

There is evidence that…
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Policy Expectations: The governing board has placed into policy the 

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

X

2. Vision/Direction: Leadership has implicit or explicit vision of the general 
direction in which the organization is going for improvement purposes. That 
vision emerges from having considered future changes in the organizational 
context.

X

3. Data-driven: Data influence the planning and system directions/initiatives. X
4. Budget Timing: Budget planning for change is done in concert with other 

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

5. Day-to-Day Decisions: Leadership makes day-to-day decisions regarding 
the implicit or explicit direction of the system and facilitates movement 
toward the planned direction.

X

6. Emergent/Fluid Planning: Leadership is able to adjust discrepancies 
between current status and desired status, facilitates movement toward the 
desired status, and is fluid in planning efforts (emergent in nature).

X
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Exhibit 1.3.3 (continued)
Auditors’ Rating of Characteristics of Quality Planning Design and Delivery

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

There is evidence that…
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
7. Deliberate Articulated Actions: Staff are involved in a purposeful way 

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

Partial*

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

Total 1 7
Percentage of Adequacy 12.5%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
©2013 CMSi

As can be noted from Exhibit 1.3.3 above, one of the eight characteristics is rated as adequate for a percentage of 
12.5 percent.  The other seven characteristics for quality planning design and delivery were rated as inadequate.  
Therefore the district does not meet the audit quality planning criteria.  The following provides more information 
on what the auditors found with respect to each of the characteristics above.

Characteristic 1:  Policy Expectations (Adequate)

The auditors found several policies and administrative procedures that address planning in the district (see 
Exhibit 1.3.1). The following local policies or administrative procedures provide more specific information 
regarding planning for the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

• Administrative Regulation BB-R (1):  Internal Organization requires periodic meetings between the 
superintendent and the leadership staff on a regular basis.  This regulation directs that during these 
planned meetings, the superintendent and staff will share information of interest, information pertinent 
to enhancing student achievement, information related to staff performance, as well as any other 
information needed for the planning and management of schools and the school system.

• Board Exhibit BBFA-E (1):  School Council Code of Ethics, Bylaws and Guidelines directs that school 
councils provide advice and recommendations to the school principal and the local board of education 
and superintendent regarding school improvement plans.

• Board Policy BH:  Board Code of Ethics references in Domain II a focus on strategic planning with 
requirements for board members to participate in such planning.

• Board Policy GAD:  Professional Learning Opportunities defines professional learning and requires 
the alignment of learning opportunities to the Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP) of the 
school or school system.

Auditors found all policy and regulations made reference to plans/planning .  The policy did not specifically 
address a district improvement plan or school improvement plan. There was no policy directing the district 
administrators and staff to plan for the future, although there is reference the board should do so.

Characteristic 2: Vision/Direction (Inadequate)

The auditors found no specific document, nor was one described during interviews, that describes how the 
district should approach the planning process. The district website, states “The vision of the Griffin-Spalding 
County School System is to be an agent of change, transforming our students into future-ready learners and 
contributing members of society.”    The Technology Plan 2013-2016 referenced the district vision and mission 
statements with the five strategic goals.  It then identified vision statements for technology for students, teachers, 
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parents, and community.  Interviews with administrators, board members, and school staff failed to produce 
consistent information about district direction. Most knew about the current strategic planning process and the 
Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategy Map, but had different concepts of the strategic direction. 
Each school had a vision/mission statement to accompany their school improvement plans.

Characteristic 3: Data-Driven (Inadequate)

The district has data stored in a district database. The Technology Department is assigned responsibilities 
for data analysis and coordination.  The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 included a data section with 
performance measures listed; however, no data were provided for the 2014-15 school year.  Each of the goal 
areas had activities with multiple evidences listed.  From interviews, auditors were told the process of planning 
includes using the state assessment data, the Criterion Referenced Curriculum Test (CRCT), the ACT, and 
other data sources such as learning targets, walkthrough, perception data, and Advanced Placement data.   
From interviews, the auditors found the schools are expected to use the data for their plans.  In the District 
Improvement Plan 2009-2015 there was a description of the data to be utilized; however, for the most part, 
the data were missing. Within the document, there were artifacts and evidences listed; however, these did not 
include evaluation tools.  

Even though the district has an information systems and technology office, this department does not generate 
reports for schools, unless specifically requested to do so.  Schools report that they are responsible for completing 
data analysis with their school leadership teams, but have data in several databases, which do not integrate to 
generate one report.  The data mentioned in the district plan document were partially identified as the same 
data utilized by the schools to drive instructional decision making.  The technology plan contains no data 
basis but rather provides a gap analysis from current status to desired status.  The federal grant plans contain 
demographics with minimal student achievement data. They are more compliance documents than plans.  

Thus, the district and school plans in the past utilized general data; however, efforts are underway to make data 
more prominent and more central in future planning and decision making in the district as they address student 
achievement.  Auditors determined that current use of data was inadequate and not utilized in Griffin-Spalding 
County School System as required by this characteristic for developing district plans and school improvement 
plans. 

Characteristic 4: Budget Timing (Partially Adequate)

There is no requirement in the local policy, administrative regulations, or other documents reviewed for the 
linkage of budgeting planning with district goals and focus (see Finding 1.1). 

• Board Policy DCC:  Budget Preparation Procedures provides that budget planning shall be an integral 
part of program planning so the budget may effectively express and implement all programs and 
activities of the Griffin-Spalding County School System.  It describes the budget planning process as a 
year-long process involving multiple persons.  The steps of the process are also outlined in this policy.

The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 and the school improvement plans do provide some financial 
resources for the activities; however, these are required in order to apply for the Title monies from the state. The 
Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategy Map for 2015 had a PowerPoint with a link to the strategic 
initiatives and some budgetary resources for each. The technology plan included budget funds and funding 
sources for each of the five strategic goal alignments. These budget funds were a projection of E-SPLOST funds 
and other local funds (see Finding 5.1).  The federal grants included requests for funds but were not linked to 
the district budget process.  Budget planning is a cross between traditional and program (see Finding 5.1) in 
Griffin-Spalding County School System with minimal linkage to plans developed within the district.   The 
auditors found the current planning and budget process were not aligned. 

Characteristic 5: Day-to-Day Decisions (Inadequate)

From interviews and documents reviewed, the auditors find that day-to-day decisions within the system and at 
schools are made independent of the district improvement plan document or school improvement plans. The 
plans are somewhat reflective of the activities implemented at schools and in the district; however, no individual 
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referenced plans as the process for day-to-day decision making.  There is a focus on the five strategic initiatives 
and these are referenced, but not in a manner that utilizes direct linkage for classroom and program decisions 
within the schools and district.  Board policy provided minimal direction for daily decisions (see Finding 1.1).  
Thus, specific policies or administrative procedures do not currently provide for direction on how district or 
school-based decisions are to be made and what the focus of alignment should be.   School staff did not identify 
the district plan, the technology plan, or any plan as the driving focus within schools for day-to-day decisions. 
Job descriptions of key district personnel contained few elements of planning (see Finding 1.2). 

Characteristic 6: Emergent/Fluid Planning (Inadequate)

The opportunity for emergent, fluid planning does not exist within the current planning process in the Griffin-
Spalding County School System.  At the school level, the school teams do not review and revise their plans 
when a review of data suggests the need for modifications. In some schools, auditors were informed of 
professional learning communities where staff met on a scheduled basis to review data and discuss implications 
for instruction. Through interviews and a review of some meeting minutes, auditors found that the professional 
learning communities’ discussions and deliberations were not linked to the school improvement plans but more 
centered on collaborative lesson planning or focused on the student data achievement facilitated in the building. 
At the district level, the District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 is not currently being monitored in terms of 
providing daily decision making at the school level or district level; however, auditors were able to review data 
on the state web link for the plan where the district listed some data for the action steps.  Interviews with district 
staff provided evidence of the goals being discussed and activities being shared; however, changes to the plans 
were not immediate.   In the past year, quarterly update reports did go to the local board of education regarding 
district initiatives; however, board minutes did not indicate changes connected to the goals.  From interviews, 
the auditors found a desire for data and planning, and a process is in place to connect initiatives within the 
district; however, it is still in infancy stages and has not penetrated the entire system to date. The process is not 
clearly outlined for the monitoring and the flexible change of the district strategic improvement plan and/or the 
school plans.

Auditors analyzed board minutes for two years and found reports that provided quarterly reviews of the board 
goals and approval for school improvement plans to be submitted. However, nothing was documented in terms 
of data as the presentations were in the form of PowerPoints. Board minutes did not reveal presentations by 
schools on the required school improvement plans. 

Characteristic 7: Deliberate Articulated Actions (Partially Adequate)

The flow of information in the district is disjointed.  Auditors found no board policy or administrative regulation 
providing guidance regarding a communication process.  Schools operate independently of each other as they 
develop plans, implement plans, and train staff. The school improvement plans did identify the same five focus 
goals as the district improvement plan.  The identified activities contained in the school plans and district plan 
were descriptive of current activities being implemented rather than a deliberate design of clearly articulated 
planned actions.

The technology plan outlines six strategies for integrating technology into instruction with additional strategies 
for teachers using technology in the classrooms; however, no procedure is in place to connect this plan to school 
implementation and department initiatives. With the hiring of two instructional resource technology specialists 
an effort is being made to integrate these initiatives with school initiatives. Interviews documented the desire 
for more coordination and communication within the district.

Characteristic 8:  Aligned Professional Development (Inadequate)

The Griffin-Spalding County School System improvement plan identified ongoing professional development 
programs for teachers as a key strategy.  In the district, there is no specific professional development plan 
(see Findings 1.3 and 3.2) but rather a listing of current available sessions. The schools and district have six 
days in which they can conduct district priority professional development; however, not all the PD is driven 
by the improvement plans, but sometimes by grants and other initiatives from individual schools.  From 
interviews, auditors determined that professional development is driven by school improvement plans and 
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through professional learning communities, but more often from purchasing additional personnel as facilitators, 
specialists, coaches, mentors, and lead teachers in the schools/district.  All plans reviewed addressed the 
need for staff training; however, the coordination and integration of this training is not currently coordinated 
at the district level (see Finding 3.2).  This leaves a plethora of staff development occurring without total 
alignment to district goals and school goals.  Teachers make decisions regarding what they attend based on the 
scheduled time of the PD. This leaves teacher professional development without focus.  Interviews revealed 
the professional development process was not a consistent process in the district and was determined through 
multiple venues, including the professional learning communities, different departments, different specialists/
facilitators, and the different initiatives within the district without coordination. Individual schools, likewise, 
included professional development in their plans.  Alignment of school and district professional development 
is not currently occurring in the district (see Finding 3.2) and is not connected to specific achievement data.  
Further, professional development is provided frequently in the district without follow-up and evaluation of 
the impact in the classroom on student achievement. Professional development decisions are made in isolation, 
with minimal linkage to data decisions.   

In interviews and surveys conducted by the auditors, comments were made concerning the types of planning in 
Griffin-Spalding County School System.  The following are sample comments:

• “Part of our strategic plan is to put policies in place.  Schools are doing so many different things, and it 
is hard to follow and govern.” (District Administrator)

• “We do a strategic plan every five years.  This was one of the first times I felt like the board had input.”  
(Board Member)

• “We have a new strategy map.  We are working on our new subset goals.”    (District Administrator)

• “Our new strategy map starts in July.  We are going to use it for 2016-17 budget and ask the schools to 
use it.” (District Administrator)

• “Our strategic plan process had involvement by all stakeholders.  It was the first time I had heard one 
of our central office administrators.” (Board Member)

In summary, there is evidence of planning in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.  Multiple plans are 
written and posted on the website.  The Griffin-Spalding County School System, at this time, does not have a 
centralized focus on planning. Current planning is still being accomplished in the district and the schools in 
isolation; multiple plans are developed at different times with a lack of connection to each other.  There is an 
emerging focus in the district with the 2016-2021 Strategic Plan to align emerging needs in the district with the 
schools.  

Level Two:  Quality of District-Wide Plan—District plan is inadequate to direct system change.

If the auditors find planning in the system, they then proceed to determine if there are plans, and, if so, examine 
these plan documents for certain change characteristics.

1. Is there a plan?

2. What is the quality of the plan?

3. Is the plan being used—is there action aligned to the plan?

4. Is the action of carrying out the plan getting the desired results?

The Boosting Student Performance and Closing the Achievement Gap:  A Strategic Plan for the Griffin-Spalding 
County School System 2009-2015 was used for this analysis.  Although this plan was written in March 2010, it 
is a five-year plan and is still referenced in the District Improvement Plan 2014-15. Overall, the plan was found 
to be inadequate to direct system change.



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 84

Exhibit 1.3.4 lists the characteristics of a quality planning document and the auditors’ assessment of adequacy.  
If six of the seven characteristics are rated as adequate, the audit criteria have been met.  

Exhibit 1.3.4

Auditors’ Rating of the Characteristics of District Plan Quality
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Characteristics 
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Reasonable and Clear:  The plan is reasonable; it has a feasible number 

of goals and objectives for the resources (financial, time, people) available.  
Moreover, the goals and objectives are clear and measurable.

Partial*

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

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

X

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

Partial*

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

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

X

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

X

Total 1 6
Percentage of Adequacy 14.3%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
©2013 CMSi

The following provides details regarding the ratings in Exhibit 1.3.4.

Characteristic 1:  Reasonable and Clear (Partially Adequate)

The board establishes the direction of the district through a listing of strategic direction goals. The Griffin-
Spalding County School System District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 (aka strategic plan) identified the 
following five priority goals. Each of these either had sub-goals or strategies and actions associated with them. 

• Strategic Goal 1—Student Achievement

• Strategic Goal 2—Student and Stakeholder Engagement

• Strategic Goal 3—Teacher Effectiveness

• Strategic Goal 4—Reliable Organization
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• Strategic Goal 5—Learning and Growth

After a review of the plan, interviews with district staff, reading board policy, and reviewing meeting agendas, 
the auditors deemed the Griffin-Spalding County School System Comprehensive Improvement Plan 2009-2015 
as not adequate in depth and comprehensiveness.  It identifies five goals and multiple strategies for district 
focus to direct student achievement; however, the goals are linked to specific achievement data for only one 
goal, are broad in nature, are not adequately broken down into action steps addressing student achievement, 
inclusive of district and school efforts, and fail to identify the specific accountability and monitoring necessary 
for implementation.  Exhibit 1.3.5 displays information regarding the relationship of the performance objectives 
and strategies to the district goals.

Exhibit 1.3.5

Summary of Goals, Performance Strategies, and Activities  
District Strategic Directions

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Goal Number of 
Strategies

Number of 
Activities

Funded/
Unfunded

Person 
Responsible Timeline Evaluation

Goal 1
Objective 1 4 12 4/4 4/4 Year Evidence
Objective 2 4 6 0/4 3/4 Year Evidence
Objective 3 4 6 0/4 2/4 3/4 Evidence

Goal 2
Objective 1 4 6 4/4 3/4 Yearly Evidence
Objective 2 2 7 2/2 2/2 Yearly Evidence
Objective 3 6 12 3/6 6/6 Yearly Evidence

Goal 3

Objective 1 3 6 0/3 0/3 Yearly 1 M
Evidence

Objective 2 4 5 2/4 1/4 M M
Objective 3 1 5 1/1 M Yearly Evidence

Goal 4
Objective 1 10 26 3/10 8/10 Multi-years Evidence

Objective 2 4 7 1/4 4/4 Ongoing 1 M
Evidence

Objective 3 4 5 3/4 4/4 Yearly Evidence
Objective 4 3 9 1/3 3/3 Ongoing Evidence

Goal 5
Objective 1 4 15 2/4 4/4 Ongoing Evidence

Objective 2 8 20 3/8 6/8 2M
Yearly

2M
Evidence

Objective 3 6 12 0/6 6/6 Multi-years & 
Annual Evidence

Total 71 159 29/71 56/70
Key:  M = Missing
Data source:  Strategic Plan 2009-2015 Document
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As shown in Exhibit 1.3.5, the following is noted:

• The district plan has 70 strategies for five goals.

• The district plan has 159 additional activities incorporated into the 70 strategies. 

• The strategic plan has funding sources for 29/71 strategies for 41 percent funding or 59 percent unfunded.

• The strategic plan has one person identified for 56 of the 70 strategies for 80 percent.

• Timelines were listed as yearly or multi-year for 68 of the strategies.  Four strategies had no timeline 
listed.

• Evaluation was listed as evidence without specific data identified.

The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 is the district document identified as providing focus for the district 
when the school improvement plans are being developed.  The document contained five goals with 70 strategies, 
which were not fully integrated to each other, nor are they all measurable.  The plan failed to identify key 
contacts for each of the strategic initiatives. Many times the plan identified multiple persons for each strategy.  
The plan did identify either schools and/or departments for 56 of the strategies for 80 percent. Evidences were 
listed for the evaluation, which did not include specific data. The auditors determined that Griffin-Spalding 
County School System District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 was partially reasonable in the number of goals 
with accompanying strategies and activities; however, without the alignment of funding, key persons, and 
evaluation, the plan is considered inadequate. 

Characteristic 2:  Emergent and Fluid (Partially Adequate)

The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 is divided into the five goal areas with 71 separate strategies and 159 
activities for implementation.  All departments were not included in the plan.   The culture of independence in 
school and department planning hinders emergent thinking and trend analysis. All types of evidence are listed 
independent of each other, and trends are not a part of the data analysis in any document. As evidence, the 
strategic plan references mostly survey, attendance, brochures, individual articulation, personal explanations, 
and news releases. Teacher and administrator evaluation data, staff development data, program and intervention 
data were not used as the basis for the plan, nor was there an analysis of the district trends relative to the plan. 
There was mention of some data to be analyzed for the objectives, but no data were listed. 

From interviews, school staff were aware of the strategic plan’s five goals as they had participated in the parent, 
community, and school input sessions, but they had not received specific direction regarding the activities.  
During interviews, school administrators stated that they were aware of the need to develop school improvement 
plans in alignment with the district plan based on information obtained during the superintendent leadership 
meetings.  

The strategic plan document is focused on addressing immediate and future issues, but is not specific enough 
to guide impact for student achievement and coordinated implementation of the strategies in the district. The 
lack of data in the document to address current practices in professional development, program and intervention 
strategies, hiring, and budgeting creates a lack of alignment to the issues of professional development and 
implementation of programs.  The plan failed to identify sources of evidence to be collected as the strategic 
plan is implemented and monitored.   

Further, past practice in the district allowed the schools to operate independently in making decisions about 
school planning, professional development, instructional programs, and practices within the schools.  As a 
result, there is inconsistency between schools and central office, and among schools regarding curriculum and 
professional development (see Findings 2.1, 3.1, and 3.2), especially when attempting to merge all thinking 
into a focused, articulated direction.  Past efforts were not well-coordinated and communicated as the district 
leadership determined the focus without alignment to school plans. The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 
(strategic plan) does not serve as a driving force to unite the district and the schools toward specific goals and is 
not responsive to current initiatives and student needs; however, it did serve as an initial starting point.
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Characteristic 3:  Change Strategies (Adequate)

From interviews, school visits, and a review of documents, auditors found that the change strategy most 
commonly identified is that of professional development.  Additional strategies include  providing district 
common assessments three times a year; giving nine and 18 week benchmark assessments; conducting walk 
throughs; utilizing mock writing tests; implementing intervention programs such as Read 180, Math 180, 
System 44, Accelerated Reader and Math; providing Study Island and credit recovery; initiating student and 
staff recognitions; establishing advisory councils for parents and students; auditing the school partnerships; 
establishing learning targets for the four content areas; implementing Positive Behavior Supports and Georgia 
Pyramids of Intervention; identifying and mapping core processes for departments; conducting internal financial 
audits of schools and departments; conducting new teacher and leader orientations; piloting the implementation 
of the Teacher Effectiveness System (KEYS) as an evaluation tool; developing a transparent and clearly 
articulated budget process;  and developing recruitment strategies for hiring more effective district staff.  Of the 
16 objectives with the 71 strategies, 10 of the objectives referenced training or professional learning. 

The focus of the professional development in the strategic plan is the development of teachers to be able to address 
student achievement and to make more effective instructional decisions. The training for the administrators 
is intended to improve and develop more effective leadership in the buildings.  Currently, schools develop 
and design many professional development offerings (see Finding 3.2).  Multiple professional development 
offerings are offered annually in the district without specific connection to student achievement data. A review 
of all professional development offerings revealed no specific focus within the district (see Finding 3.2).  The 
district administrators lean on this change strategy to impact student achievement.  Evaluation of professional 
development as a change strategy is not focused in the district (see Finding 3.2).  Additional change strategies 
are not currently in place in the district, although the emphasis on data being used for instructional decision 
making is an emphasis. District staff during interviews expressed a desire to focus future professional learning.

Characteristic 4:  Deployment Strategies (Partially Adequate)

The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 (strategic plan) identifies strategies with activities for each of 
the goals.  The document was written in a chart format listing the objectives, with key persons responsible, 
involvement of department or schools, timelines, costs, and evaluation in terms of artifacts or evidence. There 
was no evidence the strategic plan translated into a day-to-day document, although it provided focus for many 
district trainings and activities.  The lack of specificity contributed to the document’s lack of action strategies.  
The plan contained general areas of strategies, but there were no timelines or resources identified for the 
activities. In fact, the action steps were in a separate document from the overall strategic plan.  The Strategic 
Plan is listed as a five-year plan starting with 2009; however, there is no indication in the document of which 
activities would occur during which year of the five-year cycle.  Goals and strategies were separate and were 
presented in a manner that failed to provide direction or sequence for strategic change.  The overall goals and 
strategies did address multiple areas of the system. 

All of these actions occur outside the classroom, and, thus, outside of specific student instruction.  The specific 
development and deployment of strategies were not strategic.  Some strategies and activities address benchmarks 
and assessment as well as core content targets identified without specific alignment to classrooms; however, 
the process is general rather than specific.  The goals and objectives listed a general connection to schools and 
departments.   While the actions listed are noteworthy, the linkage to student achievement is general rather than 
specific. 

The actual deployment of strategies for classroom implementation with direct impact on student achievement 
is not present in the district plan.

Characteristic 5:  Integration of Goals and Actions (Inadequate)

The five goals, 16 objectives, 71 strategies, and 159 actions were not connected for tight linkage among all 
departments and staff in the district.  To date, there is no uniform template for all department plans and no 
systemic process developed and communicated to accomplish alignment.  The auditors were informed that 
departments and schools are aware of the need to link goals and strategies through a template, but the process 
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for doing so has not been defined.  The district has undergone several organizational changes assigning new 
personnel in specific positions such as content coordinators and specialists.  The technology department 
develops and administers technology in the district, both administratively and instructionally, without planned  
linkage to the curriculum department. From interviews, auditors found the technology plan was aligned with 
the 2009-2015 strategic plan; however, it was developed for 2013-2016, which exceeds the plan for alignment.   
School leaders did not identify the strategic plan as driving professional development and initiatives within 
their schools, as they utilized their individual school improvement plans for such.  They did indicate the school 
plans were aligned with the district plan in terms of the strategic goals. Schools have initiatives underway that 
are not congruent with the strategies, and there is evidence of district strategies not being congruent with school 
initiatives.  The strategic plan is broad in context and, at this time, while there is support for the strategic plan, 
the school activities are not aligned and linked other than in the broadest sense to impact student achievement.   
Any communication about strategic activities comes from district personnel.  

Although the five strategic goals of the District Plan are utilized in other plans, such as the technology plan and the 
school improvement plans, the strategies and activities are not well aligned.  There is a lack of interdependence 
in the listing of activities for each of the strategies listed in the plan and from goal to goal.

Characteristic 6:  Evaluation (Inadequate)

The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 identifies evaluation as one of the components of the strategic plan; 
however, the artifacts and evidences listed are very general, non-specific to actually measuring the initiatives, 
and are not connected to each of the activities listed in the separate document.  Artifacts listed include meeting 
minutes, anecdotal notes, training materials, agendas, numbers of students who move performance bands 
on assessment data, observations of maps being used, increased writing scores, usage reports, contact logs, 
attendance reports, number of visits, copies of newsletters, updated agreements, board of education agendas and 
minutes, and number of walk throughs.  Evidences listed in the document included principals, teachers, parents, 
and students being able to articulate the specific initiative, stakeholders describing the experiences, students 
describing a program, etc.  While it is obvious the district desires the collection and use of data for monitoring 
the implementation, the process and instruments for doing so are general and non-specific to measure the 
outcomes. Further, auditors were not provided with any data suggesting monitoring of the plan for the past four 
years. A review of school board minutes revealed there were quarterly updates reported as a part of the consent 
agenda, but these were not provided to the auditors. Again, the auditors found some data on the district plan on 
the Department of  Education website, but it was difficult to determine the linkages.

Characteristic 7:  Monitoring (Inadequate)

For each goal and objective, initiatives and activities were identified; for the majority of the objectives (76 
percent) a person or persons were identified for the implementation.  For the 159 activities, no such identification 
occurred.   For the majority of the strategies, artifacts or evidences were identified for the evaluation component. 
There is no mention of a timeline for monitoring any of the specific activities or strategies.  There is no 
provision for reports, the process for monitoring, or identification of who collects the metrics and in what 
format.   During interviews, auditors were told that persons responsible for implementing reported on the 
progress of the objective.  However, a data report was not required, as the reporting was usually oral and shared 
with leadership. There is no evidence that evaluation impacts any future decisions.  Likewise, this process does 
not include specific responsibilities for key stakeholders in the monitoring process. The desire for monitoring 
plans, especially as they relate to programs, has been expressed by district leadership; however, there are no 
requirements through board policy or administrative procedure to require the monitoring of plans.  

During interviews, auditors received comments regarding the District Improvement Plan 2009-2015.  The 
following are illustrative of the comments:

• “The Strategic Plan 2009-2015 is the one we just finished.  We had a strategy map for it.”  (District 
Administrator)

• “We have a new strategy map for our Strategic Plan 2016-2021.” (District Administrator)
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• “We are still working on the new subset goals.  Our procedurals manual will assist us with that.” 
(District Administrator)

• “We have addressed technology in our new strategic plan.”   (District Administrator)

• “Not all board members are on committees to develop the subset goals.”  (Board Member)

In summary, Griffin-Spalding County School System had a five-year strategic plan for 2009–2015 and is in 
the process of drafting one for 2016-2021.  The initial plan process started in 2009 with the superintendent 
facilitating the process of developing the plan with the board, community, and district and school staff, assisted 
by the school boards’ and administrators’ associations.  The document was adopted by the school board for 
implementation to start in 2009.  The district has continued to develop district improvement plans and school 
improvement plans annually as required for Title I and other federal and state fund requirements. The purpose of 
these plans is to align state and federal resources with the district and school initiatives for school improvement 
related to student achievement. The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 (strategic plan) continues to be 
referenced by these documents as they follow the five strategic goals. Different leaders in the district and 
schools have brought specific activities and strategies to the district, which are not necessarily aligned with the 
strategic plan.  Thus, The Griffin-Spalding County School System Continuous Improvement Plan 2009-2015 
is inadequate in terms of reasonableness, emergent trends, change strategies, integration of plans, evaluation, 
and monitoring.  

Level Three: Characteristics of Department and School Improvement Plan Quality for Design, 
Deployment, and Delivery.

This level of analysis focuses on tracing the connectivity, monitoring, and evaluation of planning efforts from 
the Griffin-Spalding County School System Improvement Plan 2009-2015 (aka Strategic Plan) to school 
improvement plans.  For the planning process to have maximum impact, there needs to be a tight line of control 
that provides the necessary structure throughout the district planning efforts and still allows for creativity and 
flexibility at all levels.  When properly structured, this planning system reduces slack within the system.  Slack 
occurs when connections among divisions, departments, and schools are not clearly defined.  It is essential 
that functions related to curriculum management, professional development, program evaluation, and school 
strategic plans be guided by board policy and adhere to administrative regulations that provide the backbone 
for these operations.  These connections are especially important when a district is experiencing student 
achievement gaps with inadequate annual yearly progress and changes in administrative roles.  Persons assuming 
new responsibilities within the system should be able to consult board policy and regulations for guidance in 
how the planning functions of the system relate to a specific job responsibility and gain an understanding of the 
parameters within which they should operate.

School strategic planning is a rational approach to dealing with problems that require attention over an extended 
period to prepare for anticipated events and for limiting the negative impact of an uncertain future.  A sound 
school strategic plan, representing the best judgment of stakeholders, provides the necessary blueprint for 
applying campus and district resources to programs designed to attain or maintain high student achievement. 
When such planning is not conducted, goals may not be attained and resources may be wasted on inappropriate 
and ineffective programs.  Meanwhile, the staff must conduct day-to-day operations without adequate direction.  

To assess the quality of school plans, the audit team examined the Griffin-Spalding County School System 
Improvement Plan 2009-2015, all school improvement plans, and interviewed principals, central office staff, 
and other representative staff.  Auditors found no board policy guiding school strategic planning; however, there 
was board policy indicating the need for such. 

• Administrative Regulation BB-R (1):  Internal Organization requires periodic meetings between the 
superintendent and the leadership staff on a regular basis.  This regulation directs that during these 
planned meetings, the superintendent and staff will share information of interest; information pertinent 
to enhancing student achievement; and information related to staff performance, as well as any other 
information needed for the planning and management of schools and the school system.
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• Board Exhibit BBFA-E (1):  School Council Code of Ethics, Bylaws and Guidelines directs that school 
councils provide advice and recommendations to the school principal and the local board of education 
and superintendent regarding school improvement plans.

• Board Policy GAD:  Professional Learning Opportunities defines professional learning and requires 
the alignment of learning opportunities to the Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP) of the 
school or school system.

The approach used for auditing the district plan was the same used for auditing the individual school strategic 
plans.  

To assess the quality of school planning, auditors examined each of the school improvement plans provided 
to the auditors. The auditors analyzed these plans using the district planning criteria.  In order for a plan to be 
rated adequate, it has to meet six of the eight criteria in the exhibit.  Using these criteria, auditors determined 
that none of the plans was adequate.   Exhibit 1.3.6 presents the auditors’ ratings for the school plans across all 
characteristics. 

Exhibit 1.3.6

Auditors’ Ratings of Characteristics of Plan Integration
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Characteristics
Auditors’ Rating

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

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

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

X

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

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

Partial*

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

Partial*

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

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

X

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

X

Total 1 7
Percentage of Adequacy 12.5%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
©2013 CMSi
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As can be noted, only one of the eight characteristics was rated as adequate (12.5 percent).  Two were rated 
partially adequate and five inadequate (87.5 percent).  Therefore, the school improvement plans failed to meet 
the quality plan criteria.  

The following is an explanation of the ratings found in Exhibit 1.3.6.

Characteristic 1:  Congruence and Connectivity (Adequate)

All the school improvement plans reviewed followed the same format as the district improvement plan, which 
included key strands, initiatives, timelines, costs, resources, persons responsible, department/group, and 
evaluation, including artifacts and evidence. The district provides a template for the school plans and requires 
the use of the five strategic goals for alignment.  Thus, each school lists their own strategies under each of the 
five strategic goals of the district plan.  This ensures alignment with the district goals. Interview comments 
regarding the congruence and connectivity of the school plans follow:

• “The school improvement plans are presented to cabinet. They are not presented to the board or 
approved by the board.”  (District Administrator)

• “We are providing the schools with a template for their plans.”  (District Administrator)

• “They provide us with a series of questions, the District Strategy Map, and a template to complete our 
plans.”   (School Administrator)

• “We are given the non-negotiables that have to be in our school plans for goals.”  (School Administrator)

Characteristic 2:  Reasonable and Clear (Inadequate)

School improvement plans have a number of initiatives listed under the five strategic district goals and 16 
objectives.  The number of initiatives range from a low of 21 to a high of 50. For each campus, at least one 
initiative is listed under each objective with many campuses listing more than one initiative.  One campus did 
not list any initiatives for district goal 4:  Reliable Organization.    The initiatives were not all written in action 
terms. An example of this is:  #6  reading/math computer programs; #2 Parent Liaison;  #1 After School and 
Saturday School remediation; #1 Ipads/Ipad minis, Interwrite Boards, Document Cameras, Netbooks; #1 copier 
rental; #2 repairs and maintenance; #3 instructional materials for students; #4 media supplies;  etc.  Thus, not 
all the initiatives were clearly written in school plans. Considering the district has 71 initiatives that impact 
schools with 159 activities, the number of clear and feasible initiatives is significant for the district and school.  
This leads to isolation and lack of focus in the district.  The clear connection to the classroom and student 
achievement is not clear, and interviews with teachers indicated many initiatives with minimal focus. Many of 
the initiatives do have evidences or artifacts listed.  

Interventions are stated followed by actions that will be used to accomplish that particular intervention.  The 
schools identified multiple action steps, which appear to be simply lists without thought to implementation.  
They are too many to possibly accomplish with any focused approach. The essence of a plan is that it identifies 
what will happen, when it will happen, who will do the work, and what resources will be used.  The individual 
schools all used the common format provided by the district identical to the district plan for the development 
of their plans. As a group, these plans do not identify these elements in sufficient detail to be useful as guides.  
There is no specific budget information other than Title I and state funds. No other federal funds are noted such 
as IDEA-B, Title II, Title III, or local fund dollars with specific amounts to be expended.  For several actions, 
there are no funds identified to implement and support the personnel and programs.  For persons responsible, a 
person’s name with no position listed or a generic listing such as administration, leadership team, instructional 
coaches, curriculum design team, classroom teacher was given.  Multiple persons were listed for many tasks, 
thus not truly indicating responsibility for monitoring.  Listings are unclear as to who is accountable for the 
implementation of the action.  The broad and general nature of the action steps in the plans does not meet the 
criteria of reasonableness.  Thus, none of the plans met this criteria..  



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 92

Characteristic 3:  Emergent and Fluid (Inadequate)

The planning process at the district and school levels is supposed to connect to multiple types of data, including 
emergent demographic trends and cultural trends.  The school district strategic planning process in Griffin-
Spalding County School System listed titles of data to be considered for each objective but failed to list the 
actual data.  The school improvement plans provided a current year target percent or score; however, the school 
data listed were not consistent as some data scores were from 2012-13 and some from 2013-14. The school plans 
were written based on prior year’s data, and the collection of evidence or artifacts did not provide for fluidity 
of initiative changes throughout the year.  Schools are required to write comprehensive school improvement 
plans that follow the district’s five strategic goals.  Goal one and the first three objectives of the district plan and 
school plans addressed student achievement.   The actions listed are very general to the entire student population 
with minimal reference to specific groups of students. Hence, minimal individualization to schools and school 
cultures, populations, and academic trends are reflected in format or action statements.  In reality, most of the 
schools did not identify a major cultural population or trend group; thus, the concept of emergent trends is lost.  
This characteristic was not met.

Characteristic 4:  Change Strategies (Partially Adequate)

Each school improvement plan reviewed mentions change strategies/actions such as implementation of specific 
software programs or  curriculum materials, administration of benchmarks or CCRs, after school programs, 
professional development of staff, increasing number of teachers with endorsements, hiring a literacy coach, 
TKES walk throughs and observations, implementing student remediation programs, using PBIS program, 
creating safe learning environments, using academic coaches, analyzing RTI data, developing recognition 
programs for students, increasing usage of technology applications, surveying students and parents for 
information, using mentors, integrating science and social studies into literacy, utilizing professional learning 
communities, using formative instructional practices, and using learning labs.    

Campuses have added multiple layers of instructional personnel through campus dollars and Title I; however, 
future planning must be given for sustainability of these positions within the annual school budget.  Schools 
provide actions with explanations of instructional programs to assist in interventions with general evidence 
that could be used by the school to improve student achievement. However, instructional programs have 
been purchased with minimal evidence of alignment to district or campus-to-campus goals. The technology 
department purchased audio enhancement equipment for each classroom without this need being identified in 
any school plan.  Insufficient detail is provided to outline how trainings will be incorporated into actions or 
the linkage of this training to implementation and evaluation.  Likewise, the trainings are general toward core 
content/leadership teams/instructional staff as opposed to focusing the training strategically for those in need.  
Thus, even though some the strategies are identifiable as definite change strategies, change will only occur if 
there is a linkage made to specific classrooms, teachers, and students.  Further, the plans do not address how 
data will be used in the evaluation.  Plans are general in terms of detail and description of actions necessary 
to achieve improved student achievement.  The commitment to change strategies within the school plans is 
missing.  Interview comments regarding the change strategies of the school plans follow:

• “In the past, the school plans were just submitted.  Now we have them answer questions regarding their 
actions.”  (District Administrator)

• “The school improvement plans must include anything they need for money to pull off what they want 
to do.”  (District Administrator)

Characteristic 5: Deployment Strategies (Partially Adequate)

The school plans list action steps for deployment.  Strategies included as implementing professional development 
sessions, professional development available to all personnel, establishing professional learning communities 
and setting frequent meetings, attending workshops, attending conferences, students participating in intervention 
programs, participation in writing instruction, utilizing Read 180 and Math 180, training teachers in district 
software and having it used in lessons, purchasing and utilizing instructional technology, using  iREAD and 
other programs to assess, purchasing  reading materials such as leveled readers, purchasing math manipulatives, 
and providing remediation at all grade levels.  None of the plans detail specific strategies for classrooms to 
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implement on a consistent basis with data collection for evaluation.  Even though the schools do list some 
ideas, instructional materials, and ways to provide professional development, plans should be specific as to 
deployment strategies for implementation the plans as well as assignment of specific persons to the action steps. 

Characteristic 6:  Integration of Goals and Actions (Inadequate)

School improvement plans were written to align with the five district goals and 16 objectives.  However, this 
is where the alignment ends as the campuses each wrote multiple strategies to address the objectives.  A few 
strategies were similar in terms of providing professional development to staff; however, most schools wrote 
the plans to continue interventions and programs in their schools or to implement new ones they identified.  
Activities are globally written, diverse, and not aligned to support the district’s strategic improvement strategies.  
An analysis of improvement actions contained within school improvement plans revealed a large number of 
improvement actions across a multitude of categories of initiatives, which were not consistently aligned with 
district improvement actions.  Exhibit 1.3.7 displays the numbers of goals, objectives, and actions. 

Exhibit 1.3.7

Number of School Actions  
For 2009-2015 District Strategic Goals and Objectives

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

District Goals and Objectives
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Goal 1:  Student Achievement
Objective 1:  Increase Content 
mastery 4 6 2 6 3 8 1 9 2 5 9 1 5 3 2 5 6 5 3 81

Objective 2: Increase Post School 
Readiness 4 7 3 3 4 3 2 4 2 3 1 2 3 1 4 4 1 4 4 55

Objective 3:  Increase HS 
Readiness/Grad Rate 4 4 3 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 5 2 5 3 2 6 1 3 2 48

Goal 2:  Student and Stakeholder Engagement
Object 1: Partner with Students 4 2 2 3 2 3 1 5 2 5 2 1 3 3 2 2 1 4 2 45
Object 2:  Partner with Parents 2 4 1 2 1 5 1 2 2 3 3 1 3 1 3 2 1 2 1 38
Object 3: Partner with Community 6 1 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 1 1 2 2 3 2 1 1 2 35

Goal 3:  Teacher Effectiveness
Object 1:  Be Part of PLC 3 3 5 4 3 3 1 3 2 2 4 1 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 49
Object 2:  Know Technology 4 3 1 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 30
Object 3:  Lead a Standards-based 
Classroom 1 1 2 2 1 4 1 3 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 2 2 3 1 31

Goal 4:  Reliable Organization
Object 1:  Manage Core Process 
and Projects 10 1 2 3 1 1 1 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 1 1 0 2 1 26

Object 2: Manage Finances and 
Personnel 4 1 1 2 1 6 1 2 2 3 0 2 2 2 2 3 0 2 2 34

Object 3: Manage Perceptions 4 1 2 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 0 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 1 29
Object 4:  Maintain Safe Secure 
Learn Environment 3 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 2 0 2 1 6 2 3 1 2 1 35
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Exhibit 1.3.7 (continued)
Number of School Actions  

For 2009-2015 District Strategic Goals and Objectives
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

District Goals and Objectives
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Goal 5:  Learning and Growth
Obj 1:  Recruit and Retain the 
Right People 4 4 1 4 2 3 2 3 2 7 2 3 3 3 2 2 1 1 2 47

Obj 2:  Learn GSCSS Values and 
Culture 8 1 1 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 0 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 26

Obj 3:  Grow from Evaluations 6 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 28
71 42 30 44 32 50 22 48 33 44 33 22 38 39 34 40 21 36 29 637

From Exhibit 1.3.7, it can be noted:

• A total of 708 strategies are listed for the five district strategic goals.

• There are 184 school strategies for District Strategic Goal One.

• There are 118 school strategies for District Strategic Goal Two.

• There are 110 school strategies for District Strategic Goal Three.

• There are 124 school strategies for District Strategic Goal Four.

• There are 101 school strategies for District Strategic Goal Five.

• The number of school initiatives ranged from 21 to 50.

A total of 708 actions, with more than 101 school strategies over five goals, does not provide a clear, unifying 
district-wide focus for improvement efforts.  Planning is fragmented and there is no congruity across the system, 
making it out of control.

Characteristic 7:  Evaluation and Implementation Plan (Inadequate)

Most of the plans include a method by which evidence could be collected to measure the action steps listed.  
The evidence identified by most all of the plans include items such as:  attendance reports, sign in sheets, 
benchmark data, contact logs, observations, agendas and minutes from meetings, Title 1 software reports, 
paperwork documentation, student work, teachers explanation of best practices, teachers can articulate research 
strategies, students articulate how teachers differentiate in classes, surveys, lesson plans, master schedules, data 
disaggregation, EOCT data, Performance Matters data, and classroom quizzes.  Timelines for implementation 
and evaluation of the actions are the same on the majority of school plans: August-June. Some plans had one 
month listed such as May 2014 or August 2015.  Not all the plans included evaluation evidence or timelines.   
Title I monies are used to financially support the actions of Title I schools. However, when reviewing program 
evaluations, there is no evidence of Title I programs being evaluated.  There is no written plan to evaluate 
whether the actions have been met, only of evidence provided that the activities have been implemented.  There 
is no reference in the plans of how this evidence will evaluate or change the plan.  There is no indication the 
plans will be reviewed or revised.  Interview comments regarding the evaluation and implementation of the 
school plans follow:

• “We do ask them to list the evidences for their action steps.”  (District Administrator)

• “We do not currently measure to see if they collect their evidences.”  (District Administrator)
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Characteristic 8:  Monitoring (Inadequate)

Many of the school plans provide a person(s) required for each initiative, but the manner in which the names 
are provided is in a general list as opposed to specific to an activity. For many of the action steps, a position 
is named, usually the principal, department chair, counselor, academic coach, or district level administrator; 
others provide a name of the person in the position.  For most of the initiatives multiple persons are named, 
leaving the question of who is in charge. There is minimal evidence of how the means of evaluation connects to 
monitoring the action steps.  There is nothing in the plans that indicate monitoring, but the evaluation column 
is entitled “Evaluation of Implementation of Strategies and Impact on Student Learning.” The column indicates 
that monitoring is expected, but a systematic process is not evident.  None of the plans provide for a systematic 
report. 

In summary, there is minimal board policy addressing school improvement plans to provide specific guidance 
and expectation.  The specific guidance provided on the school improvement plan template was not incorporated 
into administrative procedures.  The district requires the use of a district provided format in order to require 
schools to develop plans that address the district goals and objectives. School improvement plans are aligned 
with the district 2009-2015 goals; however, strategies, data, and school focus were not aligned to accomplish 
the district initiative.

Overall Summary

The Griffin-Spalding County School System demonstrates how it values the planning process by the multiple 
plans evident in the district.  There are lots of plans including the District Improvement Plan 2009-2015, a 2016-
2021 District Strategic Plan Concept Map (draft), a Technology Plan 2013-2016; all school improvement plans, 
school assessment plans, federal grant plans such as Title I, IDEA, and Gifted Talented Program, and various 
other plans such as a facilities plan. The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 is not specific enough to provide 
guidance for future planning in the district at this time.  There are minimal board policies and administrative 
procedures that guide the planning process and provide for continuity over time as roles change and new 
personnel are hired.  Much of the planning effort was implicit rather than explicit.  While there was a written 
district plan and school improvement plans, these plans fail to provide for linkage to other important functions 
not included in the planning efforts, such as technology, professional learning, curriculum development and 
evaluation and assessment.  Planning for curriculum management, professional development assessment, and 
program evaluation operates without the benefit of board policy or guidance.  The lack of policy, administrative 
procedures, concrete plans, and ongoing communication creates slack within the system and impedes a tight 
connection from the board to the central office to building administrators to classroom teachers. As the district 
moves forward with plans to complete the draft Strategic Plan for 2016-2021, policy should lend guidance to 
the difference between strategic planning and improvement planning.
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STANDARD 2: The School District Has Established Clear and Valid Objectives 
for Students.
A school system meeting this audit standard has established a clear, valid, and measurable set of pupil standards 
for learning and has set the objectives into a workable framework for their attainment.

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

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

Common indicators the PDK-CMSi auditors expected to find are:

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

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

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

• Evidence of comprehensive, detailed, short- and long-range curriculum management planning;

• Knowledge, local validation, and use of current best practices and emerging curriculum trends;

• Written curriculum that addresses both current and future needs of students;

• Major programmatic initiatives designed to be cohesive;

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

• A framework that exists for systemic curricular change.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

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

Board policies, job descriptions, and various system documents provide limited direction for curriculum 
management functions.  However, the Griffin-Spalding County School System lacks a comprehensive written 
curriculum management plan to provide formal direction for the design, delivery, deployment, and revision of 
the system curriculum.

Board policies lack sufficient content and direction to guide development of roles and responsibilities for 
monitoring and managing curriculum delivery.  Policies lack sufficient direction regarding curriculum content 
to state and national standards.  District job descriptions also lack sufficient direction to clearly communicate 
system expectations and responsibilities for managing the district’s overall curriculum.

The auditors found that, overall, the system’s written curriculum documents did not meet audit criteria for the 
scope of the written curriculum.  Scope for core courses district-wide was 58 percent.  Only 50 percent of the 
high school courses had written guidance documents.  At the elementary level 86 percent of core courses had 
written documents, and at the middle school level, 55.5 percent.  The scope for non-core courses was 67 percent 
for the district, with the middle school having the most written documents for non-core content.  After reviewing 
all curriculum documents provided, the auditors found the scope of the written curriculum inadequate to direct 
instruction across all subject areas and courses in Griffin-Spalding County School System.  The auditors found 
that the quality of the system’s written curriculum guides was inadequate to provide minimum direction to 
teachers on how to teach important curricular objectives aligned with assessment.  Further, auditors found that 
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the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s curriculum guidance documents contained a variety of problems 
in internal consistency across curricular areas.  These problems included a lack of common format, content, 
congruent approach to assessment, inclusion of instructional strategies, and the delineation of the type of 
resources used. 

While online written curriculum guides do exist for some core content areas of English language arts, 
mathematics, science, and social studies through the combination of Griffin-Spalding County School System 
guides and curriculum frameworks from the Georgia Department of Education, the overall quality of the online 
curriculum documents is inadequate to guide teaching. The online curriculum guides have varying formats and 
are at different stages of development. 

 A further analysis was conducted in the areas of English language arts and mathematics to determine internal 
consistency complexity. When the content, context, and cognition of resources, assessments, and instructional 
strategies were compared to the instructional and performance objectives, alignment of internal consistency 
was, overall, partially adequate at best. Auditors also analyzed the congruence of two programs used in the 
Griffin-Spalding County School System with Georgia state standards and criteria mandated by the state and 
system.  Overall, congruence of the programs to state standards and criteria was inadequate.

Finding 2.1:  The Griffin-Spalding County School System lacks a comprehensive curriculum management 
plan and documented process to direct and implement the design, delivery, revision and evaluation of 
curriculum consistently across the school district.  Current designated roles and responsibilities contribute 
to the lack of clarity.

A school district with a strong curriculum management system has a written plan that outlines and guides the 
design and delivery of curriculum.  The plan directs various stages of development and reviews and assigns 
responsibility for design and delivery among district and school staff members.  It provides the process for 
curriculum development, adoption, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and revision for all courses of 
study.  A comprehensive curriculum management plan outlines a clear directional focus for curriculum that 
aligns with district goals.  To be comprehensive, the plan needs to be based on a framework that includes state 
and national standards, incorporates monitoring and professional development to improve curriculum-related 
performance of the staff, and provides for equal access to the curriculum for all students.  A comprehensive 
curriculum management plan is designed to function with other major plans, the district textbook adoption 
cycle, the professional development plan, and the budgeting process.  This provides for a systematic process for 
the design, delivery, and evaluation of curriculum that is thoughtfully designed, articulated vertically for a clear 
progression of learning Pre-K-12, and horizontally coordinated within grade levels across schools.

The audit expects that specific aspects of responsibility for curriculum management are explicit, clarified, and 
monitored.  The audit expects that specific responsibilities lie at the district level and should be tightly held, 
while other curriculum delivery functions can be loosely held.  Exhibit 2.1.1 illustrates this delineation.  Such 
delineation is essential to balance the consistency and quality of student learning while supporting flexibility 
and autonomy at schools to meet unique needs.  When there is lack of clarity for such aspects of curriculum 
management, it is likely that there will be inconsistencies across schools within the district, contributing to 
inadequate preparation of students for external assessments.
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Exhibit 2.1.1

Tightly Held vs. Loosely Held Curriculum Management Functions and Components

District Level
Tightly-held 

(Non-negotiable)

School/Classroom Level
Loosely-held

(Within the Boundaries of the Tightly-held but 
Negotiable by School/Teacher) 

Ends
(Curriculum and Aligned Assessments)

Means
(Instruction and Programs)

• Mission 
• Goals 
• Standards 
• Priorities 
• Curriculum—Outcomes/Student 

Expectations/Objectives 
• Assessment—Aligned to curriculum, 

criterion-based, benchmark, formative, and 
diagnostic 

• Differentiation of when which students 
get which standards/outcomes/student 
expectations/objectives 

• Processes, procedures 
• Instructional strategies 
• Resources, textbooks, media, technology 

Programs (e.g., AVID, specific commercial 
programs, etc.) 

• Groupings 
• Staffing 
• Teacher-based assessments for diagnostic 

purposes and immediate feedback to teacher 
and students

Exhibit 2.1.1 shows curriculum management functions and components for the district to consider when allowing 
school site administrators and teachers to make independent decisions about how instruction is delivered and 
students are grouped, which strategies and resources are used in the delivery of instruction, and how staff 
is assigned. These decisions, however, must be aligned with the tightly-held functions and components of 
the district’s end goals, mission, student learning objectives, and student assessments in content, context, and 
cognitive type.  A comprehensive curriculum management plan provides essential direction on how the district 
will align the written, taught, and tested curriculum.

To determine whether the Griffin-Spalding County School System has curriculum management planning in 
place, auditors examined board policies, job descriptions, and meeting minutes; reviewed curriculum-related 
documents and plans; visited all schools and most classrooms in the district; and interviewed administrators, 
board members, and teachers.

The auditors found minimal attention has been given to documentation of district-level curriculum management 
planning.  Board policies lack sufficient content and direction regarding curriculum management planning.  
Job descriptions do not consistently communicate district expectations regarding responsibility for the design, 
implementation, assessment, and the evaluation of the district’s curriculum.  The current process of curriculum 
management planning in Griffin-Spalding County School System is inadequate when measured against auditors’ 
criteria.

Finding 1.1 summarizes the auditors’ analysis of board policies related to curriculum management and planning.  
The auditors found board policies inadequate to provide clear direction for curriculum design, implementation, 
and evaluation.  Auditors found that board policies do not contain the content and specificity for effective 
management of curriculum.

Auditors found a few general expectations regarding curriculum planning in board policies, job descriptions, 
internal memoranda, and district documents.  Board policies identified as addressing curriculum, instruction, 
assessment, and programs are summarized below:

• Board Policy ICFA:  Curriculum Guides “encourages and supports the development of subject area 
curricula guides for each course taught in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.  Such curricula 
resources shall be prepared by the instructional supervisors and appropriate advisory committees.”
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• Board Policy IB:  Beliefs expresses what the Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education wants its 
students who graduate to achieve. This includes (mastering) all the basic subjects required for graduation 
and to an understanding and appreciation for various fine arts and career fields.

• Board Policy IDAA:  Technical/Career Education requires that the Technical/Career Education plan be 
reviewed and approved annually in order to:

 ○ Provide all students an opportunity to become educated in the vocation they may choose;

 ○ Provide areas of education in which a student may develop job entry skills; and

 ○ Provide an education in technical areas of learning that will assist a student in entering higher 
educational institutions.

• Board Policy: Instructional Materials sets forth a policy “to provide a framework within which 
professionally trained school personnel may function in choosing and utilizing the most appropriate 
instructional materials to achieve the system’s educational objectives.”

The auditors found that board policies provided a general expectation for instructional planning but lacked 
sufficient content and specificity to direct comprehensive curriculum planning in the Griffin-Spalding County 
School System.  Specifically, auditors noted that board policies:

• Do not have a clear unifying educational philosophy or framework to guide development, implementation, 
and evaluation of the district’s curriculum and overall instructional program.

• Do not require that a written curriculum be in place to guide instruction consistently across the district, 
even though policy states the board “supports and encourages development of subject area curricula.”

• Do not have an expectation for a written curriculum that specifies the learning objectives students are 
expected to master at each grade level.

• Do not have an expectation that requires teachers to align their instruction to a board-approved 
curriculum.

To understand the district’s current approach to curriculum management planning, auditors examined a variety 
of district documents presented by district administration and listed in Exhibit 2.1.2.

Exhibit 2.1.2

Curriculum Planning Documents and Other Sources Reviewed by Auditors
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Document Date
Meeting Minutes (Board and Various Groups) 2014
Griffin-Spalding County School System Comprehensive Improvement Plan/
Strategic Plan

2009-2015 and 
2016-2021

School and Campus Improvement Plans 2010-2015
Textbook-Instructional Resources Adoption Procedures 2013-2014
Comprehensive LEA Improvement Plan 2015
Board Documents (provided by the district) Varied
Job Descriptions Varied

The documents listed in Exhibit 2.1.2 provided auditors with some insight into curriculum expectations in 
the district, but did not provide a systematic and clear direction for staff to develop, implement, and evaluate 
curriculum using a comprehensive plan. There was no documented process for district curriculum design, 
implementation, evaluation, or for the articulation and coordination of the Pre-K-12 curriculum.
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Auditors reviewed job descriptions to determine if roles and responsibilities for the management of curriculum 
are clearly articulated in the Griffin-Spalding County School System (see Finding 1.2).  The following is a 
summary of curriculum management responsibilities found in district job descriptions:

• Superintendent: “Serves as the chief executive officer of the school system and is responsible for 
ensuring compliance with all board policies, Georgia Board of Education rules and regulations, and 
state and federal laws.” There is no further description of the superintendent’s responsibilities; however, 
the following is included in the mandatory qualifications: “possesses outstanding leadership skills in 
administration, curriculum, instruction and personnel management; a strong instructional leader.”

• Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction: “Provides vision and leadership in developing 
and maintaining the best possible educational programs to enhance student learning,” including 
programs, and policies related to curriculum and instruction.

• Director of Pre K-12 Curriculum and Instruction: “Organizing, coordinating, implementing and 
evaluating the total curriculum and instruction program prekindergarten through grade twelve.” The 
job description further lists the director’s responsibilities for curriculum management and planning:

 ○ Initiate Pre K-12 leadership for curriculum planning, development and implementation.

 ○ Administer, coordinate and supervise the instructional program in all schools.

 ○ Keep the curriculum and instructional programs up to date.

 ○ Develop curriculum guides and instructional brochures for the district.

 ○ Plan, develop, and implement district curriculum and instructional programs, which are articulated 
Pre K-12 and result in an alignment between what is being taught and what is being tested.

• Curriculum Coordinators (ELA, Math, Science): “Lead the development of respective instructional 
programs; ensure the effective implementation of the Georgia Performance Standards; develop, 
implement, and monitor respective programs.  Work in the development of District-wide program;  
support unit and lesson plans; lead professional development sessions and coordinate curriculum to 
ensure all content areas; collaborate to ensure successful implementation of subject programs and 
strategies; provide direction in the development of a comprehensive curriculum including model unit 
and lesson plans, curriculum maps, and pacing guides; ensure alignment of the district curriculum 
with Georgia Performance Standards and coordinate the selection of instructional materials, supplies, 
equipment, and textbooks to support the course.”

• Principal: “Use leadership, supervisory, and administrative, skills to promote the educational 
development of each student” by performing “as the instructional leader” in the school “to improve the 
quality of teaching.”

The auditors found little reference to curriculum and planning in board policies and district documents.  Job 
descriptions for Director of Pre K-12 Curriculum and Instruction and Curriculum Coordinators had more 
specificity in regard to responsibilities of curriculum management, However, there is no single document to 
provide guidance and direction for sound curriculum management.  Based on their examination of district 
policies and documents, the auditors assessed the district’s approach to curriculum management planning 
against 15 characteristics of a quality curriculum management plan or planning when no plan exists. These 
characteristics are described in Exhibit 2.1.3, accompanied by the reviewer’s assessment of each.  An “X” 
in the “Adequate” column indicates that the characteristic was met.  “Partial” indicates that not all parts of a 
characteristic were present. An “X” in the “Inadequate” column indicates that the characteristic was not met.  
A comprehensive curriculum management plan as described in Exhibit 2.1.3 directs not only the design of the 
curriculum, but also the scope and cycle of implementation and review, the roles and responsibilities of various 
stakeholders, the procedures for alignment, and the strategies for assessment and for using assessment data 
for revision and improvement.  In order for the district’s curriculum management planning to be considered 
adequate, the district’s planning approach should demonstrate inclusion of at least 11 of the 15 (73 percent) 
components.
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Exhibit 2.1.3

Curriculum Management Plan Components  
And Auditors’ Assessment of District Approach

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Characteristics:
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum, including 

such directives as standards-based, results-based, or competency-based; the alignment 
of the written, taught, and tested curriculum; and the approaches used in delivering the 
curriculum.

Partial*

2. Identifies the timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic cycle of review of 
curriculum in all subject areas and at all grade levels. X

3. Defines and directs the stages of curriculum development. X
4. Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff members, and 

school-based staff members in the design and delivery of curriculum. Partial

5. Presents the format and components of all curriculum, assessments, and instructional 
guide documents. X

6. Directs how state and national standards will be considered in the curriculum. This 
includes whether or not to use a back-loaded approach, in which the curriculum is 
derived from high-stakes tested learnings (topological and/or deep alignment), and/
or a front-loaded approach, which derives the curriculum from national, state, or local 
learnings.

Partial

7. Requires for every content area a focused set of precise student objectives/student 
expectations and standards that are reasonable in number so the student has adequate 
time to master the content.

Partial

8. Directs that curriculum documents not only specify the content of the student 
objectives/student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and cognitive 
types.

X

9. Specifies the overall beliefs and procedures governing the assessment of curriculum 
effectiveness.  This includes curriculum-based diagnostic assessments and rubrics (as 
needed).  Such assessments direct instructional decisions regarding student progress 
in mastering prerequisite concepts, skills, knowledge, and long-term mastery of the 
learning.

X

10. Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation of 
instructional approaches and selection of student objectives at the right level of 
difficulty. This ensures that those students who need prerequisite concepts, knowledge, 
and skills are moved ahead at an accelerated pace, and that students who have already 
mastered the objectives are also moved ahead at a challenging pace.

X

11. Describes the procedures teachers and administrators will follow in using assessment 
data to strengthen written curriculum and instructional decision making. X

12. Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of programs 
and their corresponding curriculum content. X

13. Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to 
curriculum design and its delivery. X

14. Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum. X
15. Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and delivery. X

Total 0 15
Percentage of Adequacy 0%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate
©2013 CMSi
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As can be noted from Exhibit 2.1.3, none of the audit characteristics of comprehensive curriculum management 
planning were considered adequate. The auditors found there is a partial effort to clarify some aspects of 
curriculum management in board policies, administrative regulations, and job descriptions. Partial ratings do 
not count toward adequacy, but the auditors acknowledge the district’s efforts to establish some clarity.  Auditors 
concluded that current documents are inadequate to direct the planning for the design, delivery, revision, and 
evaluation for curriculum design.  Curriculum documents lack direction for aligned curriculum guides, do 
not describe how assessment data will be used to strengthen the curriculum, and do not identify a plan to 
communicate design and delivery or celebrate progress and quality.  Specific findings related to each of the 15 
characteristics are further described below. 

Characteristic 1:  Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum

This characteristic was rated partially adequate.  The auditors found an educational philosophy in Board Policy 
IA/BA stating, in part, that students should be provided with a variety of instructional approaches and be actively 
engaged in the learning process. However, there is no reference to an expectation for alignment of the written, 
taught, and tested curriculum.

Characteristic 2:  Periodic cycle of curriculum review of all content areas and all grade levels
This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Board Policy IDAA mandates an annual review and approval of the 
Technical/Career Education Plan. However, no other board policies or district plan documents were found 
that expressed expectations regarding the timing, scope, and procedures for a periodic review of the district’s 
curriculum.

Characteristic 3:  Defines and directs the stages of curriculum development
This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors were presented with few documents describing a curriculum 
development process.  The documents were not systematic in their development or systemically implemented.  
The absence of a systemic curriculum development process often results in curriculum directors, content 
coordinators, campus administrators, and teachers developing their own sundry approaches to curriculum 
development.  This variation in content and format may lead to confusion in curriculum design and, subsequently, 
curriculum delivery. 

Characteristic 4:  Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff members, and 
school-based staff members in the design and delivery of the curriculum 

This characteristic was rated as partially adequate.  While board policies and job descriptions contain general 
references to curricular roles and responsibilities, they lacked sufficient specificity to delineate the relationships 
and lines of authority associated with curriculum and instructional responsibilities (see Findings 1.1 and 1.2).  
Following is a sample of qualifications for specific jobs and the responsibilities and duties associated with those 
jobs in regard to curriculum development, which were noted by auditors:

• “…possesses outstanding leadership skills in administration, curriculum, instruction and personnel 
management.”  (Superintendent)

• “Planning, developing, and implementing District curriculum and instructional programs; …organizing, 
coordinating, implementing and evaluating the total curriculum and instruction program.” (Director, 
Pre K-12 Curriculum and Instruction)

• “Work in the development of District-wide program;  support unit and lesson plans; lead professional 
development sessions and coordinate curriculum to ensure all content areas; collaborate to ensure 
successful implementation of subject programs and strategies; provide direction in the development 
of a comprehensive curriculum including model unit and lesson plans, curriculum maps, and pacing 
guides; ensure alignment of the district curriculum with Georgia Performance Standards and coordinate 
the selection of instructional materials, supplies, equipment, and textbooks to support the course.” 
(Curriculum Coordinators)
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• “Use leadership, supervisory, and administrative skills to promote the educational development of each 
student” by performing “as the instructional leader” in the school “to improve the quality of teaching.” 
(Principals)

• “Follow professional practices consistent with school and system policies in working with students…
complies with school, system, and state administrative regulations and board of education policies.” 
(Teachers)

Board policies and job descriptions provide some general direction regarding roles and responsibilities related 
to curriculum planning and development.  Board policies and job descriptions establish an expectation that 
site principals will serve as instructional leaders; however, board policies are weak in establishing a clear 
expectation for principals to monitor the effectiveness of district curriculum delivery in their schools.  Teachers 
are responsible for student achievement, but there is no clear expectation that teachers are responsible for delivery 
of the board-adopted curriculum. Although curriculum duties are assigned in regard to curriculum planning 
and implementation, auditors noticed duplication of assignments without delineation of ultimate responsibility. 
Absent were specific assignment duties and responsibilities associated with review and revision. The duplication 
and absence of these factors leave these processes up to individual discretion with no accountability for results.

Characteristic 5: Presents the format and components of all curriculum, assessment, and instructional 
guide documents

Analysis of GSCSS curriculum guidance documents by the auditors indicated that the quality is inadequate in 
all subject areas.  Consistency in format and components of curriculum documents facilitates the use of such 
documents by staff.  When curriculum documents intended to guide instruction are easy to navigate and provide 
critical information that staff can use in designing units of instruction, it increases the likelihood they will be 
used. 

Auditors were not presented with board policy or other documents describing the format and components of 
aligned curriculum guides specific to Griffin-Spalding County School System.  Curriculum documents are 
provided by GSCSS and the State Board of Education to assist them in determining what they will teach and 
how they will deliver the curriculum. Additional curriculum documents are provided by the Georgia Standards 
of Excellence (GSE) frameworks in mathematics and English language arts and the Georgia Performance 
Standards (GPS) frameworks in other subject areas. The format of the GSE and GPS frameworks is similar 
across most core courses. The format of the additional curriculum guidance documents created by the State 
Board of Education and GSCSS is not consistent across grade levels and subject areas.  The elective standard 
course formats vary as well (see Finding 2.3).

Characteristic 6:  Directs how state and national standards will be considered in the curriculum
This characteristic looks for direction as to how state and national standards will be considered in the district 
curriculum.   Curriculum coordinator job descriptions require that these personnel “ensure alignment of the 
district curriculum with Georgia Performance Standards.”  Most district curriculum guides analyzed by the 
auditors for quality make reference to either the Georgia Performance Standards or the Georgia Standards of 
Excellence (see Finding 2.3), where appropriate, and some indicate if a standard is assessed on the Georgia 
Milestones.  The audit team received no documentation requiring curriculum development using either a back-
loaded or a front-loaded approach; neither was there any mention of national standards. This characteristic was 
rated partially adequate.

Characteristic 7: Requires for every content area a focused set of precise student objectives, reasonable 
in number

This characteristic was rated partially adequate.  Auditors found curriculum documents for the core content 
areas included student objectives/expectations.  Most curriculum documents for non-core content areas also 
included student objectives. Auditors were not presented with curriculum design documents or board policy 
requiring that documents used by teachers to guide the delivery of curriculum contain a reasonable number of 
objectives so the student has adequate time to master the content. Through an online survey completed by 492 
district teachers, 58 percent of responding teachers indicated they felt the learning objectives for their content 
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area were reasonable in number.  Nineteen (19) percent of responding teachers indicated that they felt the 
number of learning objectives for their content area was unreasonable.  Twenty-three (23) percent were neutral.   

Characteristic 8: Directs that curriculum documents not only specify the content of student objectives/ 
student expectations, but also include multiple contexts and cognitive types

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  No documents were found that require district curriculum documents 
to specify multiple context and cognitive types.  Finding 2.3 discusses the content, context, and cognitive 
types found in Griffin-Spalding County School System’s curriculum documents and observed during classroom 
visits (see Finding 3.3).  The exhibits included in Finding 3.3 indicate how the content, context, and cognition 
congruence declines in some content areas as the grade level increases.

Characteristic 9: Specifies the overall beliefs and procedures governing the assessment of curriculum 
effectiveness

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  The district expectation of an aligned written, taught, and tested 
curriculum is found in Curriculum and Instruction job descriptions and documents.  However, the auditors 
found that board policies are silent on directing the type of assessment to be used to determine the effectiveness 
of the district’s curriculum (see Finding 1.1).  The scope of student assessments was found to be inadequate for 
core and non-core courses (see Finding 4.2).  

Characteristic 10: Directs curriculum to be designed so that it supports teachers’ differentiation of 
instructional approaches and selection of student objectives at the right level of difficulty

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  District board policies are silent on requiring district curriculum 
documents to support differentiation of instructional strategies or differentiation of instruction to meet 
the individual learning needs of students (see Finding 1.1).  Board policies are clear in requiring program 
interventions, but were considered weak in requiring a planned process for implementing interventions (see 
Findings 1.1 and 5.3).  District documents were not consistent in stating an expectation that teachers use 
strategies to differentiate instruction for students in their classrooms.  During classroom visits, auditors observed 
little evidence of differentiated instruction (see Finding 3.3).  However, 75 percent of teachers responding to 
an online survey as part of this review indicated that they had been trained in the daily use of differentiating 
strategies and instruction.

Characteristic 11: Describes the procedures teachers and administrators will follow in using assessment 
data to strengthen the written curriculum and instructional decision making

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  There are some documents and activities in the district, including 
professional development and school improvement plans that reference the use of assessment data.  Auditors 
found no comprehensive  plan that clearly directs staff in the use of assessment data to strengthen the written 
curriculum or inform instructional decision making (see Findings 1.3, 4.1 and 4.3).  While the majority of 
teachers responding to an online survey as part of this audit indicated that they use the results of assessments to 
plan instruction and reteaching on a regular basis, formative assessments were not provided to the auditors.  No 
assessment plan is in place to guide staff in the use of assessment data to strengthen curriculum and improve 
instruction (see Finding 4.1)

Characteristic 12: Outlines procedures for conducting formative and summative evaluations of programs

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  Auditors noted evidence of the analysis of assessment data with the 
intention to improve student achievement.  However, there was no evidence that assessment data have been 
used consistently for the purpose of evaluating district programs (see Finding 4.1).  Documents directing the 
formative and summative evaluation of programs were not consistent across the district and within schools.  
Policy gives no clear direction requiring the use of formative or summative assessment data for the evaluation 
of district programs (see Finding 1.1).  There is no evidence that a systematic process exists in the district for 
determining which programs are effective and should be continued and which programs should be discontinued 
for failing to achieve desired results.
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Characteristic 13: Requires the design of a comprehensive staff development program linked to 
curriculum design and delivery

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  There is no board policy requiring the linkage of staff development 
to curriculum design and delivery (see Finding 1.1). The district provides an array of professional development 
opportunities for staff; however, there is no comprehensive professional development plan in place to provide 
direction, coordination of training, and evaluation of effectiveness, in terms of student achievement.  Some 
components of professional development planning exist in the district, but planning is not comprehensive (see 
Finding 3.2).

Characteristic 14:  Presents procedures for monitoring the delivery of curriculum

This characteristic was rated inadequate.  The auditors found no formalized, consistent, or valid approach to 
monitor curriculum in the system.  Formal and informal observations of instruction are carried out by school 
administrators.  Online survey responses from teachers and school principals indicate that school principals are 
observing classrooms on a daily to monthly basis.  However, based on interviews with site administrators, there 
is no common protocol or focus employed among school administrators for conducting classroom observations.  
While many focused on teacher and student interactions, few indicated that the content of the lesson was an 
actual focus of the observation.  Several different walk-through observations forms were noted in use across 
the district.  No board policies are in place that specifically require monitoring the delivery of the district’s 
curriculum (see Finding 1.1).

Characteristic 15:  Establishes a communication plan for the process of curriculum design and 
delivery
This characteristic was rated inadequate.  The auditors were not presented with a communication plan for the 
design and delivery of curriculum.  They examined some documents that had components of curriculum design 
and delivery.  However, no comprehensive curriculum management plan and no process for communication of 
design and delivery expectations in a deliberate and strategic manner were evident.

Overall, using the documents presented, as well as interviews and survey information, auditors found none of 
the components of a comprehensive curriculum management plan were fully adequate.  Four components had 
some degree of adequacy, but critical elements were missing.

During the audit, interviews were conducted with board members, district administrators, campus administrators, 
teachers, and other staff to determine district expectations, practices, and approaches to curriculum planning.  
The following were typical responses:

• “We adopt what the state says is our curriculum, mostly common core with Georgia modifications.” 
(District Administrator)

• “We try to use what the state provides in basic curriculum maps.”  (District Administrator)

• “Lacking are processes and procedures.  Where is it written that schools follow a map?”  (Board 
Member)

• “We have a standards-based system.  In terms of board participation, we do not participate in curriculum 
decisions.” (Board Member)

• “We should not be creating curriculum based on a dollar but have the program and seek dollars.”  
(Community Advisory)

• “With the new curriculum, we were thrown to the wolves to implement and did not have support from 
the district.” (Teacher)

• “The system is running around saying ‘the sky is falling.’ Griffin-Spalding did not used to be this far 
behind.” (sic) (Parent)
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Futral Elementary  science students using technology to sort  
and determine density of objects based on floating or sinking.

Summary

The auditors found that the Griffin-Spalding County School System does not have a comprehensive curriculum 
management plan in place to direct the design, implementation, and evaluation of the district’s curriculum.  
Overall, the current process of curriculum management planning is inadequate when measured against auditors’ 
criteria.  While some direction regarding curriculum design, implementation, and evaluation is communicated 
through board policies, job descriptions, and district curriculum documents, the direction provided lacks 
sufficient specificity, content, and consistency to ensure deployment of a comprehensive curriculum system in 
the Griffin-Spalding County School System (see Recommendation 4).

Finding 2.2:  The scope of the written curriculum delineating standards and objectives in a K-12 
progression of learning expectations is inadequate to guide classroom instruction in core courses at the 
elementary and middle school grade levels; however, the scope of the written curriculum for non-core 
content at the elementary and middle school levels is adequate.  The scope of the written curriculum for 
core and non-core content is inadequate to direct teaching at the high school level.

Curriculum documents are the written guides that provide direction for teachers as they plan for classroom 
instruction. Comprehensive curriculum documents contain objectives for student learning, prerequisite skills 
that are required prior to learning, instructional materials available to teachers, classroom strategies that describe 
how to approach key concepts or skills, and assessment methods tied to each objective.  A complete set of 
curriculum documents includes written curriculum for all subjects and courses taught. These documents increase 
the likelihood that students will have equitable access to the district curriculum and provide for consistency 
and focus across schools, grades, and courses.  The lack of a curriculum document for a course or subject area 
causes teachers to rely on other resources for planning and delivering instruction.  These resources may or may 
not be aligned with the system’s intended curriculum.  

The scope of the written curriculum refers to the extent to which the taught curriculum is covered by written 
curriculum documents.  The scope is considered adequate if 100 percent of the four core content area courses 
(English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies) and 70 percent or more of all the other courses 
offered in a system have written curriculum documents.  This finding addresses only the scope and will describe 
to what extent written curriculum documents exist for each course offered by the district.  

The auditors examined all PreK-12 documents that were provided by district personnel. These documents 
included board policies to determine expectations for a written curriculum, course catalogs, district and Georgia 
Department of Education website online instructional plans, department pages, course descriptions, district 
program brochures, school master schedules, and related curriculum documents. Some of these documents 
and websites were used to determine which courses are currently offered in the district; others were used to 
determine the scope of the written curriculum.  It should be noted that auditors do not consider commercially 
produced, purchased programs or textbooks as curriculum.  These are materials and resources available to 
teachers to support delivery of the written curriculum, not supplant it. 
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The auditors expect to find written curriculum for all subjects and courses offered at every grade level.  At all 
school levels, the scope of the curriculum was inadequate for core courses. At the elementary and middle school 
levels, the scope was adequate for non-core courses, but inadequate for high school subjects.

The audit team examined board policies, memoranda, and any other relevant documents to determine 
requirements for written curriculum in Griffin-Spalding County School System. In addition, the audit team 
interviewed district administrators, campus administrators, teachers, other staff, and district stakeholders, 
administered an informal survey, and visited all schools in the district.

In their examination of board policies, auditors found little direction regarding the scope of the written 
curriculum. The following board policies were reviewed:

• Board Policy ICFA: Curriculum Guides “encourages and supports the development of subject area 
curricula guides for each course taught in the Griffin-Spalding County School District. Such curricula 
resources shall be prepared by the instructional supervisors and appropriate advisory committees. 
Curricular resources shall be consistent with accreditation requirements established by the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools and the Georgia Accrediting Commission, and shall be consistent 
with requirements of the State Board of Education.”

• Board Policy IKI: Lesson Plans requires the superintendent to charge each principal “to implement a 
systematic program for the development, use, and review of lesson plans. Lesson plans should conform 
to the state and local curriculum for the grade level of each student.”

Overall, the auditors found the expectation but little direction for written curriculum documents in the district 
in board policy (see Findings 1.1 and 2.1).

The auditors determined the written scope by reviewing the following documents:

• GSCSS High School Course Planning Guide; 

• Rising 9th Graders Guide to Choosing the Right Courses; 

• Advanced Placement (AP) Offerings for 2015-2016; 

• AP Exams (School); 

• Griffin High School Graduation Requirements Checklist; 

• Campus 2015-2016 Master Schedules; 

• 2015-2016 Campus and Faculty Handbooks; and

• Curriculum guidance documents.  

Auditors learned in interviews that the GSCSS Teaching and Learning website is home for most curricula for 
teachers. Other curriculum guidance documents not available on the GSCSS website were made available for 
auditors’ review through Google documents.  

In many of the curriculum documents there was confusion in regard to 1) what courses were offered to students, 
and 2) the names of courses, especially at the high school level.  A few examples include:

• Spalding High School lists German IV on the master schedule, yet the course is not in the GSCSS High 
School Course Planning Guide or listed in any other curriculum document. 

• Griffin High School offers Band 1-8 and Spalding High School offers Band 1-IV. 

• JROTC is called Ed I, II, III in one document and called Lead II, III, IV in another, yet CTAE JROTC 
only offers Lead I-VIII 

• Grade 9 ELA is not listed in any course guide or the 9th Graders Guide to Choosing the Right Courses. 

At the elementary school level, some courses were referred to as STEM, computer, technology, or 21st Century; 
yet these were not found on the GSCSS website or the elementary Georgia Performance Standards.
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Another source of confusion is the newly revised standards in English language arts and mathematics, called the 
Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE), containing curriculum units called Frameworks. The former standards 
for English language arts and mathematics were the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS); these are still 
the working standards for all other content areas other than ELA and mathematics. The GPS also has English 
language arts and mathematics curriculum units called Frameworks. On the GaDOE website, no distinction 
is made between the Frameworks sites. The navigation between the GPS and GSE is confusing and not user 
friendly. This lends to teachers using their own resources, textbooks, or another program as their curriculum to 
guide teaching in the classroom. 

In researching the availability of curriculum guides for all course offerings and subject areas, auditors learned 
that several special areas have course or subject offerings but depend on the regular standards, either (GPS) or 
(GSE) curricula for direction. These programs and courses fall under the categories of special education, Dual 
Credit, and English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL). Courses falling within these categories have not 
been included in the scope exhibits for the following reasons:

• Auditors learned from interviews, and by looking at any curriculum documents made available to 
them, that teachers were to provide students with special needs access to the regular core curriculum 
whenever possible.  For these students, the extent to which they follow the standards, GPS or GSE, 
is ultimately directed by their Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) rather than special education 
curriculum documents.

• English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) courses have curriculum documents and resources, 
but instruction is guided by the relevant content area standards and individual needs of students. Some 
curriculum guidance documents are available from the state, but they are not the primary drivers of 
instruction.

• Dual Credit courses provided by Southern Crescent Technical College, Gordon College, and Griffin 
Regional College and Career Academy allow students to receive dual credits for core high school and 
college courses. In addition, students may enroll in Career Pathways and earn a Technical Certificate of 
Credit as well as high school credit. The institution in which the student is enrolled provides curriculum 
and standards for these courses.

Exhibit 2.2.1 illustrates the scope of the pre-kindergarten through grade 5 core content written curriculum based 
on documents provided the auditors.  The exhibit displays a listing of content areas taught, the grade level at 
which the content is taught, the availability of a curriculum guide, the total number of areas needing a written 
curriculum, and an indication of the number of curriculum guides that exist. An “X” indicates that a curriculum 
guide is available.

Exhibit 2.2.1

Scope of the Written Curriculum  
Grades PreK-5

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Subjects Grade Level Offered Courses 
Offered

Written 
Curriculum 

Guides
Core

Grades PreK K 1 2 3 4 5   
English Language Arts  X X X X X X 7 6
Mathematics  X X X X X X 7 6
Science  X X X X X X 7 6
Social Studies  X X X X X X 7 6

Total Core Courses 28 24 (86%)
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Exhibit 2.2.1 (continued)
Scope of the Written Curriculum  

Grades PreK-5
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Subjects Grade Level Offered Courses 
Offered

Written 
Curriculum 

Guides
Non-Core

Physical Education  X X X X X X 7 6
Art  X X X X X X 7 6
Music X X X X X X 7 6
STEM   X X X X X X 7 6
Technology  X X X X X X 7 6

Total Non-Core Courses 35 30 (86%)
Total Elementary School Courses 63 54 (86%)

Key: X=Guide available 
Source: GSCSS Curriculum Documents as presented to auditors

As can indicated in Exhibit 2.2.1:

• There are 28 core content courses offered in grades PreK-5.

• Twenty-four (86 percent) core content area courses have a written curriculum.  This does not meet the 
review standard of 100 percent for core content area courses.

• Of the 35 non-core courses 30 (86 percent) have a written curriculum meeting the 70 percent requirement 
for adequacy. 

• Overall, 63 courses are offered in grades PreK-5. 

• The overall scope of the written curriculum for grades PreK-5 is 86 percent.

Based on this analysis, the scope of the written elementary curriculum for the core content areas of English 
language arts and reading, math, science, and social studies is considered inadequate to direct the teaching 
learning process.  It should be noted that although non-core courses met the requirement for scope adequacy, all 
non-core courses were not offered in all elementary schools in the district.

Exhibit 2.2.2 presents data regarding the middle school curriculum for grades 6 through 8 based on documents 
provided the auditors. The exhibit displays a listing of courses taught in grades 6 through 8 and the schools at 
which the courses are offered indicated by an “X.”  The course offerings are presented in two sections: core 
subject areas and non-core subject areas.
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Exhibit 2.2.2

Scope of the Written Curriculum  
Grades 6-8

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016 

Courses

Middle Schools

Courses 
Offered

Written 
Curriculum 

GuidesC
ar

ve
r 

R
d

C
ow

an
 

R
d

K
en

ne
dy

R
eh

ob
ot

h

Core Courses Offered
English Language Arts
English Language Arts 6-8 X X X X 3 3
English Language Arts 6-8 Honors  X   3 0
Mathematics
Mathematics 6-8 X X X X 3 3
Mathematics 6-8 Honors     3 0
Mathematics 6/7A Accelerated  X   1 1
Mathematics 7B/8 Accelerated  X   1 1
High School Algebra  X   1 1
Science
Science 6-8 X X X X 3 3
Science Honors 6-8  X   3 0
Social Studies
Social Studies 6-8 X X X X 3 3
Social Studies 6-8 Honors  X   3 0

Total Core Courses 27 15
Non-Core Courses Offered

Physical Education
Physical Education 6-8 X X X X 3 3
Art
Art 6-8 X  X X 3 3
Band
Band 6-8 X X X  3 3
Band/Guitar  6-8    X 3 3
Chorus
Chorus 6-8 X X X  3 3
Chorus/Theater 6-8    X 3 3
Family and Consumer Science
Family and Consumer Science 6-8  X   3 3
Middle School Business and Computer
Business and Computer 6-8  X   3 3
Business 6-8 X    3 3
Computer 6-8   X X 3 3
Technology
Technology 6-8 X X X X 3 3

Total Core Courses 27 15 (55.5%)
Total Non-Core Courses 33 33 (100%)

Total Scope of the Middle School Curriculum 60 48 (80%)
Key: X=Course Offered 
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As indicated in Exhibit 2.2.2:

• Overall, 60 courses are offered in grades 6 through 8 in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.

• A total of 27 core content area courses are offered in grades 6 through 8.  Fifteen (15), or 55.5 percent, 
of the courses have a written curriculum document.  This does not meet the 100 percent requirement 
for adequacy.

• One hundred (100) percent of the regular core content area and accelerated courses have written 
curriculum documents; none of the honor core content area courses have written curriculum documents.

• One hundred (100) percent of the non-core content area courses have a written curriculum document, 
which meets the 70 percent criteria for adequacy.

• The overall scope of the written curriculum for middle school grades 6 through 8 is 80 percent, 
considered inadequate to provide direction for teachers in planning classroom instruction. 

Based on this analysis, the scope of the written middle school curriculum for the core courses is considered 
inadequate to direct the teaching and learning process; the non-core scope is adequate to direct and plan 
classroom instruction.

Exhibit 2.2.3 presents a summary of data regarding the scope of the written curriculum for grades 9-12.  Detailed 
analyses are presented in Appendix C.

Exhibit 2.2.3

Scope of Written Curriculum by Subject Area  
Grades 9-12 

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016 

Content Area
Number 

of Course 
Offerings

Offerings 
with 

Curriculum 
Documents

Percent of 
Offerings 

with 
Curriculum 
Documents

Core Content Area
English Language Arts 24 7 29
Mathematics 18 16 89
Science 20 10 50
Social Studies 22 9 41

Subtotal Core Content Areas 84 42 50
Non-Core Content Areas

Art: Theatre 15 12 80
Art: Visual 14 4 29
CTAE 57 52 91
Music 29 11 38
Physical Education 18 2 11
Technology Applications 2 1 50
Transitions 13 0 0
World Language 12 7 58

Subtotal Non-Core Content Areas 160 89 56
Subtotal Core Content Areas 84 42 50

Total 244 131 54
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listing reported by individual schools, campus master 
schedules, GaDOE Frameworks, high school course guides.
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As can be noted in Exhibit 2.2.3:

• Overall, 244 course offerings are listed in the high school course listings and/or course descriptions for 
grades 9 through 12 in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.

• There are 84 core content area courses offered in grades 9 through 12.  Fifty percent of the core courses 
have a written curriculum document.  This does not meet the 100 percent requirement for adequacy.

• One hundred sixty (160) non-core content area courses are offered in grades 9 through 12.  Of the non-
core content area course, 56 percent have a written curriculum document, which does not meet the 70 
percent criteria for adequacy.

• The core content area scope calculations range from a low of 29 percent in English language arts to a 
high of 89 percent in mathematics.

• None of the core content areas has 100 percent coverage.

• CTAE and Theatre Arts content areas have the highest percentage of non-core courses with curriculum 
documents, 91 percent and 80 percent, respectively. 

• Thirteen (13) non-core content areas classified as Transitions (High School Transition, Study Skills, 
Tools for College Success, Community Service, and Social Skills) have no written curriculum 
documents.

• Physical Education has written curriculum documents for two of 18 courses for 11 percent coverage.

• Overall, 54 percent of the courses have a written curriculum document.

To achieve adequacy, curriculum documents must be available for all core course (100 percent) and at least 70 
percent of non-core areas.  Overall, curriculum guide documents are available for 54 percent of core and non-
core offerings at the high school level.  None of the core content areas had written curriculum documents for all 
courses.  The scope of the written curriculum in grades 9-12 does not meet audit standards for adequacy.

Exhibit 2.2.4 provides a summary of the data presented in Exhibits 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.3.

Exhibit 2.2.4

Scope of the Written Curriculum Summary  
Pre-Kindergarten through Grade 12

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016 

Grade 
Levels

Core Areas Non-Core Areas Total Areas

Total Core 
Offerings

Core Areas 
With a 
Written 

Curriculum

Total 
Non-Core 
Offerings

Non-Core 
Areas With 
a Written 

Curriculum

Total 
Course 

Offerings

Total Areas 
With a 
Written 

Curriculum
PreK-5 28 24 35 30 63 54

6-8 27 15 33 33 60 48
9-12 84 42 160 89 244 131
Total 139 81 228 152 367 233

Core Areas = 58 Percent Non-Core Areas = 67 Percent Total Areas = 63 Percent
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, GaDOE 
Frameworks, high school course guides.

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.2.4:

• Auditors identified a total of 367 courses offered in grades PreK-12 in the Griffin-Spalding County 
School System.  Curriculum documents were presented to the auditors for 233 (63 percent) core and 
non-core courses.
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• Core area course offerings had written curriculum for 81 of 139 courses, or 58 percent, which did not 
meet the 100 percent audit standard.

• Curriculum documents were presented for 152 of 228, or 67 percent, of non-core courses, which did not 
meet the 70 percent review standard for non-core content area courses.

During interviews auditors received a variety of positive comments related to the scope of the written curriculum. 
Following is a representative sample of comments received from teachers:

• “Curriculum is a priority. The curriculum follows the standards of excellence.” 

• “The curriculum to be taught is laid out in a manner that is easily identified.” 

• “The strengths of the curriculum in the Griffin-Spalding School District are its alignment to the Georgia 
Standards of Excellence and accessibility to teachers and staff.” 

• “They [the written curriculum] are uniform across the county.”

Other individuals interviewed described weaknesses and frustrations with the curriculum in the district: 

• “The weaknesses in the curriculum and assessment in the Griffin-Spalding School District are attributed 
to the inconsistency in the lesson plans and what is taught throughout the 11 elementary schools across 
the county.” (District Administrator)

• “There is not a district curriculum map for content areas and no alignment among schools.” (Teacher)

• “…vague curriculum maps and unorganized resources.” (Teacher)

• “It is some concern; middle schools were not doing the same content at the same time.  We have 
curriculum maps but some campuses changed the order.” (District Administrator)

Some teachers and district administrators made comments that indicated they are confusing the use of adopted 
instructional resources and state standards with a written curriculum:

• “For English language arts, using the state curriculum guide is too vague. There is no consistency nor 
continuity with the district’s curriculum.” (Teacher)

• “I like some of the curriculum in the Go Math series . . . another issue I have is that the Go Math series 
module assessments do not correlate to the standards assessed for the report cards.” (Teacher)

• “There are no clear-cut curriculum resources or teacher guides. For English language arts we have 
Wonders, but only one teacher guide for the grade level and no training when a new curriculum is 
purchased.” (Teacher)

• “We also buy instructional resources, which some people call curriculum.” (District Administrator)

• “The standards are where they [teachers] are supposed to start. We have some that just use the textbook 
regardless of whether it is aligned. Elementary has tons of guided reading books; science kits are sitting 
on shelves unused.” (District Administrator)

Summary

In summary, the scope of the written curriculum is inadequate for all core subjects, but adequate for non-core 
subject offerings at grades PreK-5 and grades 6-8.  The scope is inadequate for both core and non-core subjects 
at grades 9-12. Overall, across all three levels for core and non-core, the scope of the written curriculum is 
inadequate to direct instruction across all subject areas. The auditors found no policies or regulations that 
required a written curriculum document for all courses offered or the use of a district curriculum document in 
the Griffin-Spalding County School System (see Recommendation 4).
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Spalding High School Analytic Geometry teacher assisting student with assignment

Finding 2.3:  The overall quality of the written curriculum guides in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System is inadequate to provide clear guidance for effective teaching and learning.

Written curriculum documents are the district’s way of providing teachers with guidance for planning and 
delivering effective instruction.  Quality curriculum guides provide the framework that aligns the written, taught, 
and tested curriculum.  They focus instruction on essential learning and connect the curriculum vertically and 
horizontally within the system while providing clear learning objectives, aligning those objectives with the test 
curriculum, and specifying prerequisite skills necessary for student success.  Additionally, quality guides specify 
instructional tools and resources that align with the intent of the learning objectives and provide instructional 
strategies to engage students during classroom instruction.  When guides are incomplete or nonexistent, teachers 
must make independent decisions about instruction that can create inconsistencies among classrooms and result 
in less predictable learning among all students.

In order to determine the quality of the Griffin-Spalding County School System curriculum guides, auditors 
examined board policies to identify quality expectations.  They reviewed all curriculum documents presented 
to them as curriculum guides.  Auditors interviewed board members, administrative staff, and teachers for their 
opinions regarding curriculum quality and use.

Overall, auditors found that the 224 Griffin-Spalding County School System curriculum guides presented 
lacked the content and quality necessary to support sound classroom instruction.

In their examination of board policies, auditors found little direction as to the content and format of curriculum 
guides. The following board policies indirectly address curriculum guide content:

• Board Policy ICFA: Curriculum Guides “encourages and supports the development of subject area 
curricula guides for each course taught in the Griffin-Spalding County School District. Such curricula 
resources shall be prepared by the instructional supervisors and appropriate advisory committees. 
Curricular resources shall be consistent with accreditation requirements established by the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools and the Georgia Accrediting Commission, and shall be consistent 
with requirements of the State Board of Education.”

• Board Policy IKI: Lesson Plans requires the superintendent to charge each principal “to implement a 
systematic program for the development, use, and review of lesson plans. Lesson plans should conform 
to the state and local curriculum for the grade level of each student.”

• Board Policy IA/BA:  Philosophy states that “Students need to demonstrate their understanding of 
essential knowledge and skills,” and “effective research and supportive data will be used to design, 
implement, and evaluate learning practices.”

• Board Policy IB: Beliefs specifically lists areas in which students should achieve before graduating 
from GSCSS. It states, “Students shall: Be proficient in communications (reading, writing, listening, 
speaking, grammar, and spelling) and mathematical skills at a level which will permit them to pursue their 
educational development;” have an understanding of science and technology, principles of economics, 



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 116

health and safety, state and federal government, literature, music, the fine arts and humanities; be 
familiar with a variety of occupational fields; and “have the skills necessary for entry directly into the 
world or work and/or for further study.”

• Board Policy IFA: Instructional Materials stipulates that the district is to “provide a framework 
within which professionally trained school personnel may function in choosing and utilizing the most 
appropriate instructional materials to achieve the system’s educational objectives…to enrich and 
support the curriculum.”

Auditors were not presented any other board policy or formal district document clearly specifying the format 
and components of curriculum guides, assessments, and other instructional guide documents. 

Overall, policies and district planning documents are inadequate in content and specificity to direct the 
development of written curriculum guides (see Findings 1.1, 1.2 and 2.1). Auditors found the quality of the 
written curriculum, where it exists, inadequate to provide teachers with sufficient information to direct and plan 
their instruction to ensure alignment and consistency within a school and across the district.

In response to the audit team’s request for curriculum guides, district personnel provided access to 224 curriculum 
documents covering core and non-core courses and subjects from Pre-Kindergarten through grade 12.  Auditors 
examined all curriculum documents made available in electronic versions and in hard copy to access the 
quality of the written curriculum.  The auditors were provided with course syllabi, curriculum maps, and course 
frameworks from GaDOE.  The GaDOE curriculum guide documents and locally developed guides are varied 
in format. Auditors were not presented a formal directive from the district requiring format consistency.

The audit team evaluated guides using five criteria for minimal basic components for curriculum document 
quality and specificity.  The criteria are shown in Exhibit 2.3.1.  A guide may receive a rating of zero (0) to three 
(3) on each criterion.  A three (3) represents the highest rating possible.  Based on the five audit criteria, a guide 
may receive a maximum rating of 15 points.  A guide must receive a rating of at least 12 points to be considered 
of sufficient quality to guide instruction.  

Exhibit 2.3.1

Curriculum Management Improvement Model Frame One Analysis:  
Minimal Basic Components for Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity

Point 
Value Criteria

Criterion One:  Clarity and Specificity of Objectives
0 No goals/objectives present
1 Vague delineation of goals/learner outcomes
2 States tasks to be performed or skills to be learned

3 States for each objective the what, when (sequence within course/grade), how actual standard 
is performed, and amount of time to be spent learning

Criterion Two:  Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process
0 No assessment approach
1 Some approach of assessment stated
2 States skills, knowledge, and concepts that will be assessed
3 Keys each objective to district and/or state performance assessments

Criterion Three:  Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes 
0 No mention of required skill
1 States prior general experience needed
2 States prior general experience needed in specified grade level

3 States specific documented prerequisite or description of discrete skills/concepts required 
prior to this learning (may be a scope and sequence across grades/courses if PreK-12)
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Exhibit 2.3.1 (continued)
Curriculum Management Improvement Model Frame One Analysis:  

Minimal Basic Components for Curriculum Document Quality and Specificity
Point 
Value Criteria

Criterion Four:  Delineation of the Major Instructional Tools
0 No mention of textbook or instructional tools/resources
1 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s)
2 Names the basic text/instructional resource(s) and supplementary materials to be used

3 States for each objective the “match” between the basic text/instructional resource(s) and the 
curriculum objective

Criterion Five:  Clear Approaches for Classroom Use
0 No approaches cited for classroom use
1 Overall, vague statement on approaching the subject
2 Provides general suggestions on approaches
3 Provides specific examples of how to approach key concepts/skills in the classroom

©2013 CMSi

The criteria in Exhibit 2.3.1 represent the tightly held/loosely held components of quality curriculum discussed 
in Exhibit 2.1.1.  Criteria one, two, and three represent the curriculum components that must be tightly controlled 
by the district.  If teachers are not uniformly working toward the same objectives and assessing mastery in the 
same way, consistency of instruction and achievement is compromised.  Criterion three—Delineation of the 
prerequisite essential skills, knowledge, and attitudes—must be tightly held by the district in order to ensure 
that instruction is efficient and moves students through learning pathways smoothly.  Criteria four and five 
represent the loosely held components of quality curriculum, allowing teachers to choose from a menu of 
resources and instructional strategies that will target their particular students’ academic needs, strengths, and 
interests.  When all of these elements are provided to teachers, they can use their energies to design and apply 
high quality instruction and creative approaches for effective teaching and learning.

Exhibit 2.3.2 presents the auditors’ ratings for English language arts curriculum guides presented to them by 
district personnel.

Exhibit 2.3.2

Auditors’ Ratings of Grades K-12 English Language Arts Curriculum Guidance Documents  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Kindergarten ELA 2015 2 0 0 0 0 2
Grade 1 ELA 2013 2 1 2 2 3 10
Grade 2 ELA 2013 2 0 2 2 3 9
Grade 3 ELA 2013 2 1 2 2 3 10
Grade 4 ELA 2013 2 0 2 3 3 10
Grade 5 ELA 2013 2 2 2 2 3 11
Grade 6 ELA 2014 1 1 2 2 2 8
Grade 7 ELA 2014 2 1 2 2 2 9
Grade 8 ELA 2014 2 1 2 2 2 9
Grade 9 English 2015 2 0 2 1 1 6
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Exhibit 2.3.2 (continued)
Auditors’ Ratings of Grades K-12 English Language Arts Curriculum Guidance Documents  

For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Grade 10 English 2015 2 0 2 1 1 6
American Literature 2015 2 0 2 1 1 6
British Literature 2015 2 0 2 1 1 6
Journalism I 2013 1 0 2 0 0 3
Journalism II 2013 1 0 2 0 0 3
Oral/Written Communication 2013 1 0 2 0 0 3
Mean Rating for Each Criterion  1.75 0.44 1.88 1.31 1.56 6.94
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, GaDOE 
Frameworks, high school course guides.

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.3.2:

• Sixteen (16) English language guides were examined for quality. PreK English language arts guiding 
documents were not presented to the auditors.

• Guides for grade 5 received the highest total rating for English language arts scoring 11 out of a possible 
15 points.  Guides for grades 1, 3, and 4 received the second highest total rating, scoring 10 out of a 
possible 15 points. These scores do not meet the minimal quality rating of 12.

• The lowest total rating was a score of two for the kindergarten English language arts document, which 
contained only a list of standards on a curriculum map.  This is a state-created document.

• The strongest overall category was “prerequisites” with an average score of 1.88 out of a possible three 
(3) points.

• Grades 1 through 5 received scores of three (3), the highest score possible, for inclusion of specific 
examples to approach key concepts and skills in the classroom.  No other ELA document received this 
high a rating on any criterion. 

• None of the English language arts guides received an adequacy rating of 12.  The mean score for 
all English language arts curriculum guides examined was 6.94, considered inadequate to effectively 
direct instruction.

Comments related to the ratings for each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.2 follow:

Criterion 1:  Clarity and specificity of objectives

Mean Rating:  1.75 

All the English language arts curriculum documents, with the exception of Journalism I-II and Oral/Written 
Communication, included state standards, but lacked specifications on how students were to perform those 
standards. To obtain a three, curriculum guides must clearly state what it is students should be able to do or 
learn; indicate how the student will perform the standard; specify the sequence when the objectives should 
be taught within the course or grade (may be presented as a pacing guide or calendar); and indicate in small 
meaningful units, such as hour/minutes or class period spans, the amount of time to be spent learning.  Although 
some time allocations were included for estimated learning of objectives, they were often in multi-week or nine-
week time frames rather than smaller, more meaningful time periods necessary to teach a specific standard or 
concept.
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Criterion 2:  Congruity of the curriculum to the assessment process

Mean Rating:  0.44

To obtain a three in this criterion, each objective is clearly identified with assessments used in the district and/
or by the state. English language arts scored the lowest in this criterion.  Some ELA curriculum documents that 
stated some approach of assessment scored one; those that stated skills, knowledge, and concepts to be assessed 
scored a two. However, specific learning expectations were not indicated to ensure alignment of the assessment 
to the standard in any English language arts curriculum document presented to the auditors. There were no 
mentions of alignment to summative assessments (see Findings 4.1 and 4.2).

Criterion 3:  Delineation of the Prerequisite Essential Skills, Knowledge, and Attitudes

Mean Rating:  1.88

To obtain a three in this criterion, documented prerequisites or a description of discrete skills/concepts required 
prior to the targeted learning should be clearly delineated.  A scope and sequence or learning progression would 
comprise such a document. The ELA guides scored the highest in this criterion because the website for Griffin-
Spalding County School System’s English language arts curriculum provides a set of objectives for each course, 
K through British literature. Since this website provides teachers access to prior standards taught in other grade 
levels within an academic discipline, the entire range of curriculum standards is available for grade one through 
British literature.  Those courses with access to a prior grade guide, rated a two for prerequisites.  Because the 
PreK ELA guide was not represented on the ELA website, kindergarten received a zero rating.  A comprehensive 
(PK-12) scope and sequence was not found on the website or in the district guides offered for review.

Criterion 4:  Delineation of the major instructional tools

Mean:  1.31

To obtain a three for this criterion, requires a match between the basic text/instructional resource(s) and each 
curriculum objective.  This was not the case for documents reviewed except for grade 4. Most documents that 
mentioned resources did so with sporadic lists of websites and materials throughout the subject that were not 
keyed or linked to a particular standard.

Criterion 5:  Clear Approaches for Classroom Use

Mean:  1.56

English language arts curriculum guides receiving a score of three named specific examples of how to approach 
key concept/skills in the classroom.  Such detail was provided in grades 1-5.  In other English language arts 
curriculum guides, stated strategies were either not specific to key concepts, minimal, or not present.

It is important to note that formats varied across grade levels (elementary, middle, and high school) and content.  
The inconsistent format resulted in varied elements being included.  Overall, the guides do not provide specificity 
regarding the amount of time needed to teach each learning objective, a linkage between the objective and 
district/state assessments, the alignment of basic resources and each objective, and strategies to aid teachers in 
delivering instruction in the classroom.
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Exhibit 2.3.3 presents the auditors’ ratings for mathematics curriculum guides presented to them by district 
personnel.

Exhibit 2.3.3

Auditors’ Ratings of Grades K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Guidance Documents  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Kindergarten Math 2015 2 2 0 3 3 10
Grade 1 Math 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Grade 2 Math 2015 2 1 2 1 3 9
Grade 3 Math 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Grade 4 Math 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Grade 5 Math 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Grade 6 Math 2016 3 2 2 2 2 11
Accelerated 6/7A Math 2015 2 1 2 1 2 8
Grade 7 Math 2016 2 2 2 3 3 12
Accelerated 7B/8 Math 2015 2 1 2 2 3 10
Grade 8 Math 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Foundations of Algebra 2015 3 3 2 2 3 13
Algebra I 2015 3 1 2 3 3 12
Coordinate Algebra 2015 2 2 2 2 3 11
Advanced Algebra 2015 3 1 2 0 3 9
Algebra II 2015 2 1 2 2 3 10
Geometry 2015 2 3 2 2 3 12
Analytic Geometry 2015 2 2 2 2 3 11
Accelerated  Geometry 2015 2 2 3 2 3 12
Pre-Calculus 2015 2 2 2 2 3 11
Accelerated Pre-Calculus 2011 2 1 3 2 3 11
Calculus 2011 2 0 2 0 0 4
AP Calculus 2015 3 1 3 2 2 11
AP Statistics 2015 2 1 3 2 3 11
Advanced Math Decision Making 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Mathematics of Finance 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Mathematics of Industry and Government 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Mean Rating for Each Criterion 2.19 1.44 2.19 1.85 2.44 10.11
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, GaDOE 
Frameworks, high school course guides.

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.3.3:

• Ten (10) of 27 mathematics guides reviewed received (37 percent) a score of 12 or more and are 
considered adequate by audit criteria. One guide, Foundations of Algebra, received the highest score 
of 13.

• Four of the six (66 percent) elementary mathematics guides reviewed received a score of 12.
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• Mathematics guides were rated strongest for the inclusion of instructional strategies for key concepts/
skills and were rated weakest for alignment of standards to assessments.

• Total scores of the mathematics curriculum documents ranged from a low of four points to a high of 13 
points. Most of the mathematics guides are state-created documents, which are accessed through the 
GSCSS curriculum website.

• The mean rating for all mathematics curriculum guides was 10.11 points out of a possible 15 points, 
which is considered inadequate by audit criteria.

Comments related to the ratings for each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.3 follow:

Criterion 1:  Clarity and Specificity of Objectives

Mean Rating:  2.19

All of the mathematics guides included standards for student learning, most of which were accompanied by 
specifications delineating expected learning and how students were to perform the standard. Additionally, 
grade 6, Fundamentals of Algebra, Algebra I, and Advanced Algebra specified the amount of time needed to 
teach each objective to mastery. Time allocations were specific per standard/concept in small, meaningful time 
periods of hours or class periods.  

Criterion 2:  Congruence of the curriculum to assessment process

Mean Rating: 1.44

To receive a rating of three, learning objectives must be tied to the assessment process.  To meet all the 
requirements of Criterion 2, the written curriculum needs to specify which objectives will be tested and how 
objectives will be assessed contextually and cognitively on district and state assessments.  Many of the guides 
delineated which standards and concepts would be assessed but did not key them to the district and/or state 
performance assessments. 

Criterion 3:  Delineation of the prerequisite essential skills, knowledge, and attitudes

Mean Rating: 2.19

Mathematics guides, with the exception of kindergarten, have online access to the prior skills and objectives 
taught from kindergarten through grade 12.  A comprehensive (PK-12) scope and sequence was not found on 
the website or in the district guides offered for review.  The seven guides that scored a rating of three stated 
specific discrete skills and concepts required prior to the learnings of those particular courses. 

Criterion 4:  Delineation of major instructional tools

Mean Rating: 1.85

Mathematics guides receiving a score of three specified instructional tools for each learning objective.  Such 
detail was provided in eight (30 percent) of mathematics guides presented.  Many guides had an extensive list 
of resources that did not specify a direct linkage to each objective and tended to generalize the use of certain 
instructional tools within a unit.

Criterion 5:  Clear approaches for classroom use

Mean Rating: 2.44

Mathematics scored the highest in this criterion. Mathematics guides receiving a score of three specified 
instructional approaches for key concepts/skills, and some even matched instructional approaches to individual 
objectives.  Such detail was provided in 74 percent of mathematics guides presented.  Some guides had extensive 
lists of resources with no specified a direct linkage to the expected learning of the objective.

While the structural elements were present, auditors found the quality of the elements inadequate to support 
instruction aligned to the content, cognition, and context of the district standards for learning.  Overall, the 
guides lacked specificity regarding objectives in terms of how a student is expected to show mastery of the 
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content within the context of the standard and demonstrate the cognitive expectation for application.  The 
match of resources, along with ready-made tools, is a useful part of designed guides and has the potential, if 
refined and aligned, to provide teachers with an array of support.  Identification of standards tested and aligned 
to state/local assessments and the inclusion of specific examples of approaches to key concepts/skills were 
weaknesses across most guides in mathematics. These guides lack the specificity to aid teachers in delivering 
the mathematics content standards and embedding the cognition of process standards.

Exhibit 2.3.4 provides the auditors’ ratings for science curriculum guides presented to them by district personnel.

Exhibit 2.3.4

Auditors’ Ratings of Grades K-12 Science Curriculum Guidance Documents  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Kindergarten Science 2007 3 2 0 2 3 10
Grade 1 Science 2007 3 2 2 2 3 12
Grade 2 Science 2007 2 1 2 2 3 10
Grade 3 Science 2007 2 1 2 2 3 10
Grade 4 Science 2007 2 1 2 2 1 8
Grade 5 Science 2007 2 2 2 2 2 10
Grade 6 Science 2007 2 1 2 1 2 8
Grade 7 Science 2006 3 1 2 2 3 11
Grade 8 Science 2006 2 1 2 3 3 11
Biology I 2006 3 2 2 2 3 12
Physical Science 2006 2 2 2 2 2 10
Chemistry 2006 3 1 2 2 3 11
AP Chemistry 2015 1 1 0 2 2 6
Physics 2006 3 1 2 2 3 11
AP Environmental Science 2015 2 2 2 2 3 11
Environmental Science 2006 2 0 2 0 0 4
Earth Systems 2006 2 0 2 0 0 4
Forensics 2006 2 0 2 0 0 4
Human Anatomy 2006 2 0 2 0 0 4
Mean Rating for Each Criterion 2.26 1.11 1.79 1.58 2.05 8.79
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, GaDOE 
Frameworks, high school course guides.

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.3.4:

• Two of the science curriculum guides, grade 1 and Biology 1, received a rating of 12, which is considered 
necessary for adequacy.  

• The strongest design features of the science curriculum guides are the Clarity and Specificity of 
Objectives (2.26) and Clear Approaches for Classroom Use (2.05).

• The lowest mean rating was given to the criterion for aligning objectives to district and/or state 
performance assessments.

• Science curriculum documents received a mean rating of 8.79 out of a possible 15 points, which is 
inadequate for quality.
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Comments related to the ratings for each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.4 follows:

Criterion 1:  Clarity and Specificity of Objectives

Mean Rating:  2.26

All science guides included standards, identifiable skills, and concepts to be learned.  While time frames were 
included for estimated learning of objectivities, they were often in multi-week or nine-week units rather than 
smaller, more meaningful time periods necessary to teach a specific standard or concept.  Most guides did not 
detail how students were to perform specific standards.

Criterion 2:  Congruity of the Curriculum to the Assessment Process

Mean Rating: 1.11

Most science guides provided minimal linkage to assessment of standards on district or state levels. Although 
some curriculum documents stated some approach of assessment or stated skills and concepts to be assessed, 
no guides aligned each objective to district and state assessments. 

Criterion 3:  Delineation of the prerequisite essential skills, knowledge, and attitudes

Mean Rating:  1.79

Most science guides delineated prerequisite essential skills through the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System’s online science website.  With the exception of kindergarten, all core science classes have online access 
to the prior skills and objectives taught from grade K-12.  A comprehensive (PreK-12) scope and sequence was 
not found on the website or in the district guides offered for review. 

Criterion 4:  Delineation of the major instructional tools

Mean Rating:  1.58

Except for grade 8, no science guide received a score of three for specified instructional tools or textbooks 
for each learning objective.  Four high school guides did not list any type of instructional resource, tool, or 
textbook.  Seventy-four (74) percent of science documents named instructional and supplementary materials to 
be used but did not align the resources to specific objectives.

Criterion 5:  Clear approaches for classroom use

Mean Rating:  2.05

Seventy-nine (79) percent of all science curriculum guides provide specific examples of how to approach key 
concepts and skills in the classroom. Other science guides referenced vague teaching strategies that were not 
linked to particular objectives or student expectations. Environmental science, earth systems, forensics, and 
human anatomy had no approaches or instructional strategies to be used in classroom teaching.
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Exhibit 2.3.5 presents the auditors’ ratings for social studies curriculum guides presented to them by district 
personnel. 

Exhibit 2.3.5

Auditors’ Ratings of Grades K-12 Social Studies Curriculum Guidance Documents  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Kindergarten Social Studies 2008 2 2 0 1 2 7
Grade 1 Social Studies 2008 2 2 2 1 2 9
Grade 2 Social Studies 2011 2 2 2 2 2 10
Grade 3 Social Studies 2009 2 2 2 2 2 10
Grade 4 Social Studies 2008 2 2 2 1 2 9
Grade 5 Social Studies 2008 2 2 2 1 2 9
Grade 6 Social Studies 2007 2 3 2 2 2 11
Grade 7 Social Studies 2009 3 3 2 2 2 12
Grade 8 Social Studies 2007 2 3 2 2 2 11
American Government/Civics 2011 2 2 2 1 2 9
AP American Government/Civics 2015 2 2 2 2 2 10
U.S. History 2011 2 2 2 1 2 9
World History 2011 2 2 2 1 2 9
Economics 2011 2 2 2 1 2 9
World Geography 2011 2 2 2 1 2 9
AP Human Geography 2015 1 1 0 2 0 4
Psychology 2011 2 2 2 1 2 9
Sociology 2011 2 2 2 1 2 9
Mean Rating for Each Criterion 2.00 2.11 1.78 1.39 1.89 9.17
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, 
GaDOE Frameworks, high school course guides.

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.3.5:

• The social studies curriculum document for grade 7 received an adequate score of 12 points. 

• Middle school social studies, grades 6-8, received the highest total rates with scores of 11 points, 12 
points, and 11 points, respectively. 

• The average rating for all social studies curriculum documents was 9.17 points out of a possible 15 
points.

• The highest criterion rating was for congruence of the curriculum to assessments with an average of 
2.11.

• Delineation of the major instructional tools received the lowest rating (1.39 points). 
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Comments related to the ratings for each criterion in Exhibit 2.3.5 follow:

Criterion 1:  Clarity and specificity of objects

Mean Rating:  2.00

All social science documents include state standards, and most include how tasks are to be performed or skills 
to be learned.  However, only one, grade 7, specified small meaningful units of time considered necessary to 
teach a specific standard, skill, or concept to mastery.

Criterion 2:  Congruity of the curriculum to the assessment process

Mean Rating:  2.11

These guides aligned each objective to district and/or state performance assessments.  All social studies guides 
stated skills, knowledge, and concepts to be assessed, but did not align the objectives to district and/or state 
performance assessments, except those for grades 6-8 which received a score of three for this criterion. 

Criterion 3:  Delineation of the prerequisite essential skills, knowledge, and attitudes

Mean Rating:  1.78

A comprehensive (PK-12) scope and sequence chart was not presented to auditors for review.  The Griffin-
Spalding County School System’s social studies curriculum website gives access to prior essential objectives 
and skills.  With the exception of kindergarten, all core social studies courses have online access to the prior 
skills and objectives taught from grades K through 12.

Criterion 4:  Delineation of the major instructional tools

Mean Rating:  1.39

Curriculum documents reviewed from elementary and high school levels mentioned various resources but 
referenced no linkage to objectives.  However, grades 2 and 3, and grades 6-8 social science curriculum 
documents named basic instructional resources or supplementary materials to be used to match many of the 
curriculum objectives.

Criterion 5:  Clear approaches for classroom use

Mean Rating:  1.89

All social studies documents presented to auditors for review provided general suggestions on approaches for 
classroom use. The documents did not provide specific examples of how to approach key concepts/skills in the 
classroom; therefore, all documents received a rating of two.

Overall, the guides lacked specificity regarding objectives in terms of how a student is expected to show mastery 
of the content within the context of the standard and providing specifics on the time to be spent learning each 
objective.  Most assessment statements are generally worded single questions focusing on the major theme of the 
lesson without aligning each objective to a district or state performance assessment. The weakest components of 
social studies guides are the alignment of instructional resources to the objectives and the lack of prerequisites, 
which are needed to provide a continuum of learning.
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Exhibit 2.3.6 presents the auditors’ ratings for all non-core curriculum guides presented to them by district 
personnel. The mean criterion ratings or each subject area are presented as well as an overall mean criterion 
rating for non-core curriculum documents. The detailed analyses are presented in Appendix C.

Exhibit 2.3.6

Summary of Auditors’ Ratings by Subject Area Grades K-12   
Non-Core Curriculum Guides  

For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Curriculum Subject Area
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Theater Arts 2.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 5.00
Visual Arts 2.00 0.00 2.69 0.00 0.00 4.69
Career Technical & Agricultural Education 2.11 0.38 2.44 0.70 0.70 6.33
Music 2.00 0.07 1.81 0.00 0.00 3.88
Physical Education 2.00 0.00 2.54 0.00 1.82 6.36
Technology 2.00 0.00 2.70 0.00 0.00 4.70
World Languages 2.00 0.57 2.14 1.14 2.00 7.85
Total Mean Rating 2.02 0.15 2.47 0.26 0.65 5.55
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, GaDOE 
Frameworks, high school course guides.

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.3.6:

• The mean rating for all 147 non-core curriculum guides was 5.55, which is not considered adequate.

• World languages curriculum guides received the highest mean rating of the non-core subjects with a 
rating of 7.85, although still not considered adequate. 

• Physical Education received the second highest rating of 6.36.

• Career technical and agricultural education guides received a mean score of 6.33. CTAE is the only area 
that has curriculum guides (n=12) that met ratings of adequacy. Nine courses received 12 points out of 
a possible 15.  Three courses, Application of Therapeutic Service, Audio Broadcast/Video Production, 
and Audio/Video Production II, scored 14 points out of a possible 15 points.  Components influencing 
the score were the presence of instructional tools/resources tied to each unit objective and the inclusion 
of instructional strategies on how to approach key concepts in the classroom. These components are 
included in all 12 CTAE courses receiving an adequate rating.

• All theatre arts, visual arts, music, and technology curriculum guides make no mention of resources 
or strategies. With the exception of one course in music, beginning guitar, all subject areas were also 
silent on assessment.

• As a group, non-core guides received the lowest ratings for Criterion 2: Congruity of the Curriculum 
to the Assessment Process (0.15).

• Format consistency is not present in the non-course curriculum documents. Many courses consist of a 
one-page curriculum map, while others are multi-pages detailed with resources, strategies, and other 
components to guide instruction in the classroom.   

• Auditors had difficulty accessing many of the non-core curriculum documents, particularly CTAE 
guides, due to the ambiguous naming of courses in different handbooks and in different campus master 
schedules. Additionally, auditors were not able to retrieve many CTAE complete guides due to online 
access restrictions for the CTAE Resource Network (CTAERN).   Auditors were able to access through 
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GeorgiaStandards.Org., One Stop Shop for Teachers the course description and standards for many of 
the non-core courses.  GSCSS administrators presented all 12 of the non-core curriculum documents 
receiving ratings of 12 points and 14 points to the auditors on-site.  

A summary of means for all Griffin-Spalding County School System’s curriculum guides (core and non-core) 
by criterion and content area is provided in Exhibit 2.3.7.

Exhibit 2.3.7

Summary of Auditors’ Ratings of Grades K-12 GSCSS Curriculum Guides  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Curriculum Subject Area
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
English Language Arts 1.75 0.44 1.88 1.31 1.56 6.94
Mathematics 2.19 1.44 2.19 1.85 2.44 10.11
Science 2.26 1.11 1.79 1.58 2.05 8.79
Social Studies 2 2.11 1.78 1.39 1.89 9.17
Non-Core Courses 2.02 0.15 2.47 0.26 0.65 5.55
Total Mean Rating 2.04 1.05 2.02 1.28 1.72 8.11
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master 
schedules, GaDOE Frameworks, high school course guides.

As can be noted from Exhibit 2.3.7:

• No curriculum guides for any subject area rated an average of 12 points, the minimum rating to meet 
criteria for adequacy.  The total mean score for all Griffin-Spalding County School System curriculum 
guides reviewed was 8.11.

• Non-core subjects and courses received the lowest mean score of 5.55.

• Criterion one, clarity and specificity of objectives, received the highest total mean score, 2.04.  Criterion 
3, prerequisites of prior learning, received a total mean score of 2.02.

• Overall, non-core courses have the best delineation of the prerequisites of prior learning. 

• Criterion two, congruity of the curriculum to the assessment process, received the lowest total mean 
score, 1.05.  Few curriculum guides in any subject, excluding social studies, keyed the objectives to 
district and/or state performance assessments.

In addition to the analysis of curriculum guides for adequacy, auditors conducted interviews with teachers, 
district administrators, and campus administrators.  Comments were made to the auditors describing the way 
curriculum guides are used:

• “Our district curriculum maps say to follow the GSEs. They create their own lessons.” (District 
Administrator)

• “Our teachers use curriculum maps to teach the GSEs.”  (School Administrator)

• “The curriculum map is the only document that they should be using.” (District Administrator)

• “We have some that just use the textbook regardless of whether it is aligned.” (District Administrator)

• “…should be using the frameworks.” (District Administrator)

• “The state initially gave units.  We made our own [elementary and middle school level units].” (District 
Administrator)

• “There are a number of programs for teachers to choose from.” (Teacher)
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• “We have come up with our own curriculum.”  (School Administrator)

Use of Curriculum

In addition to reviewing district curriculum documents and policies, the reviewers also conducted interviews 
with district and campus administrators, teachers, and parents and administered an informal online survey to 
identify opinions and beliefs about the use of the written curriculum in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System. Exhibit 2.3.8 provides a summary of the results of 496 teacher responses to the question, “What do you 
use as your primary resource for planning classroom instruction?” 

Exhibit 2.3.8

Primary Resource Used to Plan Classroom Instruction
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016 

Georgia Standards 
of Excellence, 

58%

One or more purchased 
curriculum programs, 9%

District-adopted 
textbook, 2%

District-developed 
curriculum, 4%

Campus-developed 
curriculum, 1%

My own ideas and/or 
resources, 13%

N/A in my position I 
am not responsible for 

planning, 3%

Other resources, 
10%

What do you use as your PRIMARY resource for planning 
classroom instruction?

What do you use as your PRIMARY resource for planning classroom instruction?

Resources Used by Teachers Number of 
Responses Percent of Responses

Georgia Standards of Excellence 289 58.
One or more purchased curriculum programs 43 9
District-adopted textbook 11 2
District-developed curriculum 17 4
Campus-developed curriculum 5 1
My own ideas and/or resources 65 13
N/A in my position I am not responsible for planning 15 3
Other resources 51 10

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.3.8:

• Ninety-three (93) percent of teachers use some resource other than the district-developed curriculum to 
guide the planning of classroom instruction.

• Thirty-four (34) percent of teachers (n=169) use resources to guide classroom instruction that are not 
part of the district-developed curriculum or necessarily aligned to the Georgia Standards of Excellence.
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• One hundred fourteen (114) teachers (23 percent) use their own ideas and/or resources or other resources 
to plan classroom instruction.

• Other resources and own resources included: Teachers Pay Teachers, Unique, resources from 
friends,textbook not adopted by the district, Pinterest,  AMP,  PAARC,  web-based sources, TEA,  
BrainPop, and a combination of others.

Exhibit 2.3.9 presents the results of the informal principal survey concerning the use of curriculum in GSCSS. 
Forty-three (43) principals and associate principals responded to the question, “What is the primary category of 
curriculum documents used by teachers on my campus to guide instruction?”  Principals were asked to check 
all that applied.

Exhibit 2.3.9

Principals’ View of Curriculum Documents Used to Guide Instruction
Griffin-Spalding County School System 

February 2016

Georgia State 
Standards-42

34%

Campus-based 
curriculum 

documents-8
13%

District-adopted 
textbooks-11, 9%

District-adopted 
curriculum-14

11%

Teacher's own 
ideas/resources-

29
23%

One or more 
purchased 
curriculum 

programs-16
6%

Other-5
4%

Principals' Responses

What is the primary category of curriculum documents used by teachers on my campus to guide 
instruction?

Resources Used by Teachers Number of 
Responses

Percent of 
Responses

Georgia Standards of Excellence 42 98
One or more purchased curriculum programs 16 37
District-adopted textbook 11 26
District-developed curriculum 14 33
Campus-developed curriculum 8 19
My own ideas and/or resources 29 67
Other resources 5 12

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.3.9:

• “Georgia State Standards (42 responses) and Teacher’s own ideas/resources (29 responses) are viewed 
as the two most used resources for guiding student instruction, which were also the two most used 
resources selected by teachers.

• Fourteen (14 responses), or 33 percent of campus administrators regarded the use of the district-adopted 
curriculum to be used by classroom teachers to plan and guide instruction.  
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• Less than four percent of teachers indicated the district-curriculum to be the primary resource to plan 
their instruction.

• Purchased curriculum programs accounted for 16 responses of principals’ view of teachers’ resource for 
instructional planning; purchased curriculum programs accounted for 8.7 percent of teacher responses. 

• Teachers used the district-developed curriculum 18 percent less than principal expectations.

• Principals’ rank of expectation of the teachers using other resources was prioritized four ranks lower 
than the teachers’ actual use of other resources.

(The percentages are off due to the fact that multiple responses were allowed from principals.)  

Jackson Road Elementary students using iRead

Summary

The audit team found that overall quality of the curriculum guides in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System was inadequate to provide direction for teachers to facilitate learning and promote alignment of the 
written, taught, and tested curriculum.  Most curriculum guides fail to name even minimal types of resources, 
including textbooks, or teaching strategies to use in the delivery of instruction.  Only 25 of the 224 curriculum 
guides reviewed in this initial analysis met review criteria for minimal basic components and specificity.   Most 
lacked the precision and specificity among assessments, resources, and teaching strategies needed to enhance 
teacher preparation and delivery and improve achievement for all students (see Recommendation 4).

Internal Consistency

While the basic elements of curriculum design, scope of the district curriculum (Finding 2.2), and quality 
(Finding 2.3) provide a fundamental analysis of design quality, auditors analyze internal consistency to 
determine if design is consistent across resources used in curriculum delivery to accomplish the district’s goals 
for student learning. Resource analysis includes the congruency between the following resources and selected 
objectives in terms of content, context, and cognition: 1) instructional strategies suggested in district curriculum 
guides; and 2) test items used to measure attainment of selected objectives.  A sampling approach was used in 
each of these analyses:

I. Congruence of Instructional Strategies with State Objectives in English Language Arts and Mathematics

II. Congruence of District-wide Assessment Items with State Objectives in English Language Arts and 
Mathematics.

Depth of Knowledge (DOK) Required of the Learner

Depth of Knowledge (DOK) is an indicator of the sort of thinking required of the learner to carry out a given 
task.  Auditors expect DOK of the written, taught, and tested curriculum to be congruent so that students are 
not surprised by any of the cognitive demands placed on them in high stakes testing situations. To perform the 
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analyses of the depth of knowledge (DOK) required of the learner in each of these analyses of congruency, 
auditors used the framework as presented in Exhibit 2.3.10.

Exhibit 2.3.10

Description of Depth of Knowledge Levels of Complexity

Level of Complexity Definition of Level Evidence of Depth of Knowledge
Level 1
Recall/Reproduction

Recall a fact, 
information, or 
procedure. Process 
information on a low 
level.

• Explain simple concepts or routine procedures.
• Recall elements and details.
• Recall a fact, term or property.
• Conduct basic calculations.
• Order rational numbers.
• Identify a standard scientific representation for simple 

phenomenon.
• Label locations.
• Describe the features of a place or people.
• Identify figurative language in a reading passage.

Level 2
Skill/Concept

Use information or 
conceptual knowledge, 
two or more steps.

• Solve routine multiple-step problems.
• Describe non-trivial patterns.
• Interpret information from a simple graph.
• Formulate a routine problem, given data and conditions.
• Sort objects.
• Show relationships.
• Apply a concept.
• Organize, represent, and interpret data.
• Use context clues to identify the meaning of unfamiliar 

words.
• Describe the cause/effect of a particular event.
• Predict a logical outcome.
• Identify patterns in events or behavior.

Level 3
Strategic Thinking

Requires reasoning, 
developing a plan or a 
sequence of steps, some 
complexity.

• Solve non-routine problems.
• Interpret information from a complex graph.
• Explain phenomena in terms of concepts.
• Support ideas with details and examples.
• Develop a scientific model for a complex situation.
• Formulate conclusions form experimental data.
• Compile information from multiple sources to address a 

specific topic.
• Develop a logical argument.
• Identify and then justify a solution.
• Identify the author’s purpose and explain how it affects 

the interpretation of a reading selection.
Level 4
Extended Thinking

Requires an 
investigation, time 
to think and process 
multiple conditions of 
the problem. Most on-
demand assessments 
will not include Level 4 
activities.

• Design and conduct an experiment that requires 
specifying a problem; report results/solutions.

• Synthesize ideas into new concepts.
• Critique experimental designs.
• Design a mathematical model to inform and solve a 

practical or abstract situation.
• Connect common themes across texts from different 

cultures.
• Synthesize information from multiple sources.

Source: Webb, N.L., 2002, Depth-of-Knowledge Levels for Four Content Areas, University of Wisconsin Center for Educational 
Research.
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I. Congruence of Instructional Strategies with State Objectives

When instruction strategies and materials are congruent with the state objectives, there is a greater likelihood 
that teachers will deliver the intended curriculum effectively.  A well-designed curriculum includes suggested 
instructional strategies that match the content, context, and cognition of each learning objective for which 
students are held accountable.  Exhibit 2.3.11 presents a summary of the congruency between the instructional 
strategies in the sampling and the related English language arts objectives.  The auditors used the sample of 
four objectives in each grade where objectives are measured by state tests, and analyzed for the match between 
suggested instructional strategies with content, context, and cognition of the learning objective.  A detailed 
analysis is presented in Appendix C.

Exhibit 2.3.11

Summary of Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  
In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

Grade
Number of 
Objectives 
In Sample

Content 
Congruent

Context 
Congruent

Cognition 
Congruent

Total 
Congruency

# % # % # % %
3 4 2 50 1 25 1 25 33
5 4 2 50 0 0 0 0 16
8 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Amer. Lit 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total and % 16 4 25 1 6 1 6 12
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website; GSCSS Curriculum Guides; GaDOE Website, GSE Frameworks

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.3.11:

• The congruency of curriculum document strategies to the Griffin-Spalding County School System was 
25 percent for content, six percent for context, six percent for cognition across all grade samples..

• Grade 8 and American Literature received the lowest rating with zero (0) percent congruency between 
district curriculum document strategies and selected student learning objectives.

• Standards listed in the American literature curriculum documents did not correlate with the Georgia 
Standards of Excellence, making it difficult to determine congruency of instructional strategies to 
subject objectives.
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A summary of the analysis of congruence between curriculum instructional strategies and a sample of objectives 
for mathematics in grades 3, 5, 8 and geometry is presented in Exhibit 2.3.12. A detailed analysis is presented 
in Appendix C.

Exhibit 2.3.12

Summary of Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  
In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

Grade
Number of 
Objectives 
In Sample

Content 
Congruent

Context 
Congruent

Cognition 
Congruent

Total 
Congruency

# % # % # % %
3 4 4 100 4 100 4 100 100
5 4 4 100 4 100 4 100 100
8 4 3 75 3 75 3 75 75

Geometry 4 3 75 3 75 3 75 75
Total and % 16 14 88 14 88 14 88 88
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website; GSCSS Curriculum Guides; GaDOE Website, GSE Mathematics Frameworks

As can be noted from the data in Exhibit 2.3.12:

• The congruency of curriculum document strategies to the Griffin-Spalding County School System was 
88 percent for content, context, 88 percent for cognition across all grade samples.

• Grade 8 and Geometry received the lowest congruence rating with a 75 percent congruency between 
district curriculum document strategies and selected student learning objectives.

• Grade 3 and 5 received 100 percent congruency between district curriculum document strategies and 
selected student learning objectives.

II. Congruence of District-wide Assessment Items with State Objectives

In order to provide students learning opportunities that exercise all types of cognition and add rigor to the 
curriculum, assessment items are expected to demonstrate mastery in multiple contexts.  Such direction provides 
models of assessment formats and tasks that align with the content and cognition of each objective.  Assessment 
tools used at various stages of learning help prepare students in a range of contexts and address the range of 
content and cognition for which students are held accountable.  The reviewers were presented with assessment 
items that were described as “GSCSS Common Assessment” questions.  Auditors used the assessment items 
that were presented to analyze congruency between these items and the state standards they measure.

Auditors selected a sample of items from course-specific tests.  In recognition that a single test item cannot 
measure all elements of a standard, auditors examined many items per standard, if they were available, and 
intentionally selected assessment items that were more likely to align with the selected standard.  The summary 
of these analyses is presented in Exhibit 2.3.13. The detailed analyses are presented in Appendix C.
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Exhibit 2.3.13

Summary of Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  
In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Grade
Number of 
Objectives 
In Sample

Content 
Congruent

Context 
Congruent

Cognition 
Congruent

Total 
Congruency

# % # % # % %
3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 4 1 25 1 25 1 25 25
8 4 1 25 1 25 1 25 25

Amer. Lit 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total and % 16 2 13 2 13 2 13 13
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website; GSCSS Curriculum Guides; GaDOE Website, GSE Frameworks

As indicated in Exhibit 2.3.13:

• The congruency of district common assessments to the Griffin-Spalding English language art objectives 
was 13 percent for content, context, and cognition across all grade samples.

• Grade 3 and American Literature received the lowest congruence ratings with zero (0) percent 
congruency between district common assessments and selected learning objectives. Auditors noted that 
assessment questions for grade 3 were in the common assessment bank; however, the test questions 
were not keyed to the Georgia Standards of Excellence.

• Grades 5 and 8 received congruence ratings with a 25 percent congruency between district common 
assessments and selected learning objectives.

• Thirteen (13) percent of all English language arts district assessment items analyzed were congruent 
with state objectives for content, context, and cognition.

The auditors also analyzed the congruency of test items against objectives in mathematics for those grades/
subjects with a Georgia Milestones assessment: grades 3, 5, 8, and geometry.

Exhibit 2.3.14 presents the summary of those analyses.  The detailed analyses are presented in Appendix C.

Example 2.3.14

Summary of Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  
In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
February 2016

Grade
Number of 
Objectives 
In Sample

Content 
Congruent

Context 
Congruent

Cognition 
Congruent

Total 
Congruency

# % # % # % %
3 4 3 75 3 75 3 75 75
5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 4 2 50 1 25 1 25 33

Geometry 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total and % 16 5 31 4 25 4 25 27
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website; GSCSS Curriculum Guides; GaDOE Website, GSE Frameworks
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As can be seen in Exhibit 2.3.14:

• The congruency of the Griffin-Spalding County School System common assessment to the mathematics 
objectives was 31 percent for content, 25 percent for context, and 25 percent for cognition across all 
grade samples.

• Grade 5 and geometry received the lowest rating with zero (0) percent congruency between district 
common assessments and selected learning objectives.  Auditors noticed that assessment questions for 
both grade 3 and geometry were available in the district assessment bank; however, none of the test 
questions were keyed to the Georgia Standards of Excellence. 

• Twenty-seven (27) percent of all mathematics district assessment items analyzed were congruent with 
district objectives for content, context, and cognition. 

Without adequate measurement of all assessed standards and all elements of content within these standards, local 
assessments fail to provide feedback regarding how well students have mastered those concepts. Auditors found 
that some content elements of a tested standard are not addressed.  The design of local assessments negated 
reliable data for teacher use since many standards were not able to be examined due to missing assessment 
items, not keyed to standard objectives, or were limited to as few as one item per standard.

Summary of Internal Consistency Findings

In conducting the review of internal consistency between instructional strategies and state objectives, auditors 
found a lack of adequate internal consistency with the design of curriculum documents in the core subjects 
of English language arts and mathematics.  Auditors summarized their findings per component of curriculum 
design, instructional  strategies, and assessment items.  This summary is presented in Exhibit 2.3.15.  

Exhibit 2.3.15

Summary of Internal Consistency of Key Components of Curriculum Design  
Instructional Resources, Instructional Strategies, Assessment Items  

For English Language Arts and Mathematics
Griffin-Spalding County School System 

February 2016

Curriculum Design 
Component

Content 
Congruent

Context 
Congruent

Cognition 
Congruent

Average 
Score

Instructional Strategies 57% 47% 47% 50%
Assessment Items 22% 19% 19% 20%
Total Percent 40% 33% 33% 35%
Data Source :Internal Consistency Summaries – Exhibits 2.3.12 – 2.3.16

As Exhibit 2.3.15 shows, the average internal consistency of key components in curriculum design is 35 percent.  
The average congruency of instructional strategies is 50 percent and assessment items is 20 percent.  The 
weakest components were test item context and cognition congruency at an average of 19 percent.  Alignment 
of content, context, and cognition was less than 70 percent across all subjects and components: content (40 
percent), context (33 percent), and cognition (33 percent).

Based on these analyses, auditors determined that internal consistency of key components of curriculum design 
was inadequate to provide reliable direction to teachers as they use the district curriculum to deliver instruction 
matching the expectations measured by local, state, and national tests.
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Jordan Hill Road Elementary students decomposing numbers into pairs in more than one way

Overall Summary

The auditors reviewed 244 curriculum documents to determine the quality of the guidance provided to teachers 
for delivering the curriculum.  The quality of the content documents varied.  The mathematics documents had 
the highest quality rating; however, none of the content documents met the audit quality expectations.  Quality 
documents should score a minimum 12 points; however, the mean ratings for all curriculum documents was 
8.11 points. From interviews and survey information, teachers reported multiple documents, including teacher 
made units, as driving instruction in the classroom.  A review of internal consistency showed the instructional 
resources provided by the district had 96 percent congruence at grades 3, 5, 8 and American Literature with 
objectives in English language arts.  An identical review for mathematics shows 100 percent consistency between 
district resources and instructional objectives at the same grade levels. A review of instructional strategies with 
objectives resulted in 25 percent consistency for English language arts and 100 percent for math.  Consistency 
of assessments with objectives found 31 percent congruency in English language arts and 27 percent in math.  

Finding 2.4:  Two service programs used in the Griffin-Spalding County School System do not align with 
the Georgia Standards of Excellence to support students’ mastery of the intended learning.

When school leaders working in effective school districts attempt to select instructional materials and 
supplemental programs to meet targets or general student needs, they establish criteria to determine the purpose 
and focus of the decision. Such districts also identify the evidence of alignment of the materials or program with 
the district curriculum, state expectations, or other sources of accountability for students and teachers. While 
the need for variation in approaches to the intended curriculum is typically a reason for choosing supplemental 
programs, the focus fluctuates between emphasis on intervening with change in design or delivery, supplementing 
existing instructional materials and methods, or finding materials and methods that address specific student 
needs identified through analysis of data.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System has many programs identified as interventions, enrichment, and 
supplemental resources. Auditors selected two program areas, services for addressing specific student needs, 
to determine the congruency in content, context and cognitive type between the program and its objectives, 
instructional resources, and/or strategies with the Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE). The programs 
selected by the auditors for review were:

• Assessment and Learning in Knowledge Spaces (ALEKS), a non-adopted web-based assessment and 
learning system used across the district as supplemental math instruction; and

• Gifted and Talented (GT) Program, with its purposes of challenging students identified as gifted and 
talented or those with high abilities, and observed in regular classroom settings and enrichment and 
accelerated programs to enable these students to make continuous progress in school.
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ALEKS Math 

The ALEKS math program is used as a learning and intervention resource in elementary, middle, and high 
schools.  ALEKS is described as “an adaptive, online math program that individualizes learning and assessments 
to the exact learning path and exact topics the student is most ready to learn.” The program provides brief 
lessons, practice opportunities, and feedback for students and monitors, and reports the student progress for 
both students and teachers. The program source reports that the courses will support student mastery of each 
state’s standards throughout its K-12 math courses of study. Although ALEKS products are used as a school-
wide reform strategy, the program has not been board adopted, and schools have the option of whether or not 
to use it.  

Four ALEKS math student performance objectives for each of grades 3, 5, and 8, and geometry were reviewed 
for alignment with 16 randomly selected standards from the GSE. The congruence of ALEKS performance 
objectives with nine of the 16 GSE was found to be inadequate in content, context, and cognitive type.  

Auditors randomly selected samples from the Georgia Standards of Excellence against which to conduct the 
alignment analysis of the programs. They used the curriculum audit criteria for establishing alignment based 
on parallelism in content, context, and cognition. Content refers to the basic topic/subject of the learning; 
context refers to the way in which the information is delivered and/or the way in which student learning is to be 
developed and demonstrated; and cognition refers to the specific types of thinking involved in the designated 
learning. For cognition interpretation and explanation, auditors used the Depth of Knowledge  (see Exhibit 
2.3.10). Each program is discussed in consideration of these criteria and in relationship to the GSE. The content 
areas selected for each program are dependent upon each program’s goals and objectives embedded within that 
program.

As the auditors reviewed the ALEKS program for alignment with a sampling of Georgia Standards of Excellence 
for mathematics, they were unable to access lesson modules, but were able to compare the student performance 
objectives of those lessons in content, context, and cognition to the Georgia standards. ALEKS math programs 
for Georgia schools use the same coding system for each performance objective as the Georgia Standards of 
Excellence, providing a comparison alignment to all Georgia math standards.  

Exhibit 2.4.1 summarizes the auditors’ analysis of a randomly selected collection of 16 standards targeted for 
their alignment in the areas of mathematics grades 3, 5, 8 and high school geometry, courses that are tested by 
the Georgia Milestones and End of Course (EOC). 
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Based on their analysis summarized in Exhibit 2.4.1 auditors concluded that:

• All the standards in the random sample had some representation within the program’s student 
performance lessons that were aligned or partially aligned in content.

• Seven ALEKS performance objective samples were not congruent in context with the GSE; two were 
found to be partially congruent in context.

• Seven (44 percent) of ALEKS performance objectives were congruent with the GSE in cognitive type.

• Seven (44 percent) ALEKS student performance objectives were aligned to the Georgia Standards of 
Excellence in content, context, and cognition. 

• Overall, the congruence between nine of 16 sample ALEKS Math student performance objectives and 
the GSE was inadequate.

The auditors concluded that if these student performance objectives are typical of the congruence with Georgia 
Standards, ALEKS Math program alone does not adequately fulfill the expectation of those standards to prepare 
students to meet current or future accountability for high-stakes assessments.

Gifted and Talented Program

The Griffin-Spalding County School System requested the auditors to specifically review the Gifted and 
Talented Program to determine if the program and course curricula met the criteria set forth in the state and 
district guidelines. Auditors reviewed and analyzed the curriculum design and delivery of course subjects and 
programs that are classified as part of the Griffin-Spalding County School System gifted program. 

The Georgia Board of Education Rule 160-4-2-.38: Education Program for Gifted Students and the board 
approved Regulations for Gifted Education gave direction to assist teachers and administrators who provide 
instructional services to gifted students. However, many gifted education decisions and procedures are left 
to the discretion of local school systems. The Griffin-Spalding County School System’s Gifted Policies and 
Procedures Manuel, revised 2015, was developed to communicate the rules and regulations and the notification 
of compliance with the Georgia State Board Rule to stakeholders in the district. 

The Gifted Policies and Procedures Manuel includes a description and philosophy of the district program:

• The Griffin-Spalding County School System recognizes the need to provide gifted education services to 
K-12 students who demonstrate the potential for exceptional achievement. The academic instructional 
program for identified gifted students enhances and extends the state and local curriculum. Students 
may access the gifted referral procedures without discrimination with regard to race, religion, national 
origin, gender, disabilities, or economic background. Students must qualify within state guidelines 
for gifted program eligibility and placement using assessment tools that meet Georgia Department of 
Education standards of reliability and validity. The procedures described here establish the framework 
for the Griffin-Spalding County School System to provide gifted services under Georgia Code IDDD 
and Department of Education Rule 160-4-2-.38.

• The intent of the gifted services is to provide educational opportunities and experiences to help students 
extend their learning, develop individual potential, enhance their self-concept, and become independent 
learners.

The Georgia Board of Education provides specific criteria concerning the gifted curriculum and services to be 
provided:

• A locally developed differentiated curriculum, a course of study in which the content, teaching 
strategies, and expectations of student mastery have been adjusted to be appropriate for gifted 
students, that must be based on the Georgia curriculum standards.

• A curriculum for gifted students focused on developing cognitive, learning, research and reference, and 
metacognitive skills at each grade grouping, using principles of differentiation, in one or more of the 
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following content areas: mathematics, science, English/language arts, social studies, world languages, 
fine arts, and career, technical and agricultural education. 

• A description of the differentiated curricula used for instruction made available to the public and the 
Georgia Department of Education. 

• An annual review and revision, if revisions are needed, of the curricula for gifted students. 

• At least five segments per week (or the yearly equivalent) of gifted education services using one of the 
approved models described in the GDOE Resource Manual for Gifted Education Services.

• A gifted education teacher that has a gifted education endorsement attached to their Georgia Teaching 
Certificate.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System elected to use the following approved models for gifted instruction 
as described in the Georgia Department of Education Resource Manual for Gifted Education Services: 

• Elementary School GT students attend an enrichment resource class one day a week at the Elementary 
Enrichment Center (Program Challenge).

• Middle School 6-8 gifted services are delivered through advanced content courses a minimum of five 
equivalent segments of gifted instruction per week.

• High School 9 – 12 gifted services are delivered through advanced content courses an equivalent of five 
segments of gifted instruction per week.

To determine if the Griffin-Spalding County School System met the criteria set forth in state and district 
guidelines, auditors developed a comparison document based on the criteria set forth by the state and district 
for gifted and talented classrooms and courses and the district curricula designed for the gifted program. 

Elementary School K-5

The Program Challenge Enrichment Program is taught at the Elementary Enrichment Center. Here, elementary 
students identified as gifted attend enrichment classes one day a week, the equivalent of five instructional 
segments per week. Exhibit 2.4.2 lists the state criteria for gifted education along with the auditors’ 
assessment of the gifted curricula for the elementary level with regard to each of the criteria. A detailed 
discussion of the ratings follows the exhibit.

Exhibit 2.4.2

Comparison of the District Designed Gifted Elementary Curriculum  
To the State Criteria for Gifted Education

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

State Criteria for Gifted Education
Auditors’ Rating

Evident Not 
Evident

1. There is a locally developed differentiated curriculum in which the content, 
teaching strategies, and expectations of student mastery have been adjusted 
to be appropriate for gifted students and which is based on the Georgia 
curriculum standards.

X

2. The curriculum is focused on developing cognitive, learning, research and 
reference, and metacognitive skills at each grade grouping, using principles 
of differentiation, in one or more of the following content areas: mathematics, 
science, English/language arts, social studies, world languages, fine arts, and 
career, technical and agricultural education.

Partial*

3. A description of the differentiated curricula used for instruction made available 
to the public and the Georgia Department of Education. X
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Exhibit 2.4.2 (continued)
Comparison of the District Designed Gifted Elementary Curriculum  

To the State Criteria for Gifted Education
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

State Criteria for Gifted Education
Auditors’ Rating

Evident Not 
Evident

4. An annual review and revision, if revisions are needed, of the curricula for 
gifted students. X

5. At least five segments per week (or the yearly equivalent) of gifted education 
services using one of the approved models. X

6. A gifted education teacher who has a gifted education Endorsement attached to 
his/her Georgia Teaching Certificate. X

Total 2 4
Percentage Evident 33%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
Source: GaDOE Resource Manual for Gifted Education, GSCSS Gifted Policies and Procedures Manual, Curriculum Documents, 
Master classroom schedules

As noted in Exhibit 2.4.2:

• Three criteria were rated as not evident at the elementary level in the gifted comparison analysis:

 ○ Differentiated Curriculum

 ○ Availability to the Public

 ○ Annual Review and Revisions

• One criteria, Focused on High Levels of Learning and Principles of Differentiation, was rated as 
partially evident.

• Two criteria (33 percent) were rated as evident: Segments per Week and Teacher Certification.

The following is a discussion of what the auditors found regarding each of the criteria as it relates to the 
district’s elementary gifted and talented program:

Criterion 1:  Differentiated Curriculum 

This criterion was rated not evident. In the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s Gifted Policies and 
Procedures Manual, the description of the curricula, which auditors were unable to access, states that with 
Program Challenge, “students experience curriculum with an academic content-foundation based on the state 
and system curriculum performance standards. The content and pacing of the curriculum is differentiated to the 
extent that activities are clearly not appropriate for more typical students at that grade level.” Also, mandated 
in this manual is the expectation that gifted students will receive appropriate differentiated curriculum and 
instruction in their regular school. In addition, students identified as gifted may be served with collaborative 
teaching or cluster grouping in classrooms on days they are not attending Program Challenge. 

This criterion was rated as not evident because, whereas guidance is given in district and state documents for 
what the GT curriculum design and delivery should look like, auditors were not able to review what district 
administrators referred to as the daily curriculum for Program Challenge. Auditors were told that teachers 
assigned to Program Challenge develop science lessons to challenge GT students. There is no formal, 
board- adopted curriculum guide that teachers of GT students are to use to plan their lessons either during 
students’ time in Program Challenge or during the other four days of the week when GT students are in their 
regular classrooms. Little or no training is provided teachers on effective GT instruction. District and school 
administrators, teachers, community members, and parents issued concerns about the services provided gifted 
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and talented students. Comments were made that there is little difference in instruction for GT students and 
regular students either in the regular classroom or in Program Challenge. More comments of GT concerns can 
be seen in Finding 3.1.

Criterion 2:  Focused on high levels of learning and principles of differentiation

This criterion was rated partially evident. District administrators shared that the focus of the elementary gifted 
curriculum has been interdisciplinary enrichment activities. However, auditors were told that the district 
is moving toward a GT curriculum that is less enrichment and more based on activities that teach the state 
standards in greater depth. 

As noted for Criterion 1, auditors were not presented with a board-adopted GT curriculum that teachers of GT 
students are to use to plan their lessons. In three of the five elementary GT/extended classrooms visited by 
auditors, students were engaged in activities at the recall/reproduction or skill/concept level of thinking. GT 
students were not engaged in activities that generated their extended thinking during auditors’ classroom visits 
(see Exhibit 3.3.14). Auditors observed little differentiation of instruction in regular elementary classrooms 
during their classroom visits, and more than half of all elementary classrooms visited were engaged in whole 
group activities (see Exhibit 3.3.13). This learning arrangement is not conducive to differentiating instruction 
to meet the diverse needs of students (see Finding 3.3).

However, on the GSCSS website for Gifted Learning, auditors did notice that students in Program Challenge 
are exposed to STEAM, a way to teach how all things are related to each other. The philosophy of STEAM 
revolves around the concept that: “STEAM = Science & Technology interpreted though Engineering & Arts, 
all based in Mathematical elements.” The lessons based on STEAM start with giving the students a reason to 
be interested in the topic by showing them the social studies connection; then students do research to learn the 
content they need to know to gather and analyze data; then they plan and build something, correct it, analyze 
it, and report on it. A monthly calendar, accessible on the GSCSS website, challenges students with STEAM 
activities to do at home and then bring to Program Challenge. Topics students are to study are on the calendar, 
all related to some aspect of Georgia Performance Standards. 

Criterion 3:  Availability to the public

This criterion was rated as not evident. Auditors were not able to see the written curriculum documents. These 
documents are science lessons teachers have developed in keeping with interdisciplinary enrichment activities 
model. Teachers expand and revise it throughout the year depending upon the topic addressed.

Criterion 4:  Annual review and revisions

 This criterion was rated as not evident. According to the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s Gifted 
Policies and Procedures Manual, every year student data are to be examined to determine the effectiveness 
of the curriculum. Units are to be revised as needed to ensure that gifted students are achieving at a high 
level. However, auditors were not presented with documentation that a formal annual review of GT student 
assessment data is performed, and revisions to GT curriculum such as STEAM or the teacher science lessons 
are completed as needed in order to ensure GT students are achieving at the highest level. 

Criterion 5:  Segments per week

This criterion was rated as evident. Gifted students are assigned to Program Challenge by grade level and 
campus according to the Elementary Gifted Schedule. Each grade level, K-5, from each campus is assigned a 
full day, equivalent to the five classroom segments mandated by the GaDOE. 

Criterion 6: Teacher certification

This criterion was rated as evident. The Gifted Policies and Procedures Manual states that gifted endorsement is 
a requirement for teachers to be assigned to this program. District administrators state that Program Challenge 
teachers have gifted education endorsement.

Overall, Program Challenge for elementary gifted students met just two (33 percent) of the six criteria established 
by the Georgia Board of Education for gifted programs and is inadequate in providing a learning environment 
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that promotes differentiation to meet the diverse needs of gifted students through critical thinking and cognitive 
rigor.

Middle School 6-8

Middle school gifted services are delivered through advanced content courses in English/language arts, 
mathematics, science, and social studies. When possible, placement in academic classes is based on the 
student’s area(s) of giftedness. The content of these courses is based on state and system curriculum performance 
standards, but the expectation and intent by the state and district is that course content, pacing, process skill 
emphasis and expected student outcomes will differ from the course more typical students would take at that 
grade level. There is also the expectation and intent that students identified as gifted will receive appropriate 
differentiated curriculum and instruction in their other classes. Exhibit 2.4.3 lists the criteria along with the 
auditors’ assessment of the middle school gifted curriculum with regard to each of the criteria. A detailed 
discussion of the ratings follows the exhibit. 

Exhibit 2.4.3

Comparison of the District Designed Gifted Middle School Curriculum  
To the State Criteria For Gifted Education

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

State Criteria for Gifted Education
Auditors’ Rating

Evident Not 
Evident

1. There is a locally developed differentiated curriculum in which the content, 
teaching strategies, and expectations of student mastery have been adjusted to 
be appropriate for gifted students and which is based on the Georgia curriculum 
standards.

X

2. The curriculum is focused on developing cognitive, learning, research and 
reference, and metacognitive skills at each grade grouping, using principles 
of differentiation, in one or more of the following content areas: mathematics, 
science, English/language arts, social studies, world languages, fine arts, and 
career, technical and agricultural education.

X

3. A description of the differentiated curricula used for instruction made available to 
the public and the Georgia Department of Education. X

4. An annual review and revision, if revisions are needed, of the curricula for gifted 
students. X

5. At least five segments per week (or the yearly equivalent) of gifted education 
services using one of the approved models. X

6. A gifted education teacher who has a gifted education Endorsement attached to 
his/her Georgia Teaching Certificate. X

Total 1 5
Percentage Evident 17%

Source: GaDOE Resource Manual for Gifted Education, GSCSS Gifted Policies and Procedures Manual, Curriculum Documents, 
Master classroom schedules 

As can be noted in Exhibit 2.4.3: 

• Five criteria were rated as not evident at the middle school level in the gifted comparison analysis:

 ○ Differentiated Curriculum

 ○ Availability to the Public

 ○ Annual Review and Revisions
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 ○ Focused on High Levels of Learning and Principles of Differentiation

 ○ Teacher Certification

• One criterion (17 percent) was rated as evident, Segments per Week.

The following is a discussion of what the auditors found regarding each of the curriculum criteria as it relates 
to state criteria for the middle school gifted and talented program.

Criterion 1:  Differentiated Curriculum 

This criterion was rated as not evident. In the Griffin-Spalding County School System middle schools, 15 
honors or accelerated courses are offered. Of these courses only three, accelerated 6/7 math, accelerated 7/8 
math, and Algebra, had written curriculum documents to determine the differentiation between regular courses 
and honor courses (see Finding 2.2).  Without written curriculum documents, teachers are unable to adequately 
focus on higher learnings and ascertain the depth and complexity needed for a truly gifted curriculum. With no 
carefully selected and listed resources and strategies that require higher cognition to use in gifted classrooms, 
students are less likely to be creative and less challenged, which could possibly result in lower achievement. 
Auditors also noted that, according to documents presented by the district, all honors and accelerated courses 
were only at Cowan Road Middle School. Gifted services for middle school, therefore, are not being offered at 
the three other middle schools.

There was not a significant difference between the cognitive level of activities observed in middle school Honors 
classrooms and levels observed in regular classrooms during auditors’ visits. Recall/reproduction was observed 
in 50 percent of Honors classrooms visited. Extended thinking was not observed in any middle school classroom 
visited (see Exhibit 3.3.15). Auditors observed little differentiation of instruction in middle school classrooms 
during their classroom visits, and more than half of all middle school classrooms visited were engaged in large 
group activities (see Exhibit 3.3.13). This learning arrangement is not conducive to differentiating to meet the 
diverse needs of gifted students (see Finding 3.3).

Criterion 2:  Focused on high levels of learning and principles of differentiation

This criterion was rated as not evident. Without the differentiated curriculum to examine, determination of higher 
focus levels within the content cannot be determined, except for 6/7 accelerated mathematics, 7/8 accelerated 
mathematics, and algebra. Even though these three met the criterion, overall, the criterion was not met.

Criterion 3:  Availability to the public

This criterion is rated as not evident. With the exception of the accelerated math classes and algebra, no 
curriculum is available for public review.

Criterion 4:  Annual review and revisions

 This criterion was rated as not evident. According to the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s Gifted 
Policies and Procedures Manual, every year student data is to be examined to determine the effectiveness 
of the curriculum. Units are to be revised as needed to ensure that gifted students are achieving at a high 
level. However, auditors were not presented with documentation that a formal annual review of GT student 
assessment data is performed, and revisions to advanced content course curriculum are completed as needed in 
order to ensure GT students are achieving at the highest level. 

Criterion 5:  Segments per week

This criterion was rated as evident. Class schedules meet the equivalency of five class segments per week.

Criterion 6: Teacher certification

This criterion was rated as not evident. The Gifted Policies and Procedures Manual states that certification is a 
requirement for teachers to be assigned to this program. District administrators were not certain that all teachers 
who are assigned to teach GT students have GT endorsement. 
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Overall, the middle school met one (17 percent) of the six criteria established by the Georgia Board of Education 
for gifted programs. Lack of written curriculum in Honors courses does not promote higher learning taking place 
in the classroom, higher level instruction focused on challenging concepts within the performance standards, or 
higher achievement levels and thinking skills for the students. Without specified curriculum there can be little 
or no differentiated learning.

High School 9-12

At the high school level, gifted services are delivered through advanced content courses in the academic areas. 
Honors, Advanced Placement (AP), and ACCEL Programs (dual enrollment college-high school) courses 
provide advanced learning experiences for the high school gifted student. It is expected that the content and 
pacing of Honors, AP, and ACCEL curriculum be differentiated to the extent that activities are clearly not 
appropriate for more typical students at that grade level. In addition, students identified as gifted are expected to 
receive appropriate differentiated curriculum and instruction in other classes. Every year, student data is to be 
examined to determine the effectiveness of the curriculum. Units are then to be revised as needed to ensure that 
gifted students are achieving at a high level. Exhibit 2.4.4 lists the criteria along with the auditor’ assessment of 
the high school gifted curriculum with regard to each of the criteria. A detailed discussion of the ratings follows 
the exhibit.

Exhibit 2.4.4

Comparison of the District Designed Gifted High School Curriculum  
To the State Criteria For Gifted Education

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

State Criteria for Gifted Education
Auditors’ Rating

Evident Not 
Evident

1. There is a locally developed differentiated curriculum in which the content, 
teaching strategies, and expectations of student mastery have been adjusted to 
be appropriate for gifted students and which is based on the Georgia curriculum 
standards.

X

2. The curriculum is focused on developing cognitive, learning, research and 
reference, and metacognitive skills at each grade grouping, using principals of 
differentiation, in one or more of the following content areas: mathematics, science, 
English/language arts, social studies, world languages, fine arts, and career, 
technical and agricultural education.

X

3. A description of the differentiated curricula used for instruction made available to 
the public and the Georgia Department of Education. X

4. An annual review and revision, if revisions are needed, of the curricula for gifted 
students. X

5. At least five segments per week (or the yearly equivalent) of gifted education 
services using one of the approved models. X

6. A gifted education teacher who has a gifted education Endorsement attached to his/
her Georgia Teaching Certificate. X

Total 1 5
Percentage Evident 17%

Source: GaDOE Resource Manual for Gifted Education, GSCSS Gifted Policies and Procedures Manual, Curriculum Documents, 
Master classroom schedules 

As indicated in Exhibit 2.4.4: 

• As was the case for the middle school gifted program, five criteria were rated as not evident at the high 
school level in the gifted comparison analysis:
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 ○ Differentiated Curriculum

 ○ Availability to the Public

 ○ Annual Review and Revisions

 ○ Focused on High Levels of Learning and Principles of Differentiation

 ○ Teacher Certification

• One criterion (17 percent) was rated as evident: Segments per Week.

The following is a discussion of what the auditors found regarding the district curriculum as it relates to state 
criteria for the high school gifted and talented program.

Criterion 1:  Differentiated Curriculum 

This criterion was rated as not evident. In the Griffin-Spalding County School System high schools, 34 honors, 
advanced, accelerated, or AP courses are offered. Of these courses only nine (26 percent), had written curriculum 
documents to determine the differentiation between regular courses and gifted courses (see Finding 2.2). 
Seven (78 percent) of the nine courses with written curriculum documents were Advanced Placement courses 
submitted in the form of syllabi. Without written curriculum documents, teachers are unable to adequately 
focus on higher learnings and ascertain the depth and complexity needed for a truly gifted curriculum. With no 
carefully selected and listed resources and strategies that require higher cognition to use in gifted classrooms, 
students are less likely to be creative and less challenged, which could possibly result in lower achievement.

Auditors observed little differentiation of instruction in high school classrooms in either regular or advanced 
content classes during their classroom visits. More than 60 percent of all high school classrooms visited 
were engaged in large group activities (see Exhibit 3.3.13). This learning arrangement is not conducive to 
differentiating to meet the diverse needs of gifted students (see Finding 3.3).

Criterion 2:  Focused on high levels of learning and principles of differentiation

This criterion was rated as not evident. Without a differentiated curriculum to examine, determination of higher 
focus levels within the content cannot be determined.  Seven Advanced Placement courses and accelerated 
algebra and geometry were the exception; all nine met the criteria.

Criterion 3:  Availability to the public

This criterion was rated as not evident. With the exception of the AP Placement offerings and the two accelerated 
math classes, no gifted curriculum was available for public review.

Criterion 4:  Annual review and revisions

This criterion was rated as not evident. According to the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s Gifted 
Policies and Procedures Manual, every year student data is to be examined to determine the effectiveness 
of the curriculum. Units are to be revised as needed to ensure that gifted students are achieving at a high 
level. However, auditors were not presented with documentation that a formal annual review of GT student 
assessment data is performed, and revisions to advanced content course curriculum are completed as needed in 
order to ensure GT students are achieving at the highest level. 

Criterion 5:  Segments per week

This criterion was rated as evident. Class schedules meet the equivalency of five class segments per week.

Criterion 6: Teacher certification

This criterion was rated as not evident. The Gifted Policies and Procedures Manual states that certification is a 
requirement for teachers to be assigned to this program. District administrators were not certain that all teachers 
who are assigned to teach GT students have GT endorsement.

Overall, the high school met one (17 percent) of the six criteria established by the Georgia Board of Education 
for gifted programs. Lack of written curriculum in Honors courses does not promote higher learning taking place 
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in the classroom, higher level instruction focused on challenging concepts within the performance standards, or 
higher achievement levels and thinking skills for the students. Without specified curriculum there can be little 
or no differentiated learning.

To analyze district expectations for middle and high school gifted education beyond board policy and policy and 
procedure manuals, auditors interviewed teachers, board members, district administrators, site administrators, 
and parents concerning the Griffin-Spalding County School System gifted programs. Comments made to 
auditors included:

• “The AP classes, I like. They are the only classes where kids are seriously challenged.” (Parent)

• “If you want to take good classes you have to take AP, not Honors.” (Parent)

• “AP [classes] are tough to be done in a block.” (Parent)

• “I want to be sure our programs are designed appropriately and implemented as we have them 
designed—particularly GT and alternative programs.” (District Administrator)

• “We need a gifted track at MS. At High school we have AP and Honors.” (District Staff)

• “All the honor students are at RMS (Rehoboth Middle School). Or, are there just not enough honor 
students at the other schools? The honor programs do not necessarily exist at other schools.” (District 
Staff)

• “The honors and regular students take the same test at Rehoboth. Most of my daughters’ friends are all 
honors. She is not. They all do the same homework and take the same test.” (Parent)

• “Our college and career class teacher had to create her own SLOs this year. She was given no direction 
whatsoever.” (Teacher)

• “If a student is in a GT class, that’s great, but there isn’t anything for the in-between kids.” (Board 
Member)

Rehoboth Road Middle School Advanced Math class  
working on  curriculum project designed by partner college

Summary

Auditors found the ALEKS math performance objectives to be inadequately aligned to the math Georgia Standards 
of Excellence in content, context, and cognition. ALEKS could be used with limited applications, such as review 
and practice activities for students who need ongoing practice in basic mathematics. The gifted curricula at 
all levels of the district were insufficiently aligned to the Georgia Gifted Education criteria. The teachers of 
gifted programs at all school levels lack comprehensive GT curriculum guidance to plan for differentiation of 
instruction and activities to generate higher level thinking (see Recommendation 4). 
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STANDARD 3: The School District Demonstrates Internal Consistency and 
Rational Equity in Its Program Development and Implementation.
A school system meeting this Curriculum Audit™ standard is able to show how its program has been created as 
the result of a systematic identification of deficiencies in the achievement and growth of its students compared 
to measurable standards of pupil learning.

In addition, a school system meeting this standard is able to demonstrate that it possesses a focused and coherent 
approach toward defining curriculum and that, as a whole, it is more effective than the sum of its parts, i.e., any 
arbitrary combinations of programs or schools do not equate to the larger school system entity.

The purpose of having a school system is to obtain the educational and economic benefits of a coordinated and 
focused program for students, both to enhance learning, which is complex and multi-year in its dimensions, and 
to employ economies of scale where applicable.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

The PDK-CMSi auditors expected to find a highly-developed, articulated, and coordinated curriculum in the 
school system that was effectively monitored by the administrative and supervisory staffs at the central and site 
levels.  Common indicators are:

• Documents/sources that reveal internal connections at different levels in the system;

• Predictable consistency through a coherent rationale for content delineation within the curriculum;

• Equity of curriculum/course access and opportunity;

• Allocation of resource flow to areas of greatest need;

• A curriculum that is clearly explained to members of the teaching staff and building-level administrators 
and other supervisory personnel;

• Specific professional development programs to enhance curricular design and delivery;

• A curriculum that is monitored by central office and site supervisory personnel; and

• Teacher and administrator responsiveness to school board policies, currently and over time.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

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

The auditors found disparities and inequities present in several areas of district and school operations and 
educational services (see Finding 3.1).  An intentional plan to address inequities in programming, student access 
to the curriculum, and support service allocation had not been initiated. The primary concerns determined by 
data were related to both ethnicity and socioeconomic factors and included disproportional staffing ratios by 
ethnicity, disciplinary actions by gender and ethnicity, student graduation rates by ethnicity, enrollment patterns 
leading to pockets of isolation especially for students of poverty, enrollment in Advanced Placement courses, 
and assessment performance by ethnicity and economic disadvantage (see Findings 3.1 and 4.3). Schools’ 
access to library resources was also identified as the source of some equity or equality problems.

The auditors found that certain subgroups of students were over-identified for special education services and 
under-identified for the gifted and talented program. Enrollment of economically disadvantaged students was 
disparate across the district. Ethnicity of teaching staff is not representative of the student population (see 
Finding 3.1). 

Griffin-Spalding County School System professional development, although plentiful, was not guided by a 
clear vision of purpose. Planning for professional development was inadequate for coordinating efforts and 
ensuring quality of content and delivery (see Finding 3.2). 
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Classroom instruction was not consistent with district leadership expectations for rigorous and relevant 
instruction that results in improved student achievement.  Most instructional practices relied on whole-group 
instruction at the recall/reproduction or skill/concept level, and teachers and students did not use technology 
effectively. Administrators engaged in monitoring practices, but processes were not well designed or used 
strategically to promote teacher growth and improve student achievement (see Finding 3.3).

Finding 3.1: Disparities, inequities, and inconsistencies exist among schools, programs, and services. 
Identification procedures for students with disabilities and gifted and talented learners are inadequate to 
ensure students in these programs are representative of the district enrollment.

A well-managed school system provides all students equal access to the programs and services provided by 
the district. Fairness to all students will be apparent with regard to such issues as program availability, access 
to instructional resources, and availability of services to support success for all students. Resources will be 
distributed equitably across the district, thus creating an environment conducive to effective learning for all 
students while being responsive to unique learning styles and special needs. Personnel demographics also 
reflect organizational efforts to ensure a racial balance among professionals that is representative of the student 
population served by the schools.

When the audit addresses the concepts of equity and equality, the use of these terms focuses specifically on 
the desired result of a “level playing field” for all learners. Equity refers to the principle of “according to 
need” or “in consideration of various differences” and is deemed necessary to establish fairness. When the 
term “equality” is used, it means “the same as” and refers to the principle of “identical application.” Thus, by 
attending to equity, schools can enhance equality of opportunity for success among all students served. Without 
attention to equity, there is the likelihood of success being more readily attained by students who come to 
schools with more advantages and “cultural capital.” In that scenario, students with fewer advantages lose equal 
educational opportunity. This guideline is noticeable in the offering of compensatory programs and services and 
in oversight practices that monitor learning results by student subgroups, such as gender, ethnicity/race, and 
socioeconomic status.

In considering the organizational practices and learning results in the Griffin-Spalding County School System, 
the auditors studied numerous documents, including board policies, planning documents, funding allocation 
information, inventories of technology and library resources, enrollment and demographic reports, achievement 
data, course schedules, and other district and state reports. They visited all schools, observed 423 classrooms in 
progress, and interviewed district and school personnel, as well as several community members, parents, and 
students in one-on-one and group settings.

The auditors found that disparities and inequities are present in several areas of district and school operations 
and services. The primary concerns determined by data are the following:

• Intentional planning and implementation of policy to address inequities in programming, student access 
to the curriculum, and support service allocation have not been initiated.

• Disparities exist in enrollment of economically disadvantaged student populations across schools.

• Staffing data do not reflect equivalent ethnic/racial representation in comparison with the student 
population at all three school levels.

• Disciplinary actions such as suspensions, expulsions, and retentions disproportionately involve more 
male students than female students and certain subgroups of students.

• Graduation rate data reflect a disproportionate representation of certain subgroups of students in 
comparison with the total student population.

• Disparities exist in student achievement performance on assessments, including Advanced Placement.

• The ratio of library books to student varies from school to school. 

• Certain student subgroups may be over-identified for the special education program.
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• Services for English language learners are limited.

• System coherence is lacking to ensure accountability for implementation of Response to Intervention 
(RTI) with fidelity. 

• Certain student subgroups may be under-identified for the Gifted and Talented (GT) program. 
Inconsistencies in delivery of services to meet the needs of the GT student exist at all school levels.

Few board policies were found providing direction related to equal opportunity and to meeting the unique needs 
of students served by the Griffin-Spalding County School System (see Finding 1.1).

Auditors found no specific requirements that district administration initiate plans for addressing equitable access 
to the curriculum, programs, and services. 

The Griffin-Spalding County School System Comprehensive Improvement Plan (AKA Strategic Plan) 2009-
2015 does not specifically address disparities regarding identification of GT and students with disabilities and 
service delivery across schools. 

The auditors found reference to differentiation to meet the diverse needs of students in campus Title I Schoolwide/
School Improvement Plans. A sample of school belief statements found in many of the plans follow: 

• Students learn in different ways and should be provided with a variety of instructional approaches and 
activities to support their learning.

• Each student is a valued individual with diverse physical, social, and emotional needs.

• Because children are unique, they learn at different rates and in different ways.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System Technology Plan 2013-2016 states in reference to technology, 
“All learners, including students with disabilities and limited English proficient students, will have sufficient 
access to productivity tools, online resources (i.e., GA Virtual School, Google Classroom, Safari Montage, etc.), 
media-based instructional materials, and data sources in settings that enrich and extend their learning goals.”

Exhibit 3.1.1 lists the documents reviewed for this report.

Exhibit 3.1.1

Key Documents Reviewed by Auditors
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Document Date
Board Policy and Rules
Board Policy JAA: Equal Educational Opportunities Rev. November 3, 2015
Board Policy JBB: Entrance Age Rev. November 3, 2015
Administrative Regulation IDDD-R: Gifted Student Programs – Gifted Program 
Continuation Plan August 30, 2012

Administrative Regulation IHE-R: Promotion and Retention-Requirements for 
Grades 9-12 Undated

Board Policy IHE: Promotion and Retention Rev. February 2, 2016
Board Policy IDDG: Language Assistance: Program for English Learners (ELs) Rev. January 7, 2016
GA Rule IDDG 160-4-5-.02: Language Assistance: Program for English 
Learners (ELs) July 16, 2015

GA Rule IDDF 160-4-7-.07: Restrictive Environment (LRE) Undated
Other Documents
Teacher Job Description Undated
GSCSS Comprehensive Improvement Plan (Strategic Plan) 2009-2015 2009-2015
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Exhibit 3.1.1 (continued)
Key Documents Reviewed by Auditors
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
Document Date

GSCSS Comprehensive Improvement Plan (Strategic Plan) Draft 2016-2021 2016-2021
Various GSCSS Generated Data Reports Undated
Various GaDOE Data Reports Undated
GSCSS Gifted Resource Manual Revised 2015
Mid-Year School Personnel Analysis March 15, 2015
Griffin-Spalding County Comprehensive Local Education Improvement Plan July 28, 2015
GSCSS Technology Plan 2013-2016 2013-2016
Teacher, Principal, Parent Online Survey February 2016
Special Education Department Quick Look Guide Undated
Special Education Procedures Manual Undated
Teacher KEYS Effectiveness System Implementation Handbook July 1, 2015
GSCSS ESOL Program Components 2015-16
GaDOE 2015 Title II District Improvement Plan (2-Year, AMAO 3) May 8, 2015
Consolidated Application February 4, 2016

The first review of data undertaken by the auditors as they considered possible issues of equity and equality 
was to look at distribution of student diversity on the basis of economics, gender, and ethnicity, including ratios 
of teachers to students by ethnicity and gender. The team used the data provided by district personnel for the 
following topics and exhibits related to disparities by economics, gender, or ethnicity.

Student Enrollment by Socioeconomic Factors

The auditors reviewed school enrollment data by the percentages of students identified as economically 
disadvantaged (free/reduced price lunch status) to determine if there were extreme differences that might be 
considered isolation of these students. Exhibit 3.1.2 shows the percentage of students identified as economically 
disadvantaged system-wide for years 2013-2016.

Exhibit 3.1.2

Percentage of Students Identified as Economically Disadvantaged
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2013-2016

74.5

75.6

76.6

76.2

73

74

75

76

77

2013 2014 2015 2016

% ED Enrolled

Exhibit 3.1.2 indicates that the percentage of economically disadvantaged students steadily increased during the 
years 2013-2015 and slightly decreased in 2016. 
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Exhibit 3.1.3 displays the percentage of students identified as economically disadvantaged enrolled at each 
school from highest percent to lowest percent at elementary, middle school, and high school campus levels. 

Exhibit 3.1.3

Percentages of Students Identified as Economically Disadvantaged  
Based on Free/Reduced Lunch Status  

Across School Enrollments
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

School Enrollment # # Free # Reduced % FRL
Anne Street Elementary School 428 389 23 96.26
Moore Elementary School 367 332 18 95.37
Atkinson Elementary School 450 400 27 94.89
Beaverbrook Elementary School 371 301 35 90.57
Cowan Road Middle School 567 453 59 90.3
Orrs Elementary School 598 473 48 87.12
Kennedy Road Middle School 466 358 35 84.33
Jordan Hill Road Elementary School 487 361 41 82.55
Cowan Road Elementary School 616 453 44 80.68
Jackson Road Elementary School 423 298 33 78.25
Carver Road Middle School 523 354 53 77.82
Griffin High School 1,395 912 115 73.62
Moreland Road Elementary 546 322 71 71.98
AZ Kelsey Academy 60 41 2 71.67
Rehoboth Road Middle School 663 372 48 63.35
Futral Road Elementary School 616 338 50 62.99
Spalding High School 1,262 636 99 58.24
Crescent Road Elementary School 423 194 32 53.43
GSCSS Total 10,261 6,987 833 76.21
Source: Spalding County Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) - Fiscal Year 2016 Data Report

The auditors noted the following about the data in Exhibit 3.1.3:

• Students identified as economically disadvantaged make up 76.2 percent of the Griffin-Spalding County 
School System total student population. 

• Anne Street Elementary School has the highest percentage (96.26) of economically disadvantaged 
students enrolled.

• Crescent Road Elementary School has the lowest percentage (53.43) of economically disadvantaged 
students enrolled.

• Students identified as economically disadvantaged at each elementary school ranged from a high of 
96.26 percent to a low of 53.43 percent. Within that group of schools, nine have the designated group 
at a rate of 70 percent or higher. Four of the elementary schools have 90 percent or higher enrollment 
of economically disadvantaged students. 

• At the middle school level, the percentage of students at each school identified as economically 
disadvantaged ranged from a high of 90.3 percent (Cowan Road MS) to a low of 63.35 percent 
(Rehoboth Road MS).

• The percentage of students identified as economically disadvantaged at the alternative campus (AZ 
Kelsey Academy) was 71.67 percent.
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• At Griffin High School, 73.62 percent of the students were identified as economically disadvantaged, 
while at Spalding High School 58.24 percent of students were identified as economically disadvantaged. 
Both of these campuses are located in the southern area of the county.  

• The campuses at the elementary and middle school levels with more than 80 percent of economically 
disadvantaged students are located generally in the north end of the county.

The auditors considered the percentages to portray disparity in the distribution of students attending Griffin-
Spalding County schools (across the three levels of schools and the alternative campuses) with extremes of 96.26 
percent to 53.43 percent of the student enrollments identified as economically disadvantaged. The performances 
of these students on standardized tests reflect achievement gaps exist as well (see Finding 4.3).

Teacher and Student Gender and Ethnic Representation

Another area of consideration for equity in the educational experience is student access to adults in their various 
ethnic groups. 

The auditors customarily compare the gender and ethnic representation of teachers in schools with the same 
data for students since these are the adult positions with which students have the most daily contact. Auditors 
considered variations of five percent to indicate disparities. The review of staff data by gender and ethnicity 
revealed that disparities exist at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. 

Exhibit 3.1.4 summarizes the system-wide data comparing student and teacher gender. 

Exhibit 3.1.4

Gender Representation of Classroom Teachers Compared  
With Student Gender Representation System-wide

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

51%49%

Students

Male Female
  

19%

81%

Teachers

Male Female

Exhibit 3.1.4 reveals: 

• Females make up 81 percent of the teaching staff while just 49 percent of the student population is 
female. 

• Nineteen (19) percent of the district teachers are male. Fifty-one (51) percent of the student population 
is male.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System teaching staff is not representative of the student population when 
gender is considered.
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Exhibit 3.1.5 displays the data regarding ethnic representation among teachers across GSCSS compared with 
the total student population.

Exhibit 3.1.5

Ethnic Representation of Classroom Teachers  
Compared with Student Ethnic Representation

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

African
American Hispanic White American

Indian Asian Pacific
Islander

Two or
More

Student 46% 7.20% 42% 0.20% 0.80% 0.05% 3.90%
Teacher 34% 1.40% 63% 0% 0.60% 0.10% 1.50%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Source: Spalding County Enrollment by Ethnicity/Race, Gender and Grade Level (PK-12)— 
Fiscal Year 2015-16 Data Report

Auditors noted the following about the data in Exhibit 3.1.5:

• A 21 percent disparity exists between the teacher and student White representation with 42 percent 
students and 63 percent teachers.

• A 12 percent difference exists between the Black student enrollment at 46 percent and the Black teacher 
representation at 34 percent.
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Exhibit 3.1.6 displays the data regarding ethnic representation of teachers compared with the student population 
at the elementary level.

Exhibit 3.1.6

Ethnic Representation of Elementary Classroom Teachers  
Compared with Student Ethnic Representation

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

African
American Hispanic White American

Indian Asian Pacific
Islander

Two or
More

Elementary Students 46% 8% 40% 0% 1% 0% 5%
Elementary Teachers 33% 2% 63% 0% 0% 0% 2%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Source: GaDOE 2016 Certified Employee Race/Ethnicity and Gender; GaDOE 2016 Student  
Enrollment by Grade

Exhibit 3.1.6 shows a similar disparity when comparing the elementary teachers with elementary students:

• A six percent disparity exists between the elementary teacher and student Hispanic representations with 
eight percent students and only two percent teachers.

• A 13 percent difference exists between the Black student enrollment at 46 percent and the Black teacher 
representation at only 33 percent.

• The greatest disparity was identified as the over-representation of White teachers at 63 percent in 
comparison with the 40 percent representation in the student enrollment—a difference of 23 percent.



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 159

Exhibit 3.1.7 presents the data regarding ethnic representation of teachers compared with the student population 
at the middle school level.

Exhibit 3.1.7

Race/Ethnic Representation of Middle School Classroom Teachers  
Compared with Student Race/Ethnic Representation

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

African
American Hispanic White American

Indian Asian Pacific
Islander

Two or
More

Middle School Students 46% 7% 42% 0% 1% 0% 4%
Middle School Teachers 40% 1% 58% 0% 0% 0% 1%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Source: GaDOE 2016 Certified Employee Race/Ethnicity and Gender; GaDOE 2016 Student  
Enrollment by Grade

Auditors noted in Exhibit 3.1.7 a similar pattern to that found at the elementary level regarding ethnic 
representation of middle school teachers compared with the middle school student population:

• The greatest disparity was again identified as the over-representation of White teachers at 58 percent in 
comparison with 42 percent representation in the student enrollment—a difference of 16 percent.

• A six percent disparity exists between the elementary teacher and student Hispanic representation with 
seven percent students and only one percent teachers.

• A six percent difference exists between the Black student enrollment at 46 percent and the Black teacher 
representation at 40 percent.



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 160

Exhibit 3.1.8 shows the data regarding ethnic representation among high school teachers compared with the 
total student population at that level.

Exhibit 3.1.8

Ethnic Representation of High School Classroom Teachers  
Compared with Student Ethnic Representation

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

African
American Hispanic White American

Indian Asian Pacific
Islander

Two or
More

High School Students 45% 6% 45% 0% 1% 0% 3%
High School Teachers 33% 1% 63% 0% 2% 0% 1%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Source: GaDOE 2016 Certified Employee Race/Ethnicity and Gender; GaDOE 2016 Student  
Enrollment by Grade

Again, in Exhibit 3.1.8 auditors noted a similar pattern to all other levels and the district as a whole regarding 
ethnic representation of high school teachers compared with the high school student population:

• There is a 12 percent disparity between student (45 percent) and teacher (33 percent) representation 
of Black ethnicity; this difference is higher than the five percent variation considered by auditors as a 
disparity.

• The largest disparity is the 18 percent over-representation of White teachers (63 percent) in contrast 
with the student (45 percent) population. 

The data reviewed by auditors demonstrated considerable disparities between students’ gender and ethnicity 
representation and that of the teachers in their schools at elementary, middle, and high school levels.

Student Disciplinary Actions by Ethnicity

Ethnicity of students involved in disciplinary actions was reviewed. This analysis is undertaken to identify 
possible disparities in the ratios of disciplinary actions to enrollment numbers by ethnicity or race. Suspensions 
and expulsions were considered.
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The auditors considered the number of single and multiple suspensions by ethnicity among students in Griffin-
Spalding County School System. The auditors were provided data for the year 2013-14. Exhibit 3.1.9 summarizes 
ethnic representation in student single and multiple suspensions. 

Exhibit 3.1.9

Representation in Single or Multiple Suspensions by Ethnicity
Griffin-Spalding County School System 

2013-14

Black Hispanic White American
Indian Asian Pacific

Islander
Two or
More

% Single Suspension  n=847 58% 3% 36% 0% 1% 0% 3%
% Multiple Suspensions  n=615 68% 3% 25% 0% 0% 0% 3%
% Total Students by Race/Ethnicity

n=10,692 45% 6% 45% 0% 1% 0% 3%
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70%

80%

Source: Out-of-School Suspensions and Expulsions Spalding County, GA

After reviewing the data in Exhibit 3.1.9 for recorded single and multiple suspensions, auditors noted the 
following:

• A total of 58 percent of the single and 68 percent of the multiple suspensions district-wide involved 
students of Black ethnicity. When compared to the Griffin-Spalding County School System student 
demographics, these suspension percentages are higher than the five percent variation considered a 
disparity by auditors.

• The exhibit indicates that 36 percent of single suspensions and 25 percent of multiple suspensions 
in the 2013-14 school year were imposed on students of White ethnicity.  These percentages are not 
representative of system-wide student demographics. 
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Next, the auditors focused on the percentages of students from each ethnic group who received disciplinary 
action in the form of expulsion from school and compared the ethnic make-up of these students as representative 
of students across Griffin-Spalding County School System. Exhibit 3.1.10 summarizes those data.  

Exhibit 3.1.10

Representation of Students Expelled by Ethnicity
Griffin-Spalding County School System 

2013-14

Black Hispanic White American
Indian Asian Pacific

Islander
Two or
More

% Student Expulsions  n=95 66% 2% 26% 1% 0% 0% 4%
% Total Students   n=10,692 45% 6% 45% 0% 1% 0% 3%
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Source: Out-of-School Suspensions and Expulsions Spalding County, GA

Exhibit 3.1.10 shows the following:

• The ethnic group with expulsions most disproportionate was Black. With 45 percent of the total student 
population in 2013-14, they experienced 66 percent of the disciplinary actions that year. 

• Though 45 percent of the total population in 2013-14, the White student group had just 26 percent of 
the disciplinary actions. 

• The other ethnic group disciplinary action percentages were within five percent or closer to the 
percentages of their representation in the total student population.

The data reviewed by auditors, demonstrated disparities between ethnic subgroups in regard to suspensions 
and expulsions given. The disparity when comparing percentages of Black students suspended or expelled with 
percentage of Black students in GSCSS is evidence of significant inequities in district disciplinary processes 
and procedures.
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Retentions

The auditors reviewed information obtained from GSCSS administrative staff regarding student retention. 
Exhibit 3.1.11 displays the data on student retention by gender for three years.

Exhibit 3.1.11

Student Retentions by Gender
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2012-2015

279

175

319

159

125

223

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

Gender of Students Retained 2013-2015

Male

Female

Linear (Male)

Linear (Female)

Source: GSCSS data provided for Number of Retained Students by Race-Ethnicity and Gender;  
GADOE 2015 Student Enrollment by Grade

Exhibit 3.1.11 shows the following:

• In all three years, male students were retained more often than females.

• Student retention numbers increased over the three years with a decrease in numbers in 2013-14. 

The auditors then compared the gender percentages of students retained in 2015 with the gender of the student 
population as a whole for discrepancies. Exhibit 3.1.12 summarizes this data.

Exhibit 3.1.12

Student Retentions Compared with the Student Population by Gender
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-15

59%

41%

Gender of Students Retained 2014-15

Male Female
  

51%49%

District Student Gender 2014-15 

Male Female

Source: GSCSS data provided for Number of Retained Students by Race-Ethnicity and Gender; GADOE 2015 Student Enrollment 
by Grade
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Exhibit 3.1.12 indicates the following:

• The number of male students retained (59 percent) in 2015 was higher than female students retained (41 
percent) by 18 percentage points.

• The retention of students is not representative of the student population when gender is considered. For 
example, the number of male students retained (59 percent) in 2015 was eight percentage points higher 
than male students (51 percent) in Griffin-Spalding County School System. A difference of five percent 
or more is considered a discrepancy.

Next, auditors examined the ethnicity of students retained from 2012-13 to 2014-15. Students identified as 
Black, White, Hispanic, or Multi-Racial were considered. No students from other subgroups were listed as 
being retained.  Exhibit 3.1.13 summarizes data reviewed.

Exhibit 3.1.13

Ethnicity of Students Retained 
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2012-13 to 2014-15

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
 Black 56% 53% 52%
White 39% 42% 38%
Hispanic 5% 5% 6%
Multi-Racial 0% 0% 4%

0%
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40%
50%
60%

Race/Ethnicity of Students Retained

 Black White Hispanic

Multi-Racial Linear ( Black) Linear (White)

Source: GSCSS data provided for Number of Retained Students by Race-Ethnicity and Gender;  
GADOE 2015 Student Enrollment by Grade

Exhibit 3.1.13 shows the following:

• Black students made up the largest percentage of students retained in all three years with White students 
next in percentage retained. 

• The percentage of Black students retained decreased slightly between 2012-13 and 2014-15. The 
percentage of White students retained remained essentially the same between 2012-13 and 2014-15 
with a slight increase in 2013-14.
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The auditors then compared the ethnicity percentages of students retained in 2015 with the ethnicity of the 
student population as a whole for discrepancies. Exhibit 3.1.14 summarizes this data.

Exhibit 3.1.14

Ethnicity of Students Retained in 2015 Compared with Student Ethnicity
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-15

Black White Hispanic Multi-
Racial

Pacific
Islander Asian American

Indian
2014-15 Students Retained 52% 38% 6% 4% 0% 0% 0%
2014-15 Student Population 43% 39% 7% 4% 0% 7% 0%
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Source: GSCSS data provided for Number of Retained Students by Race-Ethnicity and Gender;  
GADOE 2015 Student Enrollment by Grade

Exhibit 3.1.14 illustrates the following:

• The percentage of Black students retained in 2015 is nine points higher than the Black student population 
in Griffin-Spalding County School System.  

• The percentage of students retained identified as other race/ethnicities closely matches the race/ethnicity 
of GSCSS students.

The data reviewed by auditors demonstrated some disparity in gender and race/ethnic subgroups of students 
retained.

Dropout Rates

Auditors examined 2015 dropout data provided by GSCSS personnel. Approximately 141 students dropped out 
of school in 2015.  The ethnicity of these students was evenly distributed between Black and White students with 
few, if any, other ethnicities represented. Eighty-two percent of all dropouts were economically disadvantaged 
as compared with 76 percent of the GSCSS student population classified as economically disadvantaged. Sixty 
(60) percent of the dropouts were male and 40 percent were female. Auditors were not provided dropout data 
from other years for comparison purposes. 
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Graduation Rates 

The Griffin-Spalding County School System Improvement Plan 2014-15 lists strategies and activities aimed 
toward increasing the graduation rate. Exhibit 3.1.15 presents a comparison of Griffin-Spalding County School 
System and state graduation rates for the cohort of students who were ninth graders in 2011-12 and graduated 
in 2015. 

Exhibit 3.1.15

Comparison of District and State Student Cohort Graduation Rates
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015

Year 
Percent Griffin-Spalding 
County School System 

Cohort Graduation Rate 

Percent State Cohort 
Graduation Rate 

2015 69.2 78.8
Source: 2015 4-Year Cohort Graduation Rate – State District School-5

As noted in Exhibit 3.1.15, the Griffin-Spalding County School System graduation rate (69.2 percent) was 
below the state rate (78.8 percent) in 2015. 

Exhibit 3.1.16 looks at the graduation rates for each of the ethnic subgroups. The graduation rates recorded in 
this exhibit represent the percentage of students from each cohort subgroup graduating in four years.

Exhibit 3.1.16

District Student Cohort Graduation Rates  
By Ethnicity, Economically Disadvantaged,  

English Learners, and Students with Disabilities
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2012-2015

Student Group 
Percent Graduation Rate

2012 2013 2014 2015
White 70.4 71.5 68.4 70.4
Black 68.8 62.2 64.6 68.8
Hispanic 73.7 58.3 59.3 73.7

Asian Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Pacific Islander Two Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

American Indian No Data Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

No Data 
Found

Multi-racial 40.9 Too Few 
Students 64.7 40.9

Students with Disability 52.1 20 29.6 52.1
Economically Disadvantaged 64.7 57 58.5 64.7

English Learners Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Too Few 
Students

Source: Georgia Department of Education 2011-2015 Four-Year Graduation Rate by Subgroup

Exhibit 3.1.16 indicates: 

• Of the White students enrolled in Griffin-Spalding County School System as ninth graders in 2012-13, 
70.4 percent graduated four years later in 2015. 
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• The graduation rate for district cohort Black students was 68.8 percent in 2015. 

• Cohort Hispanic students in Griffin-Spalding County School System graduated at a rate of 73.7 percent. 

Exhibit 3.1.17 compares the Griffin Spalding County School System high schools by 2015 cohort graduation 
rate and socioeconomic status. 

Exhibit 3.1.17

Comparison of Griffin-Spalding County School System High Schools  
Cohort Graduation Rate by Socioeconomic Status

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2015

Campus
Percent 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Percent 
Total Cohort 

Graduation Rate 
Griffin High School 73.62 72
Spalding High School 57.24 74.9
AZ Kelsey Academy 71.67 31.3
District 76.21 69.2
Source: Georgia Department of Education 2011-2015 Four-Year Graduation Rate 
by Subgroup 

Exhibit 3.1.17 indicates the following:

• The graduation rate for Griffin-Spalding County School System (76.21 percent economically 
disadvantaged) was 69.2 percent.

• In general, the lower the percentage of students identified as economically disadvantaged at a given 
school, the higher the graduation rate. Spalding High School had the lowest percentage of economically 
disadvantaged students and a graduation rate of 74.9 percent.

• Although AZ Kelsey Academy had the lowest graduation rate (31.3 percent), its economically 
disadvantaged percentage was lower than that of Griffin High school with 73.62 percent economically 
disadvantaged. AZ Kelsey Academy is an alternative high school, and that may be a factor to consider 
when analyzing this discrepancy.

Disparities in Student Achievement Performance on Assessments 

System auditors analyzed student achievement data for state assessments and disaggregated those data by 
subgroups within the district’s enrollment population.  The analysis of performance showed achievement gaps 
between Griffin-Spalding County School System students and their peers across the state, and also among 
subgroups within the district (see Finding 4.3). 

Georgia’s school accountability system, the College and Career Ready Performance Index (CCRPI), used the 
CRCT and EOCT results for all areas until spring of 2015. Georgia Milestones results will now be used to 
calculate school and district CCRPI scores, but the 2015 CCRPI is a “Hold Harmless” year since this was 
the first year Georgia Milestones was administered. Auditors reviewed select 2014 CRCT and EOCT results 
disaggregated by Black, White, and All students to determine if disparities in student achievement exit.  Exhibits 
3.1.18-3.1.20 summarize elementary, middle, and high school English/language arts and mathematics data 
reviewed.
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Exhibit 3.1.18

CRCT Results by Subgroups  
Elementary School  

English/Language Arts and Mathematics
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014

88.5%
86.2%

89.8%
85.6%

82.9%
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85%
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100%

All Black White

Elementary CRCT

English Language Arts % Meets or Exceeds Mathematics % Meets or Exceeds

Source: GDOE 2014 CCRPI Content Mastery by Subgroup 

Exhibit 3.1.18 reveals:

• The percentage of elementary White students meeting or exceeding mastery on the English/language 
arts CRCT was higher than the percentage of Black students by 3.6 percentage points.

• The percentage of elementary White students meeting or exceeding mastery on the mathematics CRCT 
was 4.5 percentage points higher than the percentage of Black students.

Exhibit 3.1.19

CRCT Results by Subgroups  
Middle School  

English/Language Arts and Mathematics
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014

88.4%
85.2%
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79.4%
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Source: GDOE 2014 CCRPI Content Mastery by Subgroup 
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Exhibit 3.1.19 indicates:

• The percentage of middle school White students meeting or exceeding mastery on the English/language 
arts CRCT was higher than the percentage of Black students by 5.9 percentage points.

• The percentage of middle school White students meeting or exceeding mastery on the mathematics 
CRCT was 13.9 percentage points higher than the percent of Black students.

Exhibit 3.1.20

EOCT Results by Subgroups  
High School  

9th Grade Literature and Composition and Mathematics 2
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014
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High School EOCT

9th Gr. Literature % Meets or Exceeds Math I % Meets or Exceeds

Source: GDOE 2014 CCRPI Content Mastery by Subgroup 

Exhibit 3.1.20 shows:

• The percentage of White students meeting or exceeding mastery on the 9th Grade Literature and 
Composition EOCT was higher than the percentage of Black students by 10.1 percentage points.

• The percentage of White students meeting or exceeding mastery on the mathematics 2 EOCT was 16.8 
percentage points higher than the percentage of Black students. 

As noted in Exhibits 3.1.18 through 3.1.20, Black students consistently scored lower on the state assessments 
than White students. 

The auditors found that Griffin-Spalding County students, on the whole, consistently underperformed their 
peers statewide and nationally.  A comparison of performance of the above subgroups indicated that Black 
students were not achieving at the level of other students within the district.

When such disparities in student achievement exist, opportunity for success will not be attained without 
deliberate action to address the cause of failure and aggressively close the gaps in achievement (see Finding 
4.3).  
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Advanced Placement (AP) 

Auditors examined student access to Advanced Placement (AP) courses offered in district schools. GSCSS 
personnel provided an undated list of AP courses offered at Griffin High School and Spalding High School for 
2014-15.  Exhibit 3.1.21 displays with (X) the AP courses offered at each of the schools. 

Exhibit 3.1.21

Advanced Placement Courses Offered in the Comprehensive High Schools
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Advanced Placement Courses Griffin High School Spalding High School
Language and Composition X X
Literature and Composition X X
Calculus X X
Statistics X X
Biology X
Environmental Science X
Physics X
Chemistry X
Psychology X X
Government X X
Microeconomics X
Human Geography X
World History X X
U.S. History X X
Studio Art 2-D X X
Studio Art 3-D X
Studio Drawing X
Music Theory X
Spanish Language X X
Computer Science X
List provided by Griffin-Spalding County School System

Exhibit 3.1.21 reveals the following:

• Griffin-Spalding County School System offers 20 Advanced Placement courses in its high schools. 

• Spalding High School offers 18 of the 20 AP courses offered. 

• Griffin High School offers 12 of the 20 AP courses offered.

The lower number of AP courses offered at Griffin High School prompted auditors to ask district administration 
what procedures and policies were in place for students to transfer or transport to another high school to take 
a desired course not offered at his/her home school. The response was, “We currently do not have any Griffin 
High School students transferring or taking AP courses at Spalding High School. We’ve talked about it but we 
have not acted on it yet.”

The auditors examined the number of AP exams taken along with the qualifying scores for students in GSCSS. 
A score of three or higher is considered a qualifying score. In all years, some exams were taken by too few 
students (TFS) to compute qualifying score averages and percentages. Exhibit 3.1.22 displays the number of 
students enrolled in each AP course, number of students who took AP exams in each course, and number and 
percentage of qualifying scores for 2013-14 and 2014-15 by AP subject exam and school. Auditors selected 
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2014 and 2015 because both exam data and enrollment data was provided by the district for these two years and 
could be compared.

Exhibit 3.1.22

Students Taking Advanced Placement Exams and Qualifying Scores
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2013-2015

School Subject

Number 
of 

Students 
Enrolled

Number of 
Students 
Taking 
Tests

Number 
of Test 

Scores 3 or 
Higher

Percentage 
of Test 

Scores 3 or 
Higher

2014-15
Art Studio 2-D Design 16 7 *TFS TFS

Griffin High School Calculus A 17 15 11 73.30%
Eng. Language & Comp 11 10 3 30.00%
Eng. Literature & Comp 18 16 4 25.00%
Environmental Science 16 13 0 0.00%
Geography: Human 14 14 4 28.60%
Gov. & Pol. U.S. 10 10 4 40.00%
Psychology 62 36 6 16.70%
Spanish Language 18 18 11 61.10%
Statistics 22 22 8 36.40%
U.S. History 33 30 3 10.00%
World History 25 23 1 4.30%
Totals 246 207 55
Art Studio 2-D Design 6 6 TFS TFS
Art Studio 3-D Design 4 2 TFS TFS
Art Studio Drawing 2 2 TFS TFS
Biology 4 4 TFS TFS

Spalding High School Calculus A 30 28 7 25.00%
Chemistry 12 15 6 40.00%
Computer Science A 32 12 7 58.30%
Economics: Micro 50 42 21 50.00%
Eng. Language & Comp 32 32 20 62.50%
Eng. Literature & Comp 13 11 10 90.90%
Gov. & Pol. U.S. 20 20 13 65.00%
Music Theory 5 4 TFS TFS
Physics I 13 7 TFS TFS
Psychology 39 59 34 57.60%
Spanish Language 2 1 TFS TFS
Statistics 6 6 TFS TFS
U.S. History 11 25 18 72.00%
World History 66 39 9 23.10%
Totals 347 283 145
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Exhibit 3.1.22 (continued)
Students Taking Advanced Placement Exams and Qualifying Scores

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2013-2015

School Subject

Number 
of 

Students 
Enrolled

Number of 
Students 
Taking 
Tests

Number 
of Test 

Scores 3 or 
Higher

Percentage 
of Test 

Scores 3 or 
Higher

2013-14
Griffin High School Biology 18 14 4 28.60%

Calculus A 26 26 8 30.80%
Eng. Language & Comp 26 25 5 20.00%
Eng. Literature & Comp 11 11 3 27.30%
Geography: Human 15 16 0 0.00%
Psychology 60 56 15 26.80%
Spanish Language 10 10 8 80.00%
Spanish Literature 8 0 0 0.00%
Statistics 14 14 4 28.60%
U.S. History 40 34 4 11.80%
World History 20 20 6 30.00%
Totals 248 226 57
Art Studio 2-D Design 5 5 TFS TFS
Art Studio 3-D Design 4 1 TFS TFS

Spalding High School Biology 18 18 10 55.60%
Calculus A 23 11 5 45.50%
Chemistry 10 10 3 30.00%
Computer Science A 12 5 TFS TFS
Economics: Macro 29 19 13 68.40%
Eng. Language & Comp 34 32 18 56.30%
Eng. Literature & Comp 10 10 10 100.00%
European History **0 1 TFS TFS
Gov. & Pol. U.S. 32 29 14 48.30%
Music Theory 4 3 TFS TFS
Physics B 8 5 TFS TFS
Psychology 129 95 40 42.10%
Spanish Language 7 7 TFS TFS
Statistics 9 6 TFS TFS
U.S. History 96 37 17 45.90%
World History 61 50 13 26.00%
Totals 491 344 143

*TFS=Too Few Students
** District provided data showed that no students were enrolled in European History; however, one student  took the test.
Source: GSCSS provided Advanced Placement Enrollment and Exams (by School)
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Exhibit 3.1.23 summarizes the AP enrollment and exam data for 2013-14 and 2014-15 by school and district.

Exhibit 3.1.23

Summary of Advanced Placement Enrollment, Exams, and Qualifying Scores
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2013-14 through 2014-15

# Students Enrolled in AP 
Courses

% Students Enrolled Who 
Took the AP Exam

% Scoring 3 or Higher on 
the AP Exam

Griffin 
HS

Spalding 
HS District Griffin

HS
Spalding

HS District Griffin
HS

Spalding
HS District

2013-14 248 491 739 91 70 77 25 42 35
2014-15 246 347 593 84 82 83 27 51 41

Totals 494 838 1332 88 75 80 26 46 38

Exhibit 3.1.23 shows that significantly more Spalding High School students were enrolled in AP courses than 
at Griffin High School even though the total school enrollment in the years studied for Griffin High School was 
higher than Spalding High School total enrollment. Exhibit 3.1.23 further indicates:

• In both years, 83 percent of students enrolled in AP courses across the two schools in 2014-15 took the 
AP exam for the course as compared to 77 percent in 2013-14. 

• In 2013-14, 91 percent of Griffin High School students enrolled in AP courses took the AP exam, a 
significantly higher percentage than the percent of Spalding High School students who took the test (70 
percent).

• As the numbers of students taking the AP exams increased over the two years, the percentage of 
qualifying scores increased. Thirty-five (35) percent of the exams taken in 2013-14 and 41 percent in 
2014-15 received a qualifying score (3 or higher).

• The percent of Spalding High School students receiving a qualifying score exceeded that of Griffin High 
School students in each of the two years by significant percentage points. In 2013-14 the difference 
between the two groups of students was 17 percentage points. In 2014-15 the difference was 24 points.

The auditors were told by district administrators that GSCSS does not require students who enroll in an AP 
course to take the AP exam for that course. Without performance data for all students enrolled in AP courses, 
the system has no way to accurately monitor results and the efficacy of the program. For these reasons, auditors 
expect that all students enrolled in AP courses take the AP exam for the course and that the system should pay 
for the cost of the exam for each student. 
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Ratio of Library Books to Students

To determine student access to books in the Griffin-Spalding County School System, auditors reviewed library 
inventory data to identify the ratio of library books per student. Exhibit 3.1.24 summarizes that data.

Exhibit 3.1.24

Library Books Per Student in All Schools
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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*AZ Kelsey Academy students do not have access to library services on their campus. 
Source: GSCSS District Library Book Count; GADOE Student Enrollment by Grade (FTE 2016)

Exhibit 3.1.24 shows discrepancies in ratios of books per student at all three school levels and when comparing 
levels:  

• The ratios of library books ranged from a high of 267 books per student at an elementary school to 14 
books per student at a comprehensive high school. The AZ Kelsey Academy and Mainstay campus had 
no library services available for students.

• Elementary school libraries had a much higher ratio of library books per student than either middle 
school or high school libraries. 

• At the high school level, the highest ratio of library books per pupil was found at Spalding High School 
with of 15 books per pupil; Griffin High School was close behind (14 books per student).

• Among the middle schools, the highest ratio of library books per pupil was found at Rehoboth Road 
Middle School with 78 books per pupil. The other middle schools have 54-55 library books per student.

• At the elementary level, the highest ratio was observed for Jackson Road Elementary School with 267 
books per pupil. The next highest ratio was found at Crescent Road Elementary with 192 books per 
student. The lowest ratio was 76 books per pupil at Anne Street Elementary School.

No current plans regarding improvement of library resources at any of the schools were presented to the auditors.
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Students with Disabilities (Special Education)

District personnel provided the auditors with 2015 demographic data they had compiled for students with 
disabilities (SWD) and the GSCSS student population as a whole. 

Exhibit 3.1.25 summarizes students with disabilities identified as economically disadvantaged for three years, 
2013-2015 and compared with all students in the district. 

Exhibit 3.1.25

Students with Disabilities Identified as Economically Disadvantaged  
Compared with All Students

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2013-2015
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% Economically Disadvantaged SWD % Economically Disadvantaged All Students

Source: GSCSS provided SWD by SES

Exhibit 3.1.25 shows the following:

• Auditors considered variations of five percent to indicate disparities. The differences in percentages 
ranged from a high of 9.5 to a low of 5.4 percentage points. Therefore, the percentage of students 
with disabilities identified as economically disadvantaged is disproportionate to the percentage of 
economically disadvantaged students system-wide in each of the three years.

• While the percentage of all students in the district identified as economically disadvantaged steadily 
increased over the three years, the percentage of students with disabilities decreased in 2014 and then 
continued to increase in 2015.
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Exhibit 3.1.26 displays students with disabilities by ethnicity for three years, 2013-2015. 

Exhibit 3.1.26

Students with Disabilities by Ethnicity
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2013-2015

 
# Students 

With 
Disabilities

% Students 
With 

Disabilities
2013 American Indian or Alaska Native 3 0.2

Asian 1 0.08
Black, Not of Hispanic Origin 595 48
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0
Hispanic 49 4
Two or More Races 35 3
White, Not of Hispanic Origin 559 45
2013 SWD Enrollment and % of Total GSCSS Enrollment 1,242 14.3

2014 American Indian or Alaska Native 5 0.4
Asian 1 0.08
Black, Not of Hispanic Origin 562 46
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0
Hispanic 54 4
Two or More Races 31 3
White, Not of Hispanic Origin 567 46
2014 SWD Enrollment and % of Total GSCSS Enrollment 1,220 14.2

2015 American Indian or Alaska Native 4 0.3
Asian 3 0.2
Black, Not of Hispanic Origin 649 48
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 0.07
Hispanic 58 4
Two or More Races 35 3
White, Not of Hispanic Origin 601 44
2015 SWD Enrollment and % of Total GSCSS Enrollment 1,351 14.2

Source: GADOE Student Enrollment by Grade Level; Spalding County Enrollment by Ethnicity/Race, Gender and Grade 
Level (PK-12) – Fiscal Years 2013-2015

Exhibit 3.1.26 indicates the following:

• For the years 2013-2015 the percentage of students in each major ethnic group identified as students 
with disabilities remained relatively stable. 

• The percentage of Black students identified as SWD in 2013, 2014, and 2015 was 48, 46, and 48, 
respectively.

• The percentage of White students identified as SWD in those same years, was 45, 46, and 44, respectively.

• Over the three years, student enrollment assigned to students with disabilities ranged from a low of 14.2 
percent of total GSCSS enrollment in 2014 to a high of 14.2 in 2015. Federal IDEA regulations use 10 
percent as a guide. 



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 177

Exhibit 3.1.27 summarizes students with disabilities by ethnicity compared to total student ethnicity.

Exhibit 3.1.27

Ethnicity of Students with Disabilities Compared to Total Student Ethnicity
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2013-2015
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Exhibit 3.1.27 indicates that ethnicity of students with disabilities is proportionate to the ethnicity of the total 
student population of Griffin-Spalding County School System. 

Exhibit 3.1.28 shows students with disabilities by gender compared to total student gender.

Exhibit 3.1.28

Gender of Students with Disabilities Compared to Gender of All Students
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015
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Source: GSCSS provided SWD by Gender report.

Exhibit 3.1.28 shows that gender representation in special education is disproportionate to the total Griffin-
Spalding County School System population. Sixty-seven percent of students with disabilities in GSCSS are 
male while 51 percent of the total student population are male.  

The auditors concluded that ethnicity of students with disabilities is proportionate. The auditors’ conclusions 
align with what the GDOE Division of Special Education Services and Support found from 2014-15 data. 
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GSCSS special education met the requirements as specified in the District Determination Rubric with regard 
to ethnicity of students with disabilities.  Gender of students with disabilities is, however, disparate when 
compared to the total district population.

A unified system of general and special education is one that is capable of responding to the needs of all 
its students by accessing a range of specialized services and supports. When such services and supports are 
implemented, learning for all students is increased. GSCSS students with disabilities have consistently had 
among the lowest rates of achievement on state assessments and graduation rates. Exhibit 3.1.29 displays the 
percentage of elementary and middle school students with disabilities who achieved “Meet” or “Exceed” on 
the CCRPI tests in English language arts and mathematics.  These results are compared with the scores of all 
students in the district. 

Exhibit 3.1.29

CCRPI Test Results for Students with Disabilities  
Compared with All Students  

English Language Arts and Mathematics
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Exhibit 3.1.29 shows the following:

• Just 67.7 percent of elementary school students with disabilities meet or exceed mastery on the 2014 
CCRPI test for English language arts, while 88.5 percent of all students achieve at that level (a difference 
of 20.8 percentage points).

• On the mathematics test 68.7 percent of elementary school SWD meet or exceed mastery, while 85.6 
percent of all students in the district achieve at that level (a difference of 16.9 percentage points).

• Just 69.1 percent of middle school SWD meet or exceed mastery on the English language arts test, 
while 88.4 percent of all students in the district achieve at that level (a difference of 19.3 percentage 
points).

• On the mathematics test 61.1 percent of SWD meet or exceed mastery, while 79.4 percent of all students 
achieve at that level (a difference of 18.3 percentage points).
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Auditors then examined the 2015 four-year cohort graduation rates for students with disabilities at each of 
the comprehensive high schools as compared with rates for all graduating students in GSCSS. Exhibit 3.1.30 
summarizes this analysis.

Exhibit 3.1.30

Graduation Rate for Students with Disabilities  
At Each Comprehensive High School Compared with All Students

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2015
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Source: GADOE 2015 4-Year Cohort Graduation Rate by Subgroups

Exhibit 3.1.30 presents the following:

• Just 55.9 percent of Griffin High School students with disabilities graduated with their four-year cohort, 
more than 13 percentage points lower than the district graduation rate.

• Just 53.3 percent of Spalding High School students with disabilities graduated with their four-year 
cohort, almost 16 percentage points lower than the district graduation rate of 69.2 percent.

Griffin-Spalding County School System Special Education Department produces for all staff a Special Education 
Manual and “Quick Guide” covering the processes and procedures for supporting students with disabilities, 
which covers such areas as:

• IEP Team Meeting Checklist

• Annual Review Process

• IEP Hints

• FBA Procedures

• Manifestation Determination Review

• IEP Amendments

• Placement or Dismissal

Auditors were not presented with board policy giving clear direction regarding provision of equitable learning 
opportunities for all students, including students with disabilities. 
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Special Education Delivery Services

Griffin-Spalding County School System offers a range of services for students with disabilities and has moved 
toward an inclusion model wherever possible. A primary challenge facing the district lies in improving the 
inclusion model so that more students can find success when they are integrated in regular classrooms.

GSCSS personnel have described the various instructional structures of services offered students with disabilities 
across the system. Auditors were not provided written documentation of such structures. Special education 
services at the elementary include pull-out, push-in, self-contained, and a co-teach model (regular teacher teams 
with special education teacher). Special education services at the middle and high school level are limited to 
self-contained classrooms for students with more serious disabilities and the co-teach model. 

Teachers and administrators have shared their concerns over the co-teach model because of the difficulty of 
differentiating curriculum and instruction to meet the needs of the students with disabilities in this instructional 
setting. The Griffin Spalding County Comprehensive Local Education Improvement Plan, dated July, 2015, 
relates that the district has moved to the co-teaching model of inclusion, in part, because of the poor performance 
of students with disabilities on state tests. The Griffin Spalding County Comprehensive Local Education 
Improvement Plan states, “Co-teaching classes continue to grow and students are making progress in general 
education classes.” Three schools have contracted with the GLRS in the district’s RESA region to define co-
teaching. “The purpose is to establish a more specific delineation of roles and responsibilities of a co-teaching 
team and how special education will focus on more highly specialized instructional strategies.” Auditors were 
not presented with data that verify this model of inclusion is making a positive difference in the achievement 
of students with disabilities. 

The teacher job description lists as a task to “Provide instruction by teaching at an appropriate instructional 
level.” During classroom observations auditors noted that student enrollment numbers in the co-teaching classes 
were high at all school levels. Differentiation of curriculum and instruction for special education students 
who were being serviced through the co-teaching model at all school levels was seldom observed during the 
auditors’ classroom visits (see Finding 3.3). 

When the auditors analyzed the written curriculum to determine the extent to which it provided sufficient 
guidance for teachers to address the wide range of needs of students in heterogeneous classrooms, they found the 
extent and quality of appropriate differentiation strategies was insufficient to direct regular education teachers 
in their efforts to meet the needs of special education students serviced through inclusion (see Finding 2.3).

When auditors analyzed professional learning related to serving students with disabilities as well as the general 
population, they found inadequate system-wide direction and coordination. While many training opportunities 
are provided, including professional learning to support regular education teachers as they work with students 
with disabilities in the co-teaching structure, most of the training was voluntary and/or site based. There are 
few mandates regarding who must participate in what training and no system for monitoring and evaluating the 
quality of training and its impact in the classroom (see Finding 3.2). District support staff in the special education 
department indicated a willingness to assist teachers and principals in a training or coaching capacity, and have 
done so, but there was no system-wide expectation regarding the nature or extent of the basic training all regular 
education teachers and their principals would receive to enable them to support students with disabilities in their 
classes. 

District and school administrators related that general education teachers frequently do not have a good 
understanding of the capabilities of students with disabilities and don’t know how to differentiate curriculum 
and instruction to meet these students’ individual needs. Auditors saw few examples of differentiation when 
they visited more than 426 classrooms across the district, many of which were co-teaching classrooms (see 
Finding 3.3).

In summary, the auditors found inadequate system coherence and direction to support successful implementation 
of delivery of special education services. 
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Response to Intervention (RTI)  

Auditors reviewed documents and interviewed personnel concerning implementation of Response to 
Intervention (RTI). The Daring to Do Better by 2015 strategic planning document lists an action step to continue 
using the Georgia Pyramids of Intervention (RTI). GSCSS personnel provided the auditors with the following 
RTI documents used by personnel as checklists to ensure RTI implementation with fidelity:

• Progress Monitoring form used to record the date and results of each student progress monitoring 
session.

• Tier I-3 Fidelity Checklists to be used prior to a teacher requesting that a student receive more intense 
intervention. Included on the checklists are such items as

 ○ Has the student participated in intervention programs?

 ○ Are the interventions scientifically research based?

 ○ Is there evidence that the student’s progress has been monitored frequently and data monitored 
according to the schedule?

 ○ Is the student showing any progress?

 ○ Has the student passed a vision and hearing screening within the past 12 months?

 ○ Have parents been regularly and formally notified of progress?

• Response to Intervention Walk Through designed to be used by facilitators of GSCSS weekly RTI 
meetings to check for fidelity of implementation. Items include:

 ○ Are teachers, administrators, and parents present?

 ○ Did participants consistently discuss the student?

 ○ Was data presented? Were there graphs/charts?

According to the district’s Comprehensive Local Education Improvement Plan an Intervention Specialist has 
been hired to concentrate on all Tiers of the Pyramid of Intervention in all schools. Schools have identified 
assistant principals to handle the academic component of RTI. The Special Education Director will facilitate the 
RTI process within the schools. Auditors were not provided with information describing any events that have 
occurred for purposes of follow-through and accountability when the results of progress monitoring forms, 
completed checklists, and walkthroughs are examined. A sample of concerns about the implementation of RTI 
with fidelity is included in the following comments by teachers, administrators and parents:

• “We took a look at RTI.  The system did not have a good tier process in place.  In talking to principals 
we see what they understand on interventions.  They do not have a huge understanding of interventions 
and what they should be doing.” (District Administrator)

• “[The issue with implementation of RTI with fidelity] is about not knowing what you are doing wrong 
and not knowing how to do it. Some people don’t know the difference between accommodation and 
intervention. They don’t recognize they are doing it wrong.” (District Staff)

• “The RTI processes at middle schools are not consistent and the population are transient, and that 
proves a problem.” (School Administrator)

• “The RTI process is ridiculously long.” (Parent)

• “If teachers see it [RTI] as beneficial they will use it with fidelity.” (District Staff)

The draft Strategic Plan for 2016-2021 lists the following actions regarding RTI:

• Increase effectiveness of RTI in all schools

 ○ Implement universal screener for RTI K-12
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 ○ Monitor and implement RTI process with fidelity.

In summary, while the Griffin-Spalding County School System does have some procedural RTI instructions 
and checklists in place, system coherence is lacking to ensure accountability for implementation of RTI with 
fidelity. Comprehensive RTI process training is lacking.

English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)

Demographic researchers say that English language learners are the fastest growing population group in the 
United States. A school district’s fundamental responsibility of providing an equal education for all learners 
includes providing appropriate learning opportunities that allow students of limited English proficiency to 
fully participate in the educational program. English language learners require intensive, focused support and 
instruction designed to foster and promote academic English development. In the most successful programs, 
explicit English instruction occurs across all content areas and is focused on listening, reading, writing, and 
speaking skills. Full mastery of all language domains, particularly in English, is essential to future academic 
success. The amount and type of ESOL and language support is determined by each student’s assessed language 
proficiency. 

It is critical that a successful ESOL program require specific language skills to be included in the entire 
program of instruction that target and advance the language development needs of English language learners 
at varying language proficiency levels throughout their years in school. If there is insufficient attention to 
tailoring instruction to each student’s proficiency level in the design of the ESOL program, English language 
development is then left to chance, and it is less likely that students will become proficient in a timely manner 
to close the achievement gap. The development of academic language is a strong predictor of performance on 
any assessment and is a necessary component of a well-designed language development program. 

To determine the nature and quality of the programs for English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) 
in Griffin-Spalding County School System, auditors examined board policy, the Title III Improvement Plan, 
and professional development and district documents. The auditors also interviewed board members, district 
and campus administrators, teachers, and parents, and surveyed stakeholders. The auditors compared the 
district expectations with the evidence presented through classroom observations, interviews, review of district 
documents, and survey instruments. GSCSS board policy outlining expectations for the English language 
learners program and its delivery was not provided. However, Regulation IDDG, Language Assistance: 
Program for English Language Learners (ELLs) describes the procedure for determining whether a student 
is eligible for ESOL services. GaDOE Rule 160-4-5-.02 Language Assistance: Program for English Learners 
(ELs) describes the following:

• Eligibility for entry and exit from language assistance;

• Language assistance service delivery models;

• Language assistance curricula and assessment; and

• Funding.

The GSCSS ESOL Department’s website states the following: “The Griffin-Spalding County School Systems’ 
ESOL program works to empower students to graduate college and career ready by providing effective 
instruction to improve language proficiency and academic achievement. We want all students to fulfill their 
potential and find a place in the larger community where they can be contributing members of society.”

The 2015-16 Griffin-Spalding County School System ESOL Program Components was developed to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of the U.S. Education Office for Civil Rights. This document describes the 
educations approach, program, and program assessment. A comprehensive description of student placement, 
services and notification is included.
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Delivery of Services

The auditors looked at the design of the delivery models for ESOL in Griffin-Spalding County School System.  
An ESOL teacher serves Limited English Proficient (LEP) students at each school in the district. There are 
five ESOL teachers, each one serving three to four schools each day. Elementary LEP students receive 45-50 
minutes a day of ESOL services. Middle school LEP students receive 55 minutes a day in a scheduled ESOL 
class. High school LEP students are provided 145 minutes during their block schedule. 

All ESOL teachers are certified by the Professional Standards Commission, highly qualified, and hold ESOL 
endorsements. According to the ESOL Program Components, all general education teachers and administrators 
are trained in best practices for the instruction of LEP students, trained on dissemination of ACCESS scores 
and application of scores to instructional needs of LEP students, and trained on WIDA Can Do Descriptors, 
Standards, and Language Development Standards. The ESOL teachers collaborate with general education 
teachers every two months to discuss modifications to the general education lesson plans to support LEP 
students’ understanding of the subject.  Eligible LEP students receive ESOL services in one or more approved 
instructional delivery models. Currently, GSCSS uses the pull-out model, push-in model, and scheduled class. 

Exhibit 3.1.31 summarizes the number of students actively receiving ESOL services in GSCSS during the years 
2008 to the present. Data for the 2012-2013 year were not provided.

Exhibit 3.1.31

Number of Students Actively Receiving ESOL Services
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2008-2016

School Year 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
Number of 
Active ELs 93 112 127 102 Data Not 

Provided 160 161 216

Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System ESOL Program Components

Exhibit 3.1.31 shows that the number of students actively receiving ESOL services in the district has more than 
doubled since 2008-09.

Exhibit 3.1.32 summarizes the numbers of identified LEP students at each school provided services from an 
endorsed ESOL teacher and the delivery model used as presented to the auditors by district personnel. It should 
be noted that LEP students who qualify to exit the program or whose parents have waived language assistance 
services are not included in this count and mainstreamed in the regular classroom without direct ESOL teacher 
support. 

Exhibit 3.1.32

Limited English Proficient Students and ESOL Delivery Model Used at Each School
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

School # LEP Students ESOL Model
Anne Street 10 Pull-Out
Atkinson 6 Pull-Out
Beaverbrook 36 21 Pull-Out; 15 Push-In
Cowan Rd. Elem. 39 28 Pull-Out; 11 Push-In
Crescent Road 7 Pull-Out
Futral Rd. 16 Pull-Out
Jackson Rd. 7 6 Pull-Out; 1 Push-In
Jordan Hill Road 21 Pull-out
Moore 1 Push-In
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Exhibit 3.1.32 (continued)
Limited English Proficient Students and ESOL Delivery Model Used at Each School

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

School # LEP Students ESOL Model
Moreland Rd. 12 Pull-Out
Orrs 44 34 Pull-Out; 11 Push-In
Carver Rd. MS 7 Scheduled Class
Cowan Rd. MS 10 Scheduled Class
Kennedy Rd. MS 1 Push-In
Rehoboth Road MS 3 Scheduled Class
Griffin HS 12 Scheduled Class
Spalding HS 6 Scheduled Class
Total Number LEP Students served by an ESOL Teacher 238
Source: GSCSS List of LEP students at each school and type of service delivery

Exhibit 3.1.32 reveals:

• The number of LEP students being served by ESOL teachers varies across schools. 

• Two schools, Kennedy Road Middle School and Moore Elementary School, each have just one identified 
LEP student. 

• The schools with the most LEP students being served are Orrs Elementary (44 students), Cowan Road 
Elementary (39 students), and Beaverbrook (36 students). 

The five ESOL teachers serve between 42 and 57 students each day. 

The district has very few “newcomers” each year. According to district staff, there is currently no program for 
addressing the needs of these students.

During interviews with teachers the following comments were made issuing concerns about services provided 
by the ESOL Teachers:

• “We need more ESOL teachers. They [the five district ESOL teachers] are stretched too thin.”

• “We need a ‘newcomers’ program for LEP students new to the district.”

• “We need an afterschool program for LEP students to help them with homework. Sometimes parents 
[of LEP students] can’t help their child with homework.”

• “It’s difficult to schedule time to plan with ESOL teachers because of their schedules.”

When the auditors asked district administrators how the programs and services for ESOL students are integrated 
into the district and schools, the response was that they were working to raise overall teacher and administrator 
awareness of the needs and abilities of ESOL students who are in general education classrooms most of the day. 

The auditors conducted an online survey of teachers within Griffin-Spalding County School System. Results 
gathered from the responses of 488 teachers helped inform the audit team. Shown in Exhibit 3.1.33 are sample 
responses to a question from the survey regarding training in ESOL strategies: 
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Exhibit 3.1.33

Teacher Responses to Survey Asking about Professional Learning in Effective ESOL Strategies
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Strongly Agree 
6%

Agree 15%

Neutral 27%Disagree 34%

Strongly 
Disagree 18%

I have been trained in effective ELL strategies for working with 
students whose primary language is not English.

Exhibit 3.1.33 reveals: 

• Fifty-two (52) percent of the respondents indicate their disagreement or strong disagreement that they 
have been trained in effective ESOL strategies.

• Twenty-seven (27) percent of teachers who responded to this survey statement were neutral on the 
subject.

• Just 21 percent of teachers responded that they strongly agreed or agreed that they have been trained in 
effective ESOL strategies.

Site administrators were also asked whether the teachers in their building are adequately trained in meeting the 
needs of English language learners. Exhibit 3.1.34 summarizes the responses of 43 site administrators.

Exhibit 3.1.34

Site Administrator Responses to a Question  
About Their Teachers Having Received Adequate ESOL Training

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Agree
16%

Disagree
63%

Other 
(please 
specify)

21%

All teachers in my building are adequately trained in 
meeting the needs of English language learners.
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Exhibit 3.1.34 shows that:

• Sixty-three (63) percent of respondents disagreed that their teachers have received adequate ESOL 
training.

• Sixteen (16) percent of site administrators who responded to this question agreed that their teachers 
have had adequate training.

• Twenty-one (21) percent of respondents (site administrators) preferred to make a comment rather than 
agree or disagree.  Comments included:

 ○ “We have a very small ELL population.”

 ○ “We do have teachers who are ELL certified.  We are not currently serving any ELL students.”

 ○ “Teachers attempt to make adjustments to instruction to help ELL students. I am not certain they 
are adequately trained on best practices for educating ELL students.”

 ○ “There needs to be more training on how to meet the needs of students who may not speak any 
English.”

 ○ “Teachers need professional development to truly grasp their [LEP students] needs.”

 ○ “We do not have ELL students and have never been trained in meeting their needs.”

 ○ “I feel additional training can support our teachers more.”

Based on the survey data above from the pool of 488 teachers and 43 site administrators, there are implications 
of a gap in perceptions of teacher preparation to serve the needs of English language learners in Griffin-Spalding 
County School System. 

Results of ESOL Implementation

The success of design and delivery of district programs for English Language Learners is measured by student 
achievement outcomes. Test scores on ACCESS, GA Milestones EOG and EOC tests are tracked and compared 
yearly by the ESOL Coordinator and ESOL teachers. The numbers of LEP students in the district were too few 
to report their group graduation rates or state achievement results. 

The GSCSS ESOL program met all AMAO proficiency targets for the years 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012.  In 
May 2015 the district received notification from the GaDOE that the district failed to make progress toward 
meeting annual measurable achievement objectives (AMAO) for two consecutive years. The district 2015 
Title III Improvement Plan outlines the district’s reasons for failure to meet one or more annual measurable 
achievement objectives (AMAO) under Title III for two consecutive years. Reasons given were:

• The need to embed Standards for Mathematical Practice into instructional practices.

• The need to implement reading strategies to help students gain deeper understanding of the text they 
read.

As a requirement, the district listed tasks they will carry out to address the identified areas of improvement for 
each of the above mentioned areas in English/language arts and mathematics:

• Close Reading with a focus on the text itself to uncover the central ideas and supporting details;

• Grammar Concept, Reading, Impact, Practice (GRIP) as a way to approach grammar instruction; and

• Standards for Mathematics Practices intentionally embedded in daily mathematics instruction. 
Additionally, the district will continue to use Number Talks and concrete manipulatives to improve 
achievement in mathematics.

Developing organizational capacity requires a system-wide approach to professional development that builds 
necessary knowledge and skills over time, with sufficient depth of training to promote mastery and the ability 
to translate new learning into professional practice. Also, supervisors must have sufficient understanding of 
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the nature and application of the new skills to be able to successfully monitor their implementation. Griffin-
Spalding County School System offers training for its ESOL teachers and support staff, as indicated in Exhibit 
3.2.8. ESOL teachers have indicated that they train regular classroom teachers in the use of sheltered strategies 
as time permits. However, there is no system-wide coordination of effort in preparing regular education teachers 
to meet the needs of LEP students in their classrooms. 

Gifted and Talented Education

Students identified as gifted and talented perform at or show the potential for performance at an exceptionally 
high level of accomplishment compared to others of the same age, experience, or environment. Griffin-Spalding 
County School System provides gifted education to approximately 769 identified students or about 7.5 percent 
of its student population. The Griffin-Spalding County School System Teaching and Learning Department 
speaks directly to the need for enhancing and extending the state and local curriculum in its Gifted Resource 
Manual (Revised 2015). The manual states that at all school levels (elementary, middle, and high school) 
“Gifted students will receive appropriate differentiated curriculum and instruction.” In addition, the manual 
requires that at all school levels “At a minimum, eligible students are served the equivalent of five segments of 
gifted instructional setting per week.” 

The auditors examined district board policy to determine the expectations for gifted education in Griffin-
Spalding County School System. District policy addresses gifted education through the following policy:

• Board Policy IDDD: Education Program for Gifted Students instructs the superintendent or his 
designee to “develop and maintain regulations and procedures for the operation and guidelines for 
the development of the descriptions, and continuation policies for the gifted program as described in 
Georgia Department of Education Regulations and Procedures.”

Regulations for this policy describe procedures and requirements for eligibility, annual evaluation of gifted 
students’ performance, and acceleration consideration procedures.

• Administrative Regulation IDDD-R (1): Gifted Student Programs – Gifted Program Eligibility describes 
procedures and requirements for gifted program eligibility. 

• Administrative Regulation IDDD-R (2): Gifted Student Programs – Gifted Program Continuation 
describes procedures for annual evaluation of gifted students’ performance based on the student’s 
performance in the gifted program classroom. Depending on performance, a meeting will be called to 
develop an intervention plan.

• Administrative Regulation IDDD-R (3): Gifted Student Programs – Gifted Student Programs describes 
the procedures for single-subject or whole-grade acceleration as a delivery option to meet the 
instructional needs of an extremely advanced student.

Board policy does not make expectations for differentiation of instructional practice for gifted students in 
Griffin-Spalding County School System clear; specific directions in policy and regulation for how differentiation 
should be delivered allowing all children to reach their fullest potential are inadequate.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System Daring to Do Better by 2015 strategic plan, under Goal 3 – Teacher 
Effectiveness, describes an action to “chart the number of classrooms where differentiated instruction, higher 
order thinking questions, and technology use is observed.” Auditors were not provided with documentation that 
this action was completed.

The auditors compared district expectations to the instructional strategies they observed in the classrooms 
visited (see Finding 3.3), analyzed district documents provided regarding gifted education, received feedback 
through interviews and surveys, and referenced the Georgia Board of Education Rule 160-4-2-.38 Educational 
Programs for Gifted Students. 
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A summary of key instructional expectations, extrapolated from various state and district documents, are 
presented in Exhibit 3.1.35:

Exhibit 3.1.35

District and State Expectations for Instructional Delivery and Identification  
For Gifted Students

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Document Expectation
GSCSS Gifted Resource Manual The intent of the gifted services is to provide opportunities 

and experiences to help students extend their learning, 
develop individual potential, enhance their self-concept, and 
become independent learners. The district recognizes the need 
to provide gifted education services to K-12 students who 
demonstrate the potential for exceptional achievement. The 
academic instructional program for identified gifted students 
enhances and extends the state and local curriculum. 

Gifted students will receive appropriate differentiated 
curriculum and instruction. At a minimum, eligible students are 
served the equivalent of five segments of gifted instructional 
setting per week.

GSCSS Strategic Plan for 2016-2021 
(Draft)

Increase the percent of students exceeding on the CRCT and 
EOCT

National Association for Gifted Children Consistency in qualitative and quantitative measures for 
identification is established.

Georgia Board of Education Rule 160-
4-2-.38 Educational Programs for Gifted 
Students

The LBOE shall develop curricula for gifted students that 
incorporate SBOE approved curriculum. LBOE curricula for 
gifted students shall focus on developing cognitive, learning, 
research and reference, and metacognitive skills at each grade 
grouping, using principles of differentiation, in one or more 
of the following content areas: mathematics, science, English/
language arts, social studies, world languages, fine arts and 
career, technical and agricultural education. LEAs shall make 
available to the public and the GaDOE a description of the 
differentiated curricula used for instruction of gifted students. 
The LEA shall review and revise, if revisions are needed, its 
curricula for gifted students at least annually.
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Identification of Students

An important component of any gifted education program is the identification process. 

The GT identification process is outlined in the Gifted Resource Manual. Students are identified for consideration 
of gifted services through the use of the Pyramid of Intervention model. Formal identification of the student 
begins as early as kindergarten and continues through grade 12. A student is referred in three ways:

• Automatic referrals K-12 through review of results of statewide assessments;

• Structured classroom observation survey by teachers; and/or

• Reported referrals by teachers, counselors, administrators, parents, peers, self, or others.

Auditors were told that the district has no universal screening of students at a given grade level to ensure that a 
student with GT potential who has not been referred by any of the ways listed above is not overlooked.

Eligibility is based upon the criteria provided in the Georgia Board of Education Rule 160-4-2-.38. Once a 
student is referred, a multiple criteria assessment process is used to evaluate the student’s eligibility for gifted 
services. A student can qualify with one of two sets of criteria:

• Grades K-2 – 99th percentile; Grades 3-12 – 96th percentile or higher on a mental ability test. The district 
uses the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT) first. If the student does not score at least in the 96th 
percentile, the Otis-Lennon School Ability Test (OLSAT) is administered. Lastly, the Kaufman Brief 
Intelligence Test (KBIT) is administered. All of these mental ability tests are considered suitable for 
English language learners and students with diverse cultural backgrounds whose economic or social 
circumstances have limited their acquisition of knowledge and skills.

• 90th percentile or higher on Total Battery or Total Reading or Total Mathematics on a standardized 
achievement test (a student must meet both of these areas)

or

• Grades K-12 96th percentile or higher on component of a standardized mental ability test

• 90th percentile or higher on Total Battery or Total Reading or Total Mathematics on a standardized 
achievement test 

• 90th percentile or higher on a standardized creativity test OR 90th percentile or higher on a standardized 
creativity rating scale

• A two-year average of a 3.5 GPA on a 4.0 scale in regular core subjects of math, English language 
arts, social studies, science in grades 3-12 OR 90th percentile or higher on a standardized motivational 
characteristics rating scale (a student must meet three of the four areas listed above).
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Exhibit 3.1.36 details the number of students identified as Gifted and Talented at the elementary schools by 
grade level in 2016.

Exhibit 3.1.36

Students Identified as Gifted and Talented at Each Elementary School
Griffin-Spalding County School System
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Source: GSCSS Report of Enrollment of Elementary GT Students

Exhibit 3.1.36 indicates the following discrepancies between schools in numbers of identified GT students:

• In 2016 a total of 305 elementary students were identified as GT.

• Crescent Road Elementary had the highest number of identified GT students (68). Futral Road 
Elementary had the next highest number of GT students (48). 

• Anne Street Elementary had the lowest number of identified GT students (four). Moore Elementary had 
eight students, and Atkinson Elementary School had just six students identified as GT.  

• All schools had at least one identified GT student in grade 2 and grade 4.

• Atkinson Elementary had GT students in grade 2 and grade 4 only.

• Anne Street Elementary had one GT student in grade 2 and grade 4, and two students in grade 5.
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Exhibit 3.1.37 summarizes the percent of students identified as gifted and talented at the middle school level 
for the years 2014-2016.

Exhibit 3.1.37

Students Identified as Gifted and Talented at Each Middle School
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-2016
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Middle School

2014 2015 2016

Source: GSCSS Report on Enrollment of Middle School GT Students

Exhibit 3.1.37 shows the following:

• Rehoboth Road Middle School had a significantly higher percent of identified GT students than any 
other middle school for all three years. 
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Exhibit 3.1.38 summarizes the percent of students identified as gifted and talented at the high school level for 
the years 2014-2016.

Exhibit 3.1.38

Students Identified as Gifted and Talented at Each High School
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-2016
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Source: GSCSS Report on Enrollment of High School GT Students

Exhibit 3.1.38 points out that Spalding High School had a significantly higher percent of students identified 
GT students than Griffin High School for all three years. In 2014 and 2015, 65 percent of all middle school GT 
students attended Spalding High School. In 2016 the percent of GT students attending Spalding High School 
rose to 68 percent of the total GT district population.

Overall, the auditors found that there were discrepancies in enrollment of identified gifted and talented students 
at each of the school levels, indicating considerable inequities in the processes and procedures for identification 
and enrollment of students in the Gifted and Talented programs at the various schools.

Auditors then examined district documents for data on economically disadvantaged students identified as gifted.  
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Exhibit 3.1.39 compares the percentage of GT students who are identified as economically disadvantaged with 
the percentage of economically disadvantaged students in the district over three years.

Exhibit 3.1.39

Economically Disadvantaged Gifted and Talented Students  
Compared with All Economically Disadvantaged Students 

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2013-2015
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Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System GT Report

Exhibit 3.1.39 reveals that representation of GT students classified as economically disadvantaged is significantly 
disproportionate to the total economically disadvantaged student population by 36.5 percentage points in 2013, 
36.6 points in 2014, and 33.6 points in 2015.

Exhibit 3.1.40 displays gifted and talented students by ethnicity for three years, 2013-2015. 

Exhibit 3.1.40

Gifted and Talented Students by Ethnicity
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2013-2015

# Gifted and 
Talented
Students

% Gifted and 
Talented
Students

2013 American Indian Or Alaska Native 0 0
Asian 16 2
Black, Not of Hispanic Origin 151 20
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 .1
Hispanic 27 4
Two or More Races 18 2
White, Not of Hispanic Origin 539 72
2013 GT Enrollment and % of Total GSCSS Enrollment 752
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Exhibit 3.1.40 (continued)
Gifted and Talented Students by Ethnicity

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2013-2015

# Gifted and 
Talented
Students

% Gifted and 
Talented
Students

2014 American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0
Asian 14 2
Black, Not of Hispanic Origin 153 20
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0
Hispanic 32 4
Two or More Races 18 2
White, Not of Hispanic Origin 562 72
2014 SWP Enrollment and % of Total GSCSS Enrollment 779

2015 American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0
Asian 13 2
Black, Not of Hispanic Origin 146 19
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0
Hispanic 41 5
Two or More Races 23 3
White, Not of Hispanic Origin 538 71
2015 GT Enrollment and % of Total GSCSS Enrollment 761 7

Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System GT Ethnicity/Gender Report

Exhibit 3.1.40 indicates the following:

• GT students were disproportionately White for all three years.

• Black students made up the second highest subgroup identified as GT with 20 percent of total GT 
enrollment in 2013 and 2014, and 19 percent in 2015.
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Exhibit 3.1.41 summarizes a comparison of GT students with all students in the district by race/ethnicity in 
2015.

Exhibit 3.1.41

Ethnicity of Gifted and Talented Students  
Compared with All Students in the District

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2015
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Exhibit 3.1.41 shows that:

• Seventy-one percent of GT students in Griffin-Spalding County School System were White in 2015. 

• Nineteen (19) percent of GT students were Black, while 43 percent of the total district population was 
Black, a difference of 24 percentage points.

• A review of the GT data for 2013 and 2014 produced similar results.

• The ethnicity of GT students is significantly disproportionate to the ethnicity of all GSCSS students.
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Exhibit 3.1.42 shows Gifted and Talented students by gender compared to total student gender.

Exhibit 3.1.42

Gender of Gifted and Talented Students Compared to Total Student Gender
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Male
51%

Female
49%

District Student Gender

  

Male
45%

Female
55%

GT Student Gender

Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System GT Ethnicity/Gender Report

Exhibit 3.1.42 shows:

• Gender representation in the GT program is disproportionate to the total Griffin-Spalding County 
School System population. A five percent difference is considered a discrepancy. 

• Forty-five percent of GT students are male, while 51 percent of the total district students in the district 
are male, a difference of six percent. 

The disparities in gifted and talented student representation point to a picture of under-identification of 
economically disadvantaged, Black students, and male students.

Board policy does not make clear statements about seeking out under-represented students. Identification 
information provided auditors does not include a description of tools specifically designed to elicit a more 
diverse group of students. 

The auditors concluded that Griffin-Spalding County School System does not have a reasonable system in place 
to screen and identify more culturally diverse students and more linguistically unique students.  

There is an expectation that gifted and talented students will achieve higher than regular students on external 
assessments. The auditors reviewed Griffin-Spalding County School System GT student achievement on the 
first year of the Georgia Milestone exam as compared with all GT students in the state. GT student achievement 
at the highest level of “Distinguished Learner” is summarized in Exhibit 3.1.43. 
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Exhibit 3.1.43

District GT Students Achieving Distinguished Learner Level on the Milestones Test  
Compared to Achievement of All State GT Students 

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System GT Achievement Report

Exhibit 3.1.43 shows:

• The percent of district GT students achieving at the Distinguish Learner level was lower than the State 
on every Milestones test.

• The largest discrepancy (-15.61 percentage points) was for the Analytic Geometry exam. 

• District GT achievement at the Distinguished Learner level ranged from a high of 39.1 percent in 
mathematics at the elementary and middle school levels to a low of 20.6 percent in coordinate algebra 
at the high school level.

Delivery of Gifted and Talented Services

A written curriculum provides the necessary components for teachers to guide effective instructional delivery 
to maximize student learning aligned with expected outcomes. Diversity in approaches to the delivery of the 
curriculum and the wide use of research-based instructional strategies, active student engagement, and varied 
cognitive types promote increases in student achievement for all students. GT students thrive in a setting where 
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there is differentiation in content, process, and product. Content can be defined as what is being taught; process 
reflects how it is being taught or delivered; and product is defined as the results produced based on students’ 
interests and abilities. Tomlinson, a renowned leader in research on educational differentiation, emphasizes 
that in differentiating the curriculum, teachers are not dispensers of knowledge but organizers of learning 
opportunities. To maximize learning opportunities, the classroom environment is adapted to accommodate the 
interests and abilities of the GT student. Renzulli (1997)1 defines Five Dimensions of Differentiation to include:

• Content: put more depth into the curriculum through organizing the curriculum concepts and structure 
of knowledge,

• Process: use many instructional strategies and material to enhance and motivate learning styles of 
students,

• Product: improve the cognitive development and the students’ ability to express themselves,

• Classroom: enhance the comfort by changing grouping formats and physical arrangement of 
environment;

• Teacher: use artistic modification to share personal knowledge of topics related to curriculum as well as 
personal interests and enthusiasm about issues surrounding content area.

In the differentiated classroom there is a combination of interest and learning centers, study areas, technology 
supports, and work areas for artistic and scientific explorations. Differentiation is essential for gifted students 
to develop their unique gifts and talents. Educators of GT students have the task of developing and utilizing 
differentiation in a consistent and progressive manner to truly address the needs of their able learners and to 
direct them into choices that challenge their potential.

Research points to a number of best practices in the gifted classroom (Van Tassel-Baska and Brown 2007)2. 
These include:

• Delivering advanced curricula at an accelerated rate;

• Grouping of GT students for advanced curricular work based on their level of learning in each core 
subject area;

• Embedding multiple higher-order thinking skills in core subject areas to enhance learning;

• Using inquiry to promote GT learning; and

•  Adopting real-world learning opportunities relevant to students.

Moreover, appropriately differentiated curriculum is another critical practice for gifted students. The curriculum 
must be advanced and complex for the best learners in the group and provide depth and complexity to stimulate 
higher level thinking. In summation, “teacher-directed differentiation for gifted students has no meaning if 
teachers cannot perform these types of tasks.” 

District administrators provided the auditors with a general list of GT services provided at each of the school 
levels. 

• Elementary Gifted Services:

 ○ Resource – Every gifted elementary student goes to the Program Challenge/ Enrichment Center one 
day a week to receive gifted services through the resource model.

 ○ Cluster – When possible, gifted students are placed into classes with teachers who have the gifted 
endorsement (home school).

1  Renzulli, J. S. (1997, July). Five dimensions of differentiation. Keynote presentation at the 20th Annual Confratute 
Conference, Storrs, CT.
2  Van Tassel-Baska, J., & Brown, E. F. (2007). Toward best practice: An analysis of the efficacy of curriculum models in 
gifted education. Gifted Child Quarterly, 51 (4), 342-358.
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 ○ Collaboration – During August – December, students who were in classes where the teacher did not 
have the gifted endorsement were served through a collaborative model (home school).

• Middle School Gifted Services:

 ○ Advanced Content – Gifted students are served through the Advanced Content model in English 
Language Arts, Science, and Social Studies when teachers have the gifted endorsement; this is 
commonly referred to as Honors in GSCSS middle schools.

• High School Gifted Services:

 ○ Advanced Content – Gifted students may elect to receive their gifted services through advanced 
content courses such as Honors, Advanced Placement, and Move On When Ready (dual enrollment). 

The National Association for Gifted Learners refutes the use of AP classes as the sole means of delivery for 
gifted students. It states: “While AP classes offer rigorous, advanced coursework, they are not a gifted education 
program. The AP program is designed as college-level classes taught by high school teachers for students 
willing to work hard. The AP program in high school is limited in its service to gifted and talented students in 
two major areas:

• Limited by the AP courses subjects offered.

• Limited by being most often available for 11th and 12th grade students only. 

More details on each of these GT services at all school levels were found in the GSCSS Gifted Resource 
Manual. These additional descriptions in the manual were taken from the Georgia Board of Education Rule 
160-4-2-.38 Educational Programs for Gifted Students.

During classroom visits, auditors observed standards-based instruction but little differentiation, extended or 
accelerated learning, and rigor in any of the regular classrooms or Honors, Advanced Placement, and Program 
Challenge classrooms for gifted and talented students (see Finding 3.3).

District and site administrators, teachers, community members, and parents expressed concerns about GT 
identification and services provided to gifted and talented students. A sample of these concerns follow:

• “Because gifted (services) is taken off campus, they [district staff] do not work with regular teachers to 
extend instruction.” (Teacher)

• “There aren’t many opportunities for teachers to get GT certification.” (School Administrator)

• “There is no difference in instruction for them [GT students] and regular students.” (District 
Administrator)

• “I was stunned how we were structured with a pull-out program [Program Challenge]. I don’t know 
what programs they [GT teachers] use.” (District Administrator) 

• “There is no distinction in the classroom between Honors, GT, or Advanced.  Students have been put in 
Honors because of one CRCT score or parents’ request.” (District Administrator)

• “AP courses aren’t up to par. There are GT students who could not pass the AP exams.” (Parent)

• “I sense a disconnect…Program design is a concern.  We aren’t really meeting the needs of the GT 
students.” (District Administrator)

• “I did not feel like the AP courses are strong enough for the gifted.” (Parent)
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Given the district’s concerns about the Gifted and Talented program, auditors looked at responses to questions 
asked about receiving training in GT instructional strategies. Exhibit 3.1.44 displays their responses.

Exhibit 3.1.44

Teacher Responses to Question  
About Training in Strategies for Enhancing Instruction of Gifted Students

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Strongly Agree, 
27%

Agree, 34%

Neutral, 23%

Disagree, 12%

Strongly 
Disagree, 4%

I have been trained in strategies for enhancing the instruction of 
gifted/talented students.

Exhibit 3.1.44 indicates:

• Four hundred eighty-eight (488) teachers responded to this question.

• Three hundred teachers (61 percent) responded that they strongly agree or agree.

• Twenty-three (23) percent were neutral on the subject.

One district administrator stated, “There is no professional development designated specifically for gifted 
teachers at either the system level or the school level; they are included in the same training as all other teachers 
in the district.”  Given the district administrator’s comments that no formal training is provided for delivery of 
services to GT students, the auditors wondered what training teachers were basing their survey responses on.

Little or no training is provided teachers on effective GT instruction.  Of particular concern was the absence of 
a consistently implemented student identification process, leading to some subgroups of students being under-
represented in the Gifted and Talented program. 

Jordan Hill Road Elementary students identifying materials that are transparent, opaque, or translucent
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Summary

The auditors found disparities and inequities present in gender, ethnicity, and economically disadvantaged 
representation as evidenced in staff/student data, disciplinary action, and graduation rates. Auditors also found 
disparities among certain subgroups in student performance on state and local assessments. The ratio of library 
books to student varied across the district. 

System coherence is lacking to ensure accountability for implementation of RTI with fidelity. Services for 
English language learners are limited. Regular education teachers have not been trained sufficiently to meet 
the needs of these students. Students identified for Gifted and Talented services were not receiving the level of 
services considered necessary; district and building administrators, teachers, and parents agreed in interviews 
and surveys. Of particular concern for the GT and Special Education programs was the lack of consistently 
implemented student identification processes leading to some subgroups of students being under-represented 
in the GT program and over-represented in the Special Education program. Both programs lacked systemic 
direction and consistent and appropriate delivery of service at all levels of the district (see Recommendation 7).

Finding 3.2: Professional development is inadequate to improve or enhance skills in quality curriculum 
design, effective curriculum delivery, and instructional practices.  Monitoring and evaluation of 
professional learning are lacking in quantity, quality, and systemic coordination.

The primary purpose for professional development is to improve teacher effectiveness and, thereby, increase 
student achievement.  Effective professional learning is research-based and driven by multiple forms of data, 
individualized to allow for differentiation for both the teacher and the learner, and provides all staff members 
with the skills and knowledge required to meet the needs of a diverse student population.  A high quality 
professional learning program results from a comprehensive professional learning plan addressing short-term 
and long-range needs.  To be comprehensive, a professional learning plan must be linked to the goals outlined by 
the district; be based on identified needs, including a planning process at the district level; be designed for long-
term implementation; and provide opportunities for meaningful practice and follow-up.  Effective professional 
learning programs are focused on the effective delivery of curriculum and include multiple evaluation methods 
that will determine quality of implementation and its impact on student achievement.  High quality professional 
learning in the areas of curriculum design and writing should include training components that address the 
congruence of resource design and district objectives to ensure that resources are adequate to support effective 
instruction and increased levels of student achievement (see Findings 2.1 and 2.3).

Successful professional learning programs share commonalities, but the most effective programs always articulate 
a clear, focused mission and vision that are communicated to all stakeholders.  Professional learning begins 
with a careful analysis of data and a comprehensive needs assessment to determine strengths and weaknesses 
in curriculum delivery and to provide a starting point for the initial planning phase.  Training should be job-
embedded and offer a variety of delivery models that will mirror the expectations for delivery of classroom 
instruction with attention focused on providing training that is at the depth and complexity necessary to meet 
the expectations of state assessments.  Professional learning offered in response to identified needs should begin 
with a clear purpose of the intended outcome, must be relevant and meaningful, and be flexible with the delivery 
approach based on the training that is needed.  High quality professional learning requires policy guidance and 
should be inclusive of all employee groups.  It includes a monitoring component to effectively measure the 
success of the training and its impact on student achievement.

For this report the terms “professional development” and “professional learning” are synonymous. Griffin-
Spalding County School System administrators requested that the auditors pay particular attention to the 
presence of differentiation, rigor, and integration of technology based on an analysis of student achievement and 
system-wide initiatives in those areas.  Overall, auditors found that professional learning in Griffin-Spalding 
County School System is inadequate to change and improve teacher performance, develop the delivery of 
instructional practices (see Finding 3.3), and increase student achievement.  Auditors were not presented with 
a comprehensive district-wide professional learning plan (see Finding 1.3).  Teacher and principal survey 
responses indicated inconsistent support for professional learning.  The auditors found that monitoring and 
evaluation of these aspects of the educational program are lacking in quantity, quality, consistency, and systemic 
coordination.
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To determine the adequacy and effectiveness of the professional learning program and planning in Griffin-
Spalding County School System, the auditors reviewed district policies, district and campus improvement 
plans, campus and district departmental staff learning plans, relevant district documents, job descriptions, and 
lists of professional learning offerings.  In addition, auditors interviewed district and site administrators and 
staff representatives, and surveyed teachers and principals regarding professional learning plans, procedures, 
and offerings within Griffin-Spalding County School System.  Exhibit 3.2.1 presents the documents reviewed:

Exhibit 3.2.1

Professional Learning Documents Reviewed
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Documents Reviewed Date 
Board Policies and Rules
Board Policy GAD, Professional Learning Opportunities October 2, 2007
Board Policy GAD-R, Professional Learning Opportunities March 1, 1995
Georgia Board of Education Rule GAD 160-3-3-.04 Professional Learning July 1, 2015
Job Descriptions
Academic Coach No Date
Instructional Technology Coach June 2013
Math Curriculum Coordinator No Date
Director of Strategic Talent Management April 2014
Director of Systems/School Improvement January 2012
Other Documents
GSCSS Comprehensive Improvement (Strategic Plan) 2009-2015 2009-2015
GSCSS Strategic Plan 2016-2021--Draft No Date
Teacher KEYS Effectiveness System Implementation Handbook July 1, 2015
Mid-Year Personnel Analysis No Date
Griffin-Spalding County Comprehensive Local Education Improvement Plan July 28, 2015
GSCSS Technology Plan 2013-2016 2013-2016
Teacher, Principal, Parent Online Survey February 2016
District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 2009-2015
School Improvement Plans 2010-2015 2010-2015
Aspiring Leaders Program No Date
New Teacher Induction Program New Hire Orientation July 23, 2015
GSCSS List of Professional Learning Offerings by Department 2016
Griffin Regional Educational Service Agency (RESA) Catalogue 2015-16
RESA Professional Development Courses 2014-15
GSCSS 2015 School-wide Consolidation of Funds-School Allocation Amended May 4, 2015

The following board policy and regulation address expectations regarding professional learning in Griffin-
Spalding County Schools:

• Board Policy GAD, in combination with Regulation GAD-R: Professional Learning Opportunities, calls 
for developing and managing a comprehensive staff development plan. The policy and its regulation 
direct the superintendent to appoint a “Staff Development Coordinator,” a “Staff Development Council” 
and “ensure that all staff development activities are brought together and reported in one comprehensive 
plan.”

Professional learning in Griffin-Spalding County Schools is mentioned in district, school, and departmental 
plans.  Auditors found that while Griffin-Spalding County Schools does not have a comprehensive professional 
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learning plan to guide district learning opportunities, nor an evaluation component to determine the level of 
impact of all professional learning on teaching and learning, planning for professional learning was evident. 

One action step in the Griffin-Spalding County Schools System Strategic Plan 2009-2015 is “Research systemic 
frameworks for developing human capital to ensure the capacity of each staff member to engage each 
student.” Other references to professional learning in this document are:

• Provide professional learning for both EL teachers and general education teachers through PD 360;

• Provide professional development opportunities for teachers in the area of instructional technology 
based on 21st Century Skills;

• Provide research-based training for principals;

• Train and develop effective use of Teacher Fit and Job Fit in selection process;

• Provide high-quality induction and mentoring program for new teachers;

• Provide appropriate/required training for teachers and site administrators; and 

• Provide training and technical assistance to department heads.

The draft Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategic Plan 2016-2021 states as non-negotiables that 
district teachers will participate in professional learning around:

• Close reading;

• Standards of mathematics practices;

• Explicit writing instruction; and 

• Effective questioning.

The Griffin-Spalding County Schools Technology Plan 2013-2016 states, “Teachers will be comfortable with 
technology and will understand how to use it to help differentiate instruction for the benefit of all students. 
Professional development will focus on faculty and assist them in becoming proficient with technology using 
performance standards. Educators will have an awareness of the latest technology including Google Apps 
for Education, Safari Montage, flipped classrooms, and other digital media. Educators will model effective 
practices using technology with valuable and engaging apps and online resources.” 

The audit team reviewed school improvement plans for references to professional learning as a means of 
improving student achievement.  In addition, auditors looked for specific references to differentiating instruction, 
rigor, and technology.  Exhibit 3.2.2 shows frequency of references to professional learning in those campus 
documents. 

Exhibit 3.2.2

Professional Learning References in Campus Documents
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Document
Documents 

Available for 
Auditor Review

Professional 
Learning 

References

Differentiating Instruction, Rigor, 
and Technology Integration 

Professional Learning References
School Improvement Plans 20 17 13
Source: GSCSS School Improvement Plans 2010-2015 

As noted in Exhibit 3.2.2:

• Auditors reviewed the improvement plans of all 18 campuses in the district.

• Seventeen (17) of 18 campuses referred to professional learning in general. Some referred to professional 
learning communities as a form of professional learning.
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• Thirteen (13) of 18 campuses referred specifically to at least one training on differentiation, rigor, 
or technology integration. Most of the references to professional learning were about technology 
integration/usage.

The audit uses 18 criteria for assessing the adequacy and effectiveness of professional learning.  Exhibit 3.2.3 
presents the audit characteristics and the auditors’ ratings of those criteria for Griffin-Spalding County Schools.  
Specific explanations for each rating follow the exhibit.

Exhibit 3.2.3

Quality Criteria for Professional Development 
Auditors’ Assessment of Professional Learning Program

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Characteristics
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
Board Policy
1. Has policy that directs staff learning efforts. Partial*
2. Fosters an expectation for professional growth. X
3. Is for all employees. X
Planning and Design
4. Is based on a careful analysis of data and is data-driven. Partial*
5. Provides for system-wide coordination and has a clearinghouse function in 

place. X

6. Provides the necessary funding to carry out professional learning goals. X
7. Has a current plan that provides a framework for integrating innovations 

related to mission. X

8. Has a professional learning mission in place. X
9. Is built using a long-range planning approach. X
10. Provides for organizational, unit, and individual learning in a systemic 

manner. X

11. Focuses on organizational change—staff learning efforts are aligned to 
district goals. Partial*

Delivery
12. Is based on proven research-based approaches that have been shown to 

increase productivity. X

13. Provides for three phases of the change process: initiation, implementation, 
and institutionalization. Partial*

14. Is based on human learning and learning and adult learning X
15. Uses a variety of professional learning approaches. X
16. Provides for follow-up and on-the-job application necessary to ensure 

improvement. X

17. Expects each supervisor to be a staff developer of staff supervised. Partial*
Evaluation
18. Requires an evaluation of process that is ongoing, includes multiple sources 

of information, focuses on all levels of the organization, and is based on 
actual change in behavior.

X

Total 4 14
Percentage 22%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
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Exhibit 3.2.3 shows that the district’s professional learning planning satisfied four, or 22 percent, of the 18 audit 
criteria.  Five criteria rated partially adequate did not receive credit for adequacy.  A program, plan, or planning 
is considered adequate if it meets 70 percent of the audit criteria.  Therefore, auditors found the district’s 
professional learning planning inadequate.  The following comments provide explanations for the ratings in 
Exhibit 3.2.3.

Policy

Has policy that directs staff learning efforts (Partially Adequate)

Board Policy GAD: Professional Learning Opportunities states, “It is the policy of the Griffin-Spalding County 
School System that professional learning planning be based on assessed needs as identified in evaluation of 
system/school programs, state and federally mandated programs, as well as needs identified in evaluation of 
teaching, leadership, and service personnel who are employed in the school district.”  Administrative Regulation 
GAD-R: Professional Learning Opportunities states that the superintendent is responsible for “developing, 
managing, and evaluating the comprehensive staff development plan” and ensuring “that staff development 
activities are brought together and reported in one comprehensive plan.”  This policy and regulation fail to link 
professional learning efforts to professional growth in job expectations. This policy and regulation are a starting 
point, but are not comprehensive enough for directing professional learning efforts.

Fosters an expectation for professional growth (Adequate)

This characteristic is focused on the presence of policy that fosters an expectation for professional growth.  
Board Policy GAD states, “The Griffin-Spalding County Board of Education realizes that the provision of 
quality educational programs depends upon the continued professional growth of its staff members.” 

The Teacher KEYS Effectiveness System Assessment contains expectations that “The teacher continually 
engages in a high level of professional growth and application of skills,” and “Participates in professional 
growth opportunities to support student learning.”  

Is for all employees (Adequate) 

Board policy specifically addresses professional learning for all employees when it states, “Professional learning 
activities in the Griffin-Spalding County School System provide educational opportunities for all public school 
officials and personnel, including Board of Education members, certificated staff, and classified staff.” Documents 
presented to the auditors provide evidence that teachers, school paraprofessionals, district instructional staff, 
and some other classified employees are provided with required and optional professional learning. Site and 
central office administrators receive professional learning through the Aspiring Leaders Program and regular 
professional learning activities planned for them. In addition, the Griffin Regional Educational Service Agency 
(RESA) offers professional development for Griffin-Spalding employees.  In a district survey principals were 
asked how satisfied they were with their own professional learning.  Exhibit 3.2.4 displays the results of their 
responses.
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Exhibit 3.2.4

Principal Survey Responses to Question  
About Professional Learning Received in Their Position as Building Administrator

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Agree
72%

Disagree
16%

Other (please specify)
12%

I am satisfied with the professional development I 
receive in my position as building administrator.

Exhibit 3.2.4 shows that 72 percent of principals who responded are satisfied with professional learning they 
received in their position as building administrator.  Twenty-eight (28) percent of respondents were not satisfied 
with their professional learning.

In this same survey principals were asked whether they feel teachers receive an adequate amount of quality 
professional learning.  Their responses are displayed in Exhibit 3.2.5.

Exhibit 3.2.5

Principal Survey Responses to Question  
About Teachers Receiving an Adequate Amount of Quality Professional Learning

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Agree
91%

Disagree
2%

Other (please specify)
7%

The teachers on my campus receive an adequate amount 
of quality professional development aligned to campus 

goals and their individual needs.

Although 91 percent of principal responses were in agreement that teachers receive an adequate amount of 
quality professional learning, comments related to Exhibit 3.2.5 under “Other” indicate concerns about the 
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content and quality of professional learning for teachers in the district.  A sampling of these comments from 
principals follows:

• “I believe that our professional learning communities can improve with department chairs and teacher 
leaders being empowered and motivated.”

• “We as administrators can begin to optimize our time to implement and monitor more purposeful 
professional development school-wide.”

• “Quality professional development is made available as much as possible, but I am not sure that we are 
adequately meeting ALL of the needs of our teachers.”

Planning and Design

Is data-driven (Partially Adequate)

The audit team looked for evidence that professional learning is data driven.  Board Policy GAD states that 
“Professional learning planning be based on assessed needs as identified in evaluation of system/school programs, 
state and federally mandated programs, as well as needs identified in evaluation of teaching, leadership, and 
service personnel who are employed in the school district.”

Comments by district site administrators indicated that student achievement data were used to make preliminary 
decisions about professional learning.  Auditors were not presented with formal documentation that district 
departments and campuses are to use student achievement data to guide decisions about professional learning 
(see Finding 4.1).

The auditors were provided no documentation to support that upon completion of all professional learning 
events, there is an expectation that an analysis of student data will be used to determine the effect of the training 
on student achievement (see #18 for further discussion of evaluation of professional learning).

Responses to a question in the district survey for teachers about the quality and relevance of professional 
learning are displayed in Exhibit 3.2.6:

Exhibit 3.2.6

Teacher Responses to Question  
About The Quality and Relevance of Professional Learning

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

3.28

3.71

2.83

3.23

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00

District provided n=484

School provided n=484

Regional sessions n=474

Professional learning communities n=478

I consider the quality and relevance of professional development provided to me to be:

Exhibit 3.2.6 shows:

• District and school provided professional learning each received 484 responses. Professional learning 
communities received 478 responses, and regional sessions received 474.
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• School provided professional learning received the highest average rating of 3.71.

• Regional provided professional learning received the lowest average rating of 2.83.

Auditors looked for linkage of professional learning to curriculum design (see Finding 2.1).  Teachers were 
asked in the survey about whether they have had adequate training in the use of curriculum documents and 
aligned instructional resources.  Exhibit 3.2.7 shows their responses.

Exhibit 3.2.7

Teacher Responses to Question about Training  
In the Use of Curriculum Documents and Aligned Resources

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Strongly Agree, 
21%

Agree, 44%

Neutral, 24%

Disagree, 10%

Strongly 
Disagree, 2%

I have had adequate training in the use of 
curriculum documents 

and aligned instructional resources.

Exhibit 3.2.7 reveals:

• Four hundred ninety-one (491) teachers responded to this question.  Two hundred fourteen (214), or 
44 percent, agreed that they had had adequate training in the use of curriculum documents and aligned 
instructional resources.

• One hundred sixteen (116) teachers (24 percent) were neutral on the subject.

• Fifty-eight (58) teachers (12 percent) either disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Provides for system-wide coordination and has a clearinghouse function (Inadequate)

Board Policy GAD requires that a “Professional Learning Coordinator/Director” and a “system-level Professional 
Learning Advisory Committee” be identified.  District administrators stated that there was not one person or 
department responsible for system-wide professional learning, nor was there a formal professional learning 
advisory committee.

The state of Georgia no longer requires all professional staff to earn at least six semesters’ hours credit, or the 
equivalency, during each five-year period of employment. 

At the district level, individual departments plan, schedule, and implement professional learning based on 
what they see as an area of need.  If the professional learning event is in a content area, then the professional 
learning comes through the Teaching and Learning Department. If the event is leadership development it comes 
through the Human Resources Department. District administrators shared that they are attempting to coordinate 
professional learning so that activities in one department don’t overlap with activities of another. One district 
administrator stated, “We are trying to coordinate what is happening with professional learning.” 
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District administrators provided auditors with schedules for professional learning days as follows:

• 2015-16 (all district days)

 ○ 5 days of pre-planning

 ○ September 30th—early release day for professional learning

 ○ January 4th—professional learning

 ○ February 12th—professional learning

 ○ March 9th—early release day for professional learning

 ○ 3 days of post-planning

• 2016-2017 (all district days)

 ○ 5 days of pre-planning

 ○ August 1 & 2—professional learning

 ○ October 17—professional learning

 ○ January 3—professional learning

 ○ February 27—professional learning

 ○ March 20—professional learning

 ○ 3 days of post-planning

Auditors noted that one additional professional learning day and full days instead of early release days were 
scheduled for 2016-2007. District administrators commented that early release days were not necessary as the 
number of student days will be reduced to allow for full professional development days.

District administrators described a database of professional learning attendance kept through the PD Express 
where employee attendance at professional learning is recorded. The database is maintained by the Teaching 
and Learning department. When asked if the system could produce a report of numbers of attendees or a list of 
the people who attended for each professional learning activity, auditors were told that the system is antiquated 
and could not produce data easily. 

At the campus level, the structure for planning, scheduling, and implementation of professional learning is not 
consistent district-wide. Schools must address professional learning in their school improvement plans, but the 
planning and implementation of training is left to the site administrators with optional assistance from staff of 
the various district-level departments. District staff explained that often they suggest professional development 
to school administrators and are invited to facilitate a district-created professional learning activity at an 
individual school. One school principal shared that he and the assistant principal sit down first and make some 
preliminary decisions and then present them to the leadership team (grade level teacher and specials teachers) 
for final approval and implementation. 

District administrators stated that 101 professional learning events were offered by GSCSS central office 
departments and attended by 2,595 district employees in 2014-15. In that same year, 388 Griffin-Spalding 
County School System employees completed 651 courses offered by Griffin Regional Educational Service 
Agency (RESA). 

The auditors were presented with a list of professional learning offerings scheduled by central office departments 
for 2016. Exhibit 3.2.8 contains a sampling of the district-initiated professional learning offerings planned for 
the months of January, March, May, July, and September 2016. Shaded areas in the exhibit make reference to 
differentiating instruction, technology integration, or increasing rigor. 
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Exhibit 3.2.8

Planned District Professional Learning Offerings
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2016

Department Professional Learning Target Audience
January 2016

Administrative Services/
Nutrition Services

ServSafe Training Manager, Asst. Managers

Administrative Services/
Student Services

Stewards of Children Training All Staff
Record Retention Training Clerks/Secretaries

Teaching & Learning/
Federal Programs

Split-Funded Coaches (Individual Log Review) Academic Coaches (Split-Funded)
Parent Involvement Monthly Meeting Parent Liaisons

Teaching & Learning/
CTAE

CTAE Inventory/Career Fair/TAA CTAE Instructors
Individual Grad Plan/TAA Counselors

Teaching & Learning/
Special Education

RTI/PBIS Monthly Meeting Assistant Principals/Counselors
Crisis Intervention Training GSCSS Employees
Youth Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Adult Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Speech, Deaf/Hard of Hearing/Vision SLP, DHH and Vision Teacher
Secondary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Elementary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Special Needs PreSchool SPED Teachers

Administrative Services/
Human Resources

PSERS Supplemental Retirement Update Maintenance and Custodial
Workers’ Compensation Training Nurses and Clerical
edTPA Overview Elem and MG Cooperating Teachers
Customer Service Training (Conducted by CFA) Any Employee
Living Healthier and Wellness Any Employee
Financial Planning Any Employee
Google/Gmail Classified Employees
Finding the Best Fit/Hiring Process Clerical Employees Using Applitrack
Intro to FIP Paraprofessionals
First Aid Training Any Employee
Infection Control Training Any Employee
New Principal Induction New Principals
New AP Induction New APs
Leaders At Work Principals
Building Teachers’ Capacity for Success Mentors/Teacher Leaders/Elementary 

APs
Behavior Management Any Employee
Hiring the Best 2016 Principals and Dept Heads
Aspiring Leaders Program Aspiring Leaders
New Teacher Induction Program 1st and 2nd Year Teachers
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Exhibit 3.2.8 (continued)
Planned District Professional Learning Offerings

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2016

Department Professional Learning Target Audience
Administrative Services/
Administrative Technology

FTE Special Ed Teachers and SLPs
FTE EIP Teachers
Infinite Campus Attendance Module Training Secretaries/Clerks (optional)
Infinite Campus Parent Portal traininig Secretaries/Clerks/Media Specialists 

(optional)
SLDS Overview Secretaries/Clerks (optional)
Infinite Campus Advanced Ad Hoc Training Administrators, Secretaries Clerks, 

Media Specialists (optional)
Google Drive CO Staff (optional)

Teaching & Learning/  
K-12

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction 3rd Grade Science Teachers
Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction 4th Grade Science Teachers
Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction 5th Grade Science Teachers
ELA/Math Content Training 3rd Grade/EIP/ELL/Support/

Instructional Coaches & APs
ELA/Math Content Training 4th Grade/EIP/ELL/Support/

Instructional Coaches & APs
ELA/Math Content Training 5th Grade/EIP/ELL/Support/

Instructional Coaches & APs
ELA (K-5) & (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs
Math (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs
ESOL Teachers ACCESS for ELLs ESOL Teachers
ACCESS Training School Testing Coordinators & ESOL 

Teachers
March 2016

Administrative Services/
Nutrition Services

Training on New Software Managers, Asst. Managers, CO staff

Teaching & Learning/
Federal Programs

Split-Funded Coaches (Individual Log Review) Academic Coaches (Split-Funded)
Parent Involvement Monthly Meeting Parent Liaisons

Teaching and Learning/
CTAE 

CTAE POW Review - Funding CTAE Instructors
Counselor Update FY 17 Counselors

Teaching and Learning/
Special Education

RTI/PBIS Monthly Meeting Assistant Principals/Counselors
Crisis Intervention Training GSCSS Employees
Youth Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Adult Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Speech, Deaf/Hard of Hearing /Vision SLP, DHH and Vision Teacher
Secondary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Elementary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Special Needs PreSchool SPED Teachers
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Exhibit 3.2.8 (continued)
Planned District Professional Learning Offerings

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2016

Department Professional Learning Target Audience
Administrative Services/
Human Resources

New Principal Induction New Principals
New AP Induction New APs
Building Teachers’ Capacity for Success Principals,Group 1 APs, Academic 

Coaches, CO
Building Teachers’ Capacity for Success Mentors, Teacher Leaders, Group 2 APs
Aspiring Leaders Program Aspiring Leaders

Administrative Services/
Administrative Technology

Infinite Campus Schedule Wizard Training Secondary APIs, Secretary/Clerk

Teaching and 
Learning/K-12

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction HS Biology, Env. Sci. & Earth Systems 
Teachers

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction HS Physical Sci, Chemistry, & Physics 
Teachers

ELA/Math Content Training Kindergarten/EIP/ELL/Support/
Instructional Coaches & APs

ELA (K-5) & (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs
Math (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs
ESOL Training ESOL Teachers

May 2016
Administrative Services/
Nutrition Services

Training on New Software Managers, Asst. Managers, CO staff

Teaching & Learning/
Federal Programs

Split-Funded coaches (Individual Log Review) Academic Coaches (Split-funded)
Parent Involvement Monthly Meeting Parent Liaisons

Teaching and Learning/
Special Education

RTI/PBIS Monthly Meeting Assistant Principals/Counselors
Crisis Intervention Training GSCSS Employees
Youth Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Adult Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Speech, Deaf/Hard of Hearing/Vision SLP, DHH and Vision Teacher
Secondary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Elementary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Special Needs PreSchool SPED Teachers
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Exhibit 3.2.8 (continued)
Planned District Professional Learning Offerings

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2016

Department Professional Learning Target Audience
Teaching and 
Learning/K-12

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

3rd Grade Science Teachers

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

4th Grade Science Teachers

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

5th Grade Science Teachers

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

K Grade Science Teachers

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

1st Grade Science Teachers

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

2nd Grade Science Teachers

ELA (K-5) & (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs
Math (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs
ESOL Training (ACCESS Test Scores) ESOL Teachers

Administrative Services/
Instructional Technology

Audio Enhancement/Safari Montage Tech Leaders (2 per school)
Audio Enhancement/Safari Montage Tech Leaders redelivery

July 2016
Administrative Services/
Nutrition Services

Training on New Software Managers, Asst. Managers, CO staff
Start of Year Training All Nutrition Staff
POS Trainings Assistant Managers/Cashiers

Teaching & Learning/
Federal Programs

Paraprofessional Assignment Forms Principals
Title I Equipment Training Equipment Contacts (Media Specialist/

Secretary)
Title I Paraprofessional Training Title I Paraprofessionals and 

Supervising Teachers
Title I Academic Coach Training Title I Academic Coaches
Title I Teacher Training Title I Teachers
Title I Bookkeeper Training, HR Update, 
Finance Update

Bookkeepers

Parent Involvement Monthly Meeting Parent Liaisons

Teaching and Learning/
CTAE

Extended Day/POW CTAE Instructors
Counselor Updates Counselors

Teaching & Learning/
Special Education

District Staff Meeting SPED Department
Universal Screener Trainer All API and team leaders
Behavioral Universal Screener Assistant Principals/Counselors

Administrative Services/
Instructional Technology

Audio Enhancement/Safari Montage New Teachers
Google Apps New Teachers

Administrative Services/
Human Resources

New Teacher Orientation New Teachers
VeriTime, Volunteer Process, AESOP Clerical
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Exhibit 3.2.8 (continued)
Planned District Professional Learning Offerings

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2016

Department Professional Learning Target Audience
Teaching & Learning/  
K-12

PreK Teachers Training PreK Taechers
ESOL Training ESOL Teachers

September 2016
Administrative Services/
Nutrition Services

Leadership Training Select Staff
Manager in Training Select Staff

Teaching & Learning/
Federal Programs

Split-Funded Coaches (Individual Log Review) Academic Coaches (Split-Funded)
Parent Involvement Monthly Meeting Parent Liaisons

Teaching & Learning/
Special Education

Crisis Intervention Training GSCSS Employees
Youth Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Adult Mental Health First Aid GSCSS Employees
Speech, Deaf/Hard of Hearing/Vision SLP, DHH and Vision Teacher
Secondary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Elementary SPED Meetings SPED Teachers
Special Needs PreSchool SPED Teachers
Universal Screener AP’s/Team Leaders

Teaching & Learning/  
K-12

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

Biology, Environmental Science, and 
Earth System Science Teachers

Project/Inquiry Practice-based instruction New 
Science Standards

Physical Science, Chemistry, Physics 
Teachers

ELA/Math Content Training 1st Grade/EIP/ELL/Support/
Instructional Coaches & APs

ELA/Math Content Training 2nd Grade/EIP/ELL/Support/
Instructional Coaches & APs

ELA/Math Content Training Kindergarten/EIP/ELL/Support/
Instructional Coaches & APs

ELA (K-5) & (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs
Math (6-12) Instructional Coaches & APs

Administrative Services/
Instructional Technology

Audio Enhancement/Safari Montage Tech Leaders (2 per school)
Audio Enhancement/Safari Montage Tech Leaders redelivery

Key: Shaded professional learning is clearly focused on differentiation, rigor, or technology integration
Source: GSCSS Professional Learning Offerings for January, March, May, July, September 2016

Exhibit 3.2.8 shows:

• The only trainings listed that clearly focus on differentiation, rigor, or technology integration were 
those for Project/Inquiry Practice-Based Instruction (science), Audio Enhancement/Safari Montage, 
and Google Apps.

• Many of the listed activities were meetings. 

• The target audience is central office support staff for many of the offerings.

• Many of the offerings are duplicated across the months.
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Auditors reviewed training for new teachers scheduled for 2015-16. Exhibit 3.2.9 displays those trainings.

Exhibit 3.2.9

New Teacher Induction Program District Professional Learning
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015-2016

Date Topic Facilitator(s)

August 17, 2015 Classroom 
Management

Master Teacher 
PBIS, RTI Coordinator

September 21, 2015 Academically Challenging Environment K-12 Curriculum Director
October 19, 2015 RTI PBIS, RTI Coordinator
November 16, 2015 Differentiated Instruction K-12 Curriculum Director

January 4, 2016
Instructional Strategies 

* IPT 
Requested Support

Exemplary Teacher Leaders  
Math Coordinator 
 ELA Coordinator 

 Science Coordinator

Exhibit 3.2.9 shows that Griffin-Spalding County School System provides professional learning support to 
teachers new to teaching and teachers new to the district. Critical topics covered in these professional learning 
opportunities include meeting the individual needs of students, RTI, and classroom management.

Auditors then examined a sampling of 2014-15 school improvement plans for examples of planned campus-
based professional learning that focused on differentiated instruction, increased rigor, and technology integration.  
Examples of planned activities at each school level are listed in Exhibit 3.2.10.  

Exhibit 3.2.10

Planned Campus Professional Learning Offerings
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-15

Elementary Level Planned 
Professional Learning 

Activities

Middle School Level Planned 
Professional Learning 

Activities

High School Level Planned 
Professional Learning Activities

Planned professional learning on: 
i-Read, Read 180, i-Ready (using 
computer programs with fidelity)

Using WriteScore results to 
differentiate instruction

Flexible grouping

Web-based program use Book discussion on 
differentiated instruction

Differentiated instruction strategies

Utilizing 21st century technology STEM implementation Utilizing 21st century technology
Strengthen rigor and higher order 
thinking

Research-based best practices Strengthening rigor

STEM implementation Utilizing 21st century technology Using data to differentiate instruction
Differentiation of instruction and 
increasing rigor

Differentiated Instruction, 
Higher Order Thinking Skills

Software program skills to analyze 
data on student mastery of skills.

Teaching students to write and 
cite evidence

Flexible grouping Software program skills to analyze 
data on student mastery of skills

Using data to differentiate 
instruction

Math Design Collaborative 
(MDC) to give teachers 
frameworks to build lessons 
that engage students to read and 
interact with challenging texts

Using Griffin RESA to train teachers 
on research-based best practices
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As shown in Exhibit 3.2.10:

• The sample of site-based training includes more professional learning specific to differentiated 
instruction, rigor, and technology integration than in the district-based training listed in Exhibit 3.2.8.

• Many of the topics for the professional learning activities suggested in school improvement plans are 
duplicated across school levels.

Provides the necessary funding to carry out professional learning goals (Adequate)

Administrative Regulation GAD-R states, “A budget shall be prepared annually for the comprehensive staff 
development plan and funds shall be expended according to State requirements.” The regulation further requires 
a report of the professional development program annually. The audit team reviewed school improvement plans 
to determine funding earmarked for professional learning.  Exhibit 3.2.11 summarizes Title I and Title II funding 
allocated to schools for that purpose. A portion of these funds was used for Academic Coaches at every site. 

Exhibit 3.2.11

Title I/II Funds Allocated by Schools for Professional Learning
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

School Substitutes Stipends Academic 
Coaches 

Travel/ 
Fees  Supplies Contracted 

Services
Total Fund 
Allocation

Elementary Schools
Anne St. $230 $7,000 $55,437 $0 $1,000 $1,325 $64,992
Atkinson 0 0 53,823 0 0 0 53,823
Beaverbrook 5,000 2,000 57,702 0 2,000 3,500 70,202
Cowan Elem. 400 3,750 57,932 6,903 1,627 1,590 72,202
Crescent 6,487 0 0 0 0 0 6,487
Futral 2,000 0 0 870 0 0 2,870
Jackson 3,545 1,993 0 0 1,854 2,863 10,255
Jordan Hill 1,820 0 0 280 0 0 2,100
Moore 2,153 0 61,462 0 1,277 0 64,892
Moreland Rd 315 0 0 950 0 0 1,265
Orrs 2,000 0 31,178 3,050 0 0 36,228
Middle Schools
Carver 1,812 3,738 61,462 1,282 6,742 10,183 85,219
Cowan MS 1,305 0 63,627 1,595 0 0 66,527
Kennedy 0 0 97,027 0 0 0 97,027
Rehoboth 5,000 0 85,262 5,000 8,438 0 103,700
High Schools
AZ Kelsey 840 0 13,041 2,876 0 1,000 17,757
Griffin 2,500 6,000 60,105 30,554 1,000 24,150 124,309
Spalding 2,255 0 54391 0 6,836 4,455 67,937

Totals 37,662 24,481 752,449 53,360 30,774 49,066 947,792
Source: GSCSS 2015 School-wide Consolidation of Funds Amended May 4, 2015

Exhibit 3.2.11 shows:

• The fund allocations for professional learning varied from school to school, based on free/reduced 
lunch enrollment status and school requests.

• District-wide, $62,143 was allocated at the school sites for professional learning substitutes and stipends.
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• $79,840 was earmarked for supplies and contracted services.

• $53,360 was allocated for employee travel and registration fees.

• Funds for personnel at the elementary level ranged from a high of $61,462 for one Academic Coach to a 
low of $31,178 for a half-time position.  Five elementary schools did not allocate funds for professional 
learning personnel such as Academic Coaches.

• Funds used for personnel at the middle schools ranged from a high of $97,027 at Kennedy Middle 
School for two Academic Coaches to a low of $61,462 at Carver for one Academic Coach.  

• At the high school level AZ Kelsey was not allocated enough funds for personnel. Griffin and Spalding 
high schools were both allocated enough funds for one full-time Academic Coach.

Has a current plan that provides a framework for integrating innovations related to mission (Inadequate) 

The auditors were not presented with a current and active comprehensive district professional learning plan that 
includes a mission statement or a framework for integrating innovations related to mission.

Has a professional learning mission in place (Inadequate) 

Georgia Board of Education Rule 160-3-3-.04 Professional Learning defines professional learning as “the 
comprehensive, sustained and intensive approach to improving educator effectiveness resulting in increased 
student achievement.”

The auditors found no defining mission statement specifically written for the purpose of system-wide professional 
learning. 

Is built using a long-range planning approach (Inadequate)

The most current example of long-range planning, which includes linkage to professional learning, was found 
in the Griffin-Spalding County Schools Technology Plan 2013-2016, which speaks to technology hardware 
and instructional technology.  The district’s 2009-2015 Strategic Plan is being revised. The audit team was not 
presented with any other long-range plan that addresses professional learning currently being used as a guiding 
document.

Provides for organizational, unit, and individual learning in a systemic manner (Inadequate) 

No specific direction is provided within policy that stipulates growth through learning of the organization, unit, 
or from an individualized perspective.  Professional learning planning documents presented to the auditors did 
not reference organizational, unit, or individual learning.
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Teachers were asked about whether professional learning is differentiated for faculty and staff.  Their responses 
are shown in Exhibit 3.2.12.

Exhibit 3.2.12

Teacher Responses to Question about Differentiated Professional Learning
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Strongly Agree, 
30%

Agree, 45%

Neutral, 16%

Disagree, 6%

Strongly 
Disagree, 2%

I have been trained in strategies for differentiating 
instruction to meet the needs of students with special needs.

Exhibit 3.2.12 indicates:

• Of the 486 teacher responses, approximately 75 percent were in agreement or strong agreement, eight 
percent in disagreement or strong disagreement, and 16 percent neutral with the statement about 
differentiated professional learning.

During interviews teachers were asked about differential professional learning to meet individual needs. A 
sample of their comments follows:

• “When we had professional learning at our school, they differentiated the learning for the teachers. Not 
everyone had to come.”

• “Teachers have to go to professional learning and sit through it, so they need to differentiate the 
professional learning to [meet the needs of] the person.” 

• “Let the science people determine what they want [for professional learning].”

Focuses on organizational change—staff learning efforts are aligned to district goals (Partially Adequate) 

The 2009-2015 Griffin-Spalding District Improvement Plan goals are listed at the beginning of each of the 
school improvement plans. These same goals are not clearly delineated within the body of the plans; however, 
auditors were able to find some evidence of professional learning activities designed to align with these goals 
within the school plans. Plans for professional learning are a Title I/II required element to be included in all 
school improvement plans.

The district focus areas of differentiated instruction, increased rigor, and technology integration were not 
noticeably indicated in the professional learning offerings generated by the various district departments (see 
Exhibit 3.2.8). School improvement plans do include some evidence of alignment with these focus areas (see 
Exhibit 3.2.10), though this alignment is not consistent across all schools. 

During classroom visits, auditors seldom observed evidence of differentiated instruction, rigor, and technology 
integration (see Finding 3.3).  
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Delivery

Is based on proven research-based approaches (Inadequate)  

Georgia State Rule GAD 160-3-3-.04 states, “Professional learning must be consistent with major research 
findings and best practices that result in the learning of all students.”  GSCSS board policy for professional 
learning does not include requirements that professional learning be based on proven research-based approaches. 
Auditors were not provided documentation that the district expects professional development to be based on 
proven research-based approaches. However, some evidence of research-based professional learning was found 
in planned campus professional learning offerings (see Exhibit 3.2.10).

Provides for three phases of the change process: initiation, implementation, and institutionalization 
(Partially Adequate) 

Administrative Regulation GAD-R requires that professional learning be based on three stages of professional 
development:

• Induction (new teacher training)

• Specific needs development (for teachers have must overcome deficiencies identified through annual 
performance evaluations)

• Enhancement (purposes to renew persons professionally by addressing needs identified through annual 
performance evaluations)

Classroom observation data and comments from teachers and administrators indicate that professional learning 
in the district is not enough to ensure institutionalization of what is learned in classrooms (see Finding 3.3). 
Quality program implementation depends not only on the initial training that staff members receive on the 
use and implementation of the program, but more importantly on the follow-up or institutionalization of that 
program to ensure that the program has an impact on student achievement. 

Is based on human learning and learning and adult learning (Inadequate) 

The auditors found no documents that require professional learning to be based on human learning and 
development of adult learning. Adults, like children, experience learning in different ways, and the way 
adults learn plays an important role in their growth and development as professionals. It is easy to identify the 
knowledge and skills that teachers and administrators need to be successful, but changing attitudes and behavior 
is more challenging. To improve professional practice requires that teachers and administrators understand 
the importance and need to improve their knowledge and skills with relevance to their field and understand 
the importance of how their beliefs and attitudes can affect learning. Changing the behavior of teachers and 
administrators requires ongoing follow-up and consistent application in classrooms.

Uses a variety of professional learning approaches (Adequate) 

Interviews and documentation provided show that professional learning in Griffin-Spalding County Schools 
is provided through multiple avenues, including face-to-face, on-the-job, professional learning communities, 
and online through the Technology Department as well as district purchased or created DVDs.  The range of 
delivery methods is not directed through policy or district recommendation or requirement. 

Provides for follow-up and on-the-job application (Inadequate) 

GSCSS board policy does not stipulate that professional learning include follow-up and on-the-job application. 
However, Georgia Rule GAD 160-3-3-.04 requires that teachers and other personnel engage in ongoing 
professional learning. Auditors found evidence of introductory training initiated at the district level followed by 
campus professional learning opportunities, usually implemented by academic coaches, lead teachers, and/or 
district content/curriculum support personnel. However, no documentation was provided that could confirm the 
consistency or level to which any follow-up or classroom application of professional learning was occurring.
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Expects each supervisor to be a staff developer (Partially Adequate) 

This characteristic focuses on supervisors of staff such as principals and district administrators who supervise 
site administrators and district staff.  Expectations for school leadership professional learning responsibilities 
are found in the performance indicators for evaluation. It states that the leader (site and central office) “Supports 
professional development and instructional practices that incorporate the use of achievement data, and results 
in increased student progress.” The expectation that school administrators are to be staff developers was not 
identified in board policy, planning documents, or job descriptions. However, several job descriptions for central 
office administrative and support staff positions contained that expectation. A sample of these job descriptions 
follows:

• Academic Coach – Provide professional learning on how to 

 ○ Meet rigorous standards;

 ○ Use assessments to analyze student work; and

 ○ Design ongoing, site-based, job embedded professional development.

• Instructional Technology Coach – Provide training and support in the use of technologies to support 
teaching and learning.

• Math Curriculum Coordinator – Lead professional development sessions.

• Director of Strategic Talent Management – Provide leadership induction and coaching training, and 
develop training structures to build capacity of teachers, school leaders, and central office staff.

• Director of Systems/School Improvement – Assists in planning and implementation of professional 
learning, and models effective teaching strategies and best practices.

Evaluation

Requires an evaluation process based on actual change in behavior (Inadequate)

Administrative Regulation GAD-R requires that the “Superintendent or designee and the Staff Development 
Coordinator shall prepare financial, participation, and performance summaries as required by the Georgia 
Department of Education.” A high quality professional learning plan must include a comprehensive evaluation 
process that not only rates the quality of the presenter, but also includes a system of monitoring the quality of 
all training and its impact on student achievement. 

Auditors were not presented with evidence that there is a district-wide process to ensure that all district and 
school professional learning programs have been or will be systematically evaluated for impact on student 
achievement.

Program Challenge students designing and building paper roller coaster
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Summary

While elements of professional learning planning were found, a comprehensive, district-wide professional 
learning plan designed to include the audit criteria as listed in Exhibit 3.2.3 does not exist in Griffin-Spalding 
County School System.  The district does not articulate a clear, focused mission and vision for professional 
learning that is communicated to all stakeholders.  Many of the district-wide professional learning offerings 
are linked to the goals outlined by the district.  However, these activities are not always based on individual 
needs or designed for long-term implementation.  Opportunities for meaningful practice and follow-up are 
inconsistently implemented across the district and among schools.

Planning for professional learning is inadequate for coordinating initial efforts and follow-up to ensure content 
and delivery quality of literacy and mathematics instruction in addition to other areas of focus for professional 
learning. 

Auditors were not provided with documentation that all professional learning offerings are evaluated for their 
impact on student achievement.

Griffin-Spalding County School System administrators requested that the auditors pay particular attention 
to differentiated instruction, increasing rigor, and technology integration based on an analysis of student 
achievement.  Overall, auditors found that professional learning in Griffin-Spalding County School System 
is inadequate to change and improve teacher performance, develop the delivery of instructional practices, and 
increase student achievement in those areas, as well as in other district offerings reviewed.  

Finding 3.3 Instructional strategies and activities observed during classroom visits lacked congruence 
with district expectations and commonly accepted effective practices known to positively impact student 
learning.  Monitoring of curriculum lacks sufficient focus to improve curriculum delivery.

Quality classroom instruction is essential to attaining educational goals of a school district to positively 
influence student achievement.  Effective instructional strategies motivate students and encourage them to 
think critically and solve problems.  Using a variety of approaches to the delivery of curriculum and a wide 
range of research-based instructional strategies promotes active engagement and increased achievement for all 
students, regardless of ethnicity, gender, or socioeconomic status.  It is the responsibility of district and campus 
leaders to establish and communicate the desired classroom practices for quality instruction and then monitor 
that instruction consistently for effective implementation.  

The auditors compare the district leadership’s expectations to the instructional strategies they observe in the 
classrooms.  Effective school systems communicate expectations for instructional strategies and develop 
the skills of both teachers and administrative staff in using proven classroom activities to engage students in 
learning.  Such communication is typically found in board policies, campus and district improvement plans, and 
various job descriptions.  Principals, instructional coaches, and curriculum supervisors typically monitor the use 
of expected teaching practices and classroom activities in curriculum delivery and incorporate the information 
in ongoing individual and school improvement efforts.  

This finding focuses on classroom practices and teaching strategies observed during the auditors’ brief classroom 
visits, the monitoring practices employed by various staff held responsible for ensuring implementation of the 
intended curriculum, and the level of rigor and relevance involved. Auditors paid special attention to student 
activities and teaching strategies in programs specific to extended learning, e.g., Gifted and Talented (GT). 
Advanced Placement (Pre-AP, AP), and Honors classes.

The auditors evaluated the district curriculum documents to ensure alignment of the written, taught, and tested 
curriculum (see Findings 2.3 and 2.4).  Finding 3.3 is intended to provide a snapshot overview of the delivery 
of that curriculum, and the observed teaching strategies and student activities during classroom visits.  If this 
snapshot is reflective of a typical teaching moment during any instructional day or time within the classroom, 
it can serve to provide the district with valuable data to guide improvement efforts at all levels of the school 
system.  It should be noted that one factor that could possibly affect the representation of observed activities 
is that the teachers and principals were aware that there would be outside auditors visiting classrooms at a 
predetermined time during the week of the system review.



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 222

Classroom Instructional Practices

To determine the district expectations for classroom instructional practices, auditors examined board policies, 
job descriptions, district and campus improvement plans, evaluation instruments, and related documents to 
determine if district expectations for instructional practices and classroom activities were present. Auditors 
conducted interviews with district and site administrators, and campus instructional leaders to gather information 
about the nature of expected teaching practices to be used in all classrooms.

The following board policies address expectations regarding instructional practices in Griffin-Spalding County 
School System:

Board Policy IA/BA: Philosophy states, “Students learn in different ways and should be provided with a variety 
of instructional approaches to support their learning.” This policy goes on to say that students should “be 
actively involved in solving problems and producing quality work.” Lastly, “Effective research and supportive 
data are used to design, implement, and evaluate our learning practices.”

Board Policy IKA: Teaching Methods expects that “teaching will vary with the needs and interests of children.”

Board Policy IES: Organization for Instruction requires that the distribution of work be arranged so that each 
student will receive individual attention.

Board policy expectations for instructional practices for Griffin-Spalding County School System consist mostly 
of general instructional.  The policies are inadequate in providing campus administrators and instructional staff 
with clear and specific guidance to support classroom instruction (see Finding 1.1).  

The Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategic Plan 2009-2015 states as one initiative toward increasing 
the graduation rate the implementation of literacy strategies. The plan lists an objective supporting a standards-
based classroom with an action of charting “the number of classrooms where differentiated instruction, higher 
order thinking questions and technology use is observed.”

The draft Strategic Plan 2016-2021 supports the use of technology to enhance student learning and expansion 
of “work-based learning opportunities for students.”

The Georgia Department of Education Teacher Keys Effectiveness System teacher performance standards 
include the following:

• The teacher uses research-based instructional strategies relevant to the content area to engage students 
in active learning;

• The teacher provides appropriate content and developing skills, which address individual learning 
differences; and

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

The GSCSS Technology Plan 2013-2016 states as its mission and vision for technology use: “Griffin-Spalding 
County School System strives to maximize technology to positively engage students in learning in an effort to 
improve student achievement. The Griffin-Spalding County School System Technology Department exists to 
make technology an integral, meaningful part of the learning, teaching, and operating processes for students, 
teachers, and administrators. Learners, using technology, communication, and associated learning contexts, will 
engage in relevant, real life applications of academic concepts.”

School mission and vision statements contain expectations and beliefs regarding instructional practices.  
Examples follow:

• We believe all children deserve a quality education in which individual needs are met, exceeded, and 
supported. 

• Create and sustain an environment where Researched Standards-Based best practices are embraced as 
an opportunity to learn new things to promote student learning. 
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• Create an environment where technology is embedded within our everyday instruction.

• Children must develop skills to live and prosper in a diverse society.  Critical thinking skills are essential 
in an increasingly complex world. Because children are unique, they learn at different rates and in 
different ways. 

• Students need to demonstrate their understanding of essential knowledge and skills, and also be actively 
involved in solving problems and producing quality work.

• Students learn best when they are actively engaged in the learning process.

• We believe children learn when they are challenged and engaged.

• The mission of our school is to provide a safe, responsive learning environment where all students 
experience success through participating in small learning communities. 

• Thematic career academies will prepare students to compete globally in post-secondary options. 

Auditors examined job descriptions in addition to board policies and improvement plans, and identified roles and 
responsibilities related to instructional strategies. 

• The teacher job description includes as responsibilities the demonstration of the following practices in 
teaching:

 ○ Model correct use of language, oral and written;

 ○ Demonstrate accurate and up-to-date knowledge of content;

 ○ Implement designed curriculum; and

 ○ Assign reasonable tasks and homework to students.

Among teacher tasks described in the job description are:

 ○ Teaching at an appropriate instructional level;

 ○ Provide content development; and

 ○ Build for transfer by providing initial focus, content emphasis and linking, and lesson summaries.

• The Academic Coach job description includes responsibilities for building “internal school capacity” by:

 ○ Conducting professional learning sessions in identified areas supporting rigor, relevance, and 
relationships in a standards based environment; and

 ○ Modeling best practices.

• The Math Curriculum Coordinator job description includes responsibility for modeling lessons, ensuring 
math areas are infused with literacy strategies, and integration of technology in the math classroom.

• The Director of System/School Improvement job description calls for modeling effective teaching 
strategies and best practices for teachers who need additional support.

• The GNETS Mainstay Academy Coordinator’s job description includes modeling instructional strategies 
for teachers.

• The Instructional Technology Coach provides leadership, training, and support in the use of technologies 
to support teaching and learning.

Overall, auditors found that the district expectations expressed in documents reviewed are not being implemented 
in most classrooms in the district.  The predominant learning arrangement was large group with cues and 
questions, while students were mostly listening or completing worksheets.  Most lesson objectives were on grade 
level; however, lessons or activities observed were mainly at the Depth of Knowledge recall/reproduction or skill/
concept levels. Large group instruction does not promote the district is expectation for innovative instructional 
programs or the use of best teaching practices.  Large group instruction also does not promote engagement 
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and curriculum differentiation, nor does it reflect understanding of the learning styles and needs of students.  
Auditors observed limited use of technology by teachers in classrooms they visited.  Few students were observed 
using technology.  

The audit team visited all of the schools in the district and visited 426 classrooms for varying lengths of time. 
Some classrooms were not visited due to time constraints and challenging schedules. Two hundred thirty-six 
(236) visits to classrooms were short observations of two to three minutes. In response to a request from the 
district to focus special attention on certain programs, auditors spent extended time (five to 10 minutes) in a 
random sample of 190 regular, GT, AP, Honors, and intervention classrooms in the district. Classroom visits 
provided auditors with data about the instructional practices used in the district across all grade levels.  The 
observation protocols used by the auditors in all 426 classrooms included the following:

• Orientation of students to the work;

• Dominant teacher/student activity (learning arrangement);

• Depth of Knowledge (DOK);

• Observed use of technology by teachers; and

• Observed use of technology by students.

During the extended (five to 10 minutes) classroom visits auditors used the following protocols in addition to 
those listed above:

• Calibration of observed lesson objective to the Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE);

• Observed instructional strategies by the teacher; and

• Observed student activities.

The results of the short two to three minute classroom visits will be reported first, followed by the results of 
the extended (five to 10 minute) observations. Finally, the short and extended observations will be combined to 
report on technology usage.

Two to Three Minute Classroom Observations

Students Oriented to the Work

The percentage of students oriented to the work in each of the GSCSS classrooms visited for two to three 
minutes is reported in Exhibit 3.3.1. 

Exhibit 3.3.1

Percentage of Students Oriented to the Work During Auditors’ Classroom Visits
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

About 3/4th
29%

About Half
15%

All/Most
53%

Few/None
1%

About 1/4th
2%
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As indicated in Exhibit 3.3.1:

• In 53 percent of the classrooms visited for two to three minutes, all or most of the students were 
oriented to the work. 

• In 29 percent of visited classrooms about three-quarters of the students were on task.  

• In 15 percent of classrooms visited about half the students were on task. 

• In the remaining classrooms visited, about one fourth or of the students were on task.

During the two to three minute classroom visits, the auditors collected information regarding dominant teacher 
activities and dominant student activities. Exhibit 3.3.2 presents the categories used by auditors in their 
observations.

Exhibit 3.3.2

Categories for Teacher/Student Activities Observation Data

Teacher Instructional Behaviors
Large Group Instruction—

Teacher Centered
Refers to the teacher verbally leading the entire class through a learning 
activity, e.g., lecture, demonstration, overhead projector or Promethean Board. 
Student involvement is typically passive.

Large Group Instruction—
Student Centered

Refers to the teacher leading a whole-group activity that engages students 
actively, such as discussion, question/answer, etc.

Small Group Instruction Refers to a teacher working with a group of students that is less than 
approximately one-fourth of the number of students in the classroom. 
Examples include reading groups, centers, or tutoring a small group.

Individual Work Refers to a teacher working with students individually for instruction, such 
as giving the student information about specific steps or actions the student(s) 
should use, or reviewing student work, not simply providing praise or 
feedback.

Monitoring Refers to the teacher circulating about the classroom, visually monitoring the 
students as they work.

Other Refers to an instructional activity not included in the classifications above, 
such as reading aloud or sitting at their desk.  Auditors typically note what 
“other” refers to.

Student Activities
Large Group Work Refers to students involved as a whole class in a common activity that could 

include receiving direct instruction, listening to someone read aloud, listening 
to a lecture, watching a demonstration, etc.

Small Group Work Refers to students working with a group that is less than approximately one-
third of the total number of students in the classroom.  Examples include 
reading groups, centers,   students   in groups trying to solve mathematical or 
science problems by deciphering information or analyzing data, pairs working 
in a lab situation, or the teacher tutoring a small group.

Individual work Refers to students working at their desks doing some type of paper and pencil, 
textbook-type exercise or prepared worksheet. Students could also be actively 
involved in an individual learning activity that is more cognitively engaging 
and open-ended, such as research for a project, sustained silent reading 
of authentic literature, or a writing task.

Other Refers to any activity not included in the categories above.
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Dominant Teacher Activity 

The dominant teacher activity was noted during the two to three minute visits and reported in Exhibit 3.3.3 by 
elementary, middle, and high school level.

Exhibit 3.3.3

Dominant Teacher Activity Observed  
During Auditors’ 2-3 Minute Classroom Visits  

Elementary, Middle, and High School
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Large Group
57%

Monitoring
11%

Individual
6%

Small Group
25%

Other
1%

Dominant Elementary School Teacher Activity

  

Large Group
53%

Monitoring
33%

Individual
5%

Small Group
9%

Other
0%

Dominant Middle School Teacher Activity

  

Large Group
46%

Monitoring
38%

Individual
8%

Small Group
6%

Other
2%

Dominant High School Teacher Activity

Exhibit 3.3.3 reveals for each school level:

Elementary School

• Auditors visited 126 elementary classrooms for two to three minute observations. 

• In 57 percent of elementary classrooms visited, the dominant teacher activity was large group. 

• In 25 percent of classrooms, the teacher was working with a small group, while in 11 percent of the 
classrooms the teacher was monitoring.

• In six percent of classrooms, the teacher was working with an individual student.

Middle School

• Auditors visited 58 middle school classrooms for two to three minute observations. 

• In 53 percent of middle school classrooms visited, the dominant teacher activity was large group. 

• In 33 percent of classroom the teacher was monitoring, while in nine percent of the classrooms the 
teacher was working with a small group.

• In the remaining middle school classrooms visited, the teacher was working with an individual student.
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High School

• Auditors visited 52 high school classrooms for two to three minute observations. 

• In 46 percent of high school classrooms visited, the dominant teacher activity was large group. 

• In 38 percent of classrooms, the teacher was monitoring, while in eight percent of the classrooms the 
teacher was working with an individual student.

• In the remaining high school classrooms visited, the teacher was either working with a small group of 
students or doing other activities. 

At every school level, the dominant teacher activity most often seen was in a large group arrangement. Auditors 
observed more teachers working with small groups of students in the elementary classrooms. Middle and high 
school teachers were more likely to be observed monitoring students. 

Exhibit 3.3.4 displays the dominant teacher activity when all the data from 236 classrooms visited for two to 
three minutes are grouped together.

Exhibit 3.3.4

Dominant Teacher Activity During 2-3 Minute Classroom Visits  
K-12 Classrooms

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Large Group
53%

Monitoring
25%

Individual
6%

Small Group
15%

Other
1%

Dominant Teacher Activity in All Classrooms Visited

Exhibit 3.3.4 shows:

• In more than half (53 percent) of all K-12 classrooms visited for two to three minutes, the dominant 
teacher activity was large group.

• In 25 percent of classrooms visited, auditors observed the teacher monitoring students.

• In 15 percent of classrooms, teachers were observed working with small groups of students.

• In six percent of classrooms visited by auditors, teachers were working with an individual student.
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In a system-wide survey, teachers were asked to respond to a question about using strategies for differentiation 
daily. Exhibit 3.3.5 displays the teachers’ responses.

Exhibit 3.3.5

Percent of Teacher Responses to Question About Using Strategies  
For Differentiating Instruction Daily 

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Strongly Agree
41%

Agree
48%

Neutral
9%

Disagree
2%

Strongly 
Disagree

0%

I use strategies for differentiating.

Exhibit 3.3.5 reveals:

• Eighty-nine (89) percent all respondents to this question agreed or strongly agreed that they use 
strategies for differentiation daily.

• The remaining responses disagreed or were neutral.
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Dominant Student Activity

Auditors next noted the dominant student activity during the two to three minute visits and reported observations 
in Exhibit 3.3.6 by elementary, middle, and high school level.

Exhibit 3.3.6

Dominant Student Activity Observed  
During Auditors’ 2-3 Minute Classroom Visits  

Elementary, Middle, and High School
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Large Group
58%

Individual
23%

Small Group
19%

Other
0%

Dominant Elementary School Student Activity

  

Large Group
46%

Individual
40%

Small Group
14%

Other
0%

Dominant Middle School Student Activity

  

Large Group
36%

Individual
54%

Small Group
4%

Other
6%

Dominant High School Student Activity

Exhibit 3.3.6 reveals for each school level:

Elementary School

• In 58 percent of the 126 elementary classrooms visited, the dominant student activity was large group. 

• Auditors observed students working individually in 23 percent of classrooms visited. 

• Students were working in small groups in 19 percent of the classrooms visited.

Middle School

• In 46 percent of the 58 middle school classrooms visited, the dominant student activity was large group. 

• In 40 percent of classrooms, the student was working individually. 

• In 14 percent of middle school classrooms visited, students were working in a small group setting.

High School

• In 54 percent of the 52 high school classrooms visited, the dominant student activity was working 
individually.
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• In 36 percent of classrooms, students were involved in a large group activity.  

• In the remaining high school classrooms visited, students were either working in a small group or doing 
other activities. 

At the elementary and middle school levels the dominant student activity was large group with individual work 
second in dominance.  At the high school, students were more likely to be working individually or in a large 
group. Small group work was seldom observed at the high school level.

Exhibit 3.3.7 displays the dominant student activity when data from all 236 classrooms visited for two to three 
minutes are grouped together.

Exhibit 3.3.7

Dominant Student Activity During Short Classroom Visits  
K-12 Classrooms

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Large Group
50%

Individual
34%

Small Group
15%

Other
1%

Dominant Student Activity in All Classes Visited

Exhibit 3.3.7 shows:

• In half (50 percent) of all K-12 classrooms visited for two to three minutes, the dominant student 
activity was large group.

• In 34 percent of classrooms visited, auditors observed students working individually.

• In 15 percent of classrooms, students were observed working in small groups.

Depth of Knowledge (DOK) Required of the Learner

Among other academic indicators auditors looked for in all the classrooms visited (extended and shorter 
observations) was Depth of Knowledge (DOK) required of the learner.  DOK is an indicator of the sort of 
thinking required of the learner to carry out a given task.  Auditors expect DOK of the written, taught, and tested 
curriculum to be congruent so that students are not surprised by any of the cognitive demands placed on them 
in high stakes testing situations. 
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To perform the analyses of depth of knowledge, auditors used the framework presented in Exhibit 3.3.8.

Exhibit 3.3.8

Description of Depth of Knowledge Levels of Complexity 

Level of Complexity Definition of Level Evidence of Depth of Knowledge
Level 1
Recall/
Reproduction

Recall a fact, information, 
or procedure. Process 
information on a low 
level

• Explain simple concepts or routine procedures.
• Recall elements and details.
• Recall a fact, term or property.
• Conduct basic calculations.
• Order rational numbers.
• Identify a standard scientific representation for 

simple phenomenon.
• Label locations.
• Describe the features of a place or people.
• Identify figurative language in a reading passage.

Level 2
Skill/Concept

Use information or 
conceptual knowledge, 
two or more steps

• Solve routine multiple-step problems.
• Describe non-trivial patterns.
• Interpret information from a simple graph.
• Formulate a routine problem, given data and 

conditions.
• Sort objects.
• Show relationships.
• Apply a concept.
• Organize, represent and interpret data.
• Use context clues to identify the meaning of 

unfamiliar words.
• Describe the cause/effect of a particular event.
• Predict a logical outcome.
• Identify patterns in events or behavior.

Level 3
Strategic Thinking

Requires reasoning, 
developing a plan or a 
sequence of steps, some 
complexity

• Solve non-routine problems.
• Interpret information from a complex graph.
• Explain phenomena in terms of concepts.
• Support ideas with details and examples.
• Develop a scientific model for a complex situation.
• Formulate conclusions form experimental data.
• Compile information from multiple sources to 

address a specific topic.
• Develop a logical argument.
• Identify and then justify a solution.
• Identify the author’s purpose and explain how it 

affects the interpretation of a reading selection.
Level 4
Extended Thinking

Requires an investigation, 
time to think and process 
multiple conditions of 
the problem. Most on-
demand assessments 
will not include Level 4 
activities.

• Design and conduct an experiment that requires 
specifying a problem; report results/solutions.

• Synthesize ideas into new concepts.
• Critique experimental designs.
• Design a mathematical model to inform and solve a 

practical or abstract situation.
• Connect common themes across texts from different 

cultures.
• Synthesize information from multiple sources.
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Exhibit 3.3.9 identifies the percent of Depth of Knowledge of student thinking generated by instruction or 
activity observed in core and non-core content elementary, middle, and high school classrooms where auditors 
visited for two to three minutes.

Exhibit 3.3.9

Percent of Student Depth of Knowledge  
Observed During Auditors’ 2-3 Minute Classroom Visits  

Elementary, Middle, and High School
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Level I Recall/ 
Reproduction

81%

Level 2 
Skill/Concept

15%

Level 3 
Strategic 
Thinking

4%

Level 4 
Extended 
Thinking

0%

DOK Cognition in Elementary Classrooms

  

Level I Recall/ 
Reproduction

52%

Level 2 
Skill/Concept

38%

Level 3 
Strategic 
Thinking

8%

Level 4 
Extended 
Thinking

2%

DOK Cognition in Middle School Classrooms

  

Level I Recall/ 
Reproduction

61%

Level 2 
Skill/Concept

27%

Level 3 
Strategic 
Thinking

10%

Level 4 
Extended 
Thinking

2%

DOK Cognition in High School Classrooms

Exhibit 3.3.9 reveals the following about DOK at each school level:

Elementary

• Auditors noted that in 81 percent of the elementary classrooms visited, instruction or the activity 
occurring generated recall/reproduction in students’ thinking.

• Skill/concept being required of students was observed in 15 percent of elementary classrooms.

• Auditors observed evidence of strategic thinking in a few classrooms. 

Middle School

• Auditors noted that in 52 percent of the middle school classrooms visited, instruction or the activity 
occurring generated recall/reproduction in students’ thinking.

• Skill/concept was most observed being required of students in 38 percent of middle school classrooms, 
more than twice as often as observed in elementary classrooms.

• Auditors observed evidence of strategic thinking in eight percent of classrooms. Extended thinking was 
observed in very few classrooms.
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High School

• Auditors noted that in 61 percent of the high school classrooms visited, instruction or the activity 
occurring generated recall/reproduction in students’ thinking. This was a higher percentage than 
observed in middle school classrooms.

• Skill/concept was most observed being required of students in 27 percent of high school classrooms.

• Auditors observed evidence of strategic thinking in 10 percent of classrooms. In a small number of high 
school classrooms, auditors observed activities that generated extended thinking.

Auditors observed more of the recall/reproduction level of thinking at the elementary level than in secondary 
classrooms. Strategic thinking and extended thinking were more likely to be observed in secondary classrooms.

Exhibit 3.3.10 summarizes the DOK of student thinking generated by instruction or activity observed in the 
236 core and non-core content elementary, middle, and high school classrooms where auditors visited for two 
to three minutes.

Exhibit 3.3.10

Percent of Student Depth of Knowledge  
Observed During Auditors’ 2-3 Minute Classroom Visits  

K-12
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Level I Recall/ 
Reproduction

70%

Level 2 
Skill/Concept

23%

Level 3 
Strategic 
Thinking

6%

Level 4 
Extended 
Thinking

1%

DOK Cognition in K-12 Classrooms

Exhibit 3.3.10 reveals the following about DOK in the 236 classrooms visited:

• Auditors observed instruction or an activity that generated recall/reproduction in student thinking 
occurring in 70 percent of K-12 classrooms visited.

• Level 2 skill/concept DOK was observed in 23 percent of classrooms visited.

• Activities that generated level 3 strategic thinking were observed in 6 percent of classrooms visited. 

Extended (Five to 10 minute) Classroom Observations

Auditors spent extended time observing (five to 10 minutes) in a random sample of 190 regular, GT, AP, Honors, 
and intervention classrooms in the district. Of these 190 classrooms, 113 were in elementary schools, 35 were 
in middle schools, and 42 classrooms were in high schools. Auditors observed a variety of programs for this 
extended time. Exhibit 3.3.11 lists the types of programs observed.
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Exhibit 3.3.11

Programs Observed for an Extended Period of Time  
K-12

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Elementary School Middle School High School
Regular Honors Regular
Special Education Regular Honors
Gifted and Talented Math 180 Advanced Placement
Co-Teach ELA/Math Intervention Co-Teach
Resource Special Education ESOL

Co-Teach Special Education

Auditors’ data collected during extended observations about student orientation to the task and learning 
arrangements will be reviewed first, followed by reviews of DOK, calibration of the lesson objectives to the 
GSEs, and observed teacher strategies and student activities.

Students Oriented to the Work

Exhibit 3.3.12 summarizes the percentage of students oriented to the work during the extended observations at 
elementary, middle, and high school.

Exhibit 3.3.12

Students Oriented to the Work  
During Extended Observations  

K-12
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

All/Most
59%

About Half
16%

About 3/4th
22%

About 1/4th
2% Few/None

1%

Percentage of Students Oriented to the Work

Exhibit 3.3.12 reveals:

• In 59 percent of the K-12 classrooms visited for 5-10 minutes, all or most of the students were oriented 
to the work. 

• In 22 percent of visited classrooms about three-quarters of the students were on task.  

• In 16 percent of classrooms visited about half of the students were on task. In the remaining elementary 
classrooms visited, about one fourth of the students were on task.
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Learning Arrangements

During the extended observations auditors observed classroom learning arrangements.  Exhibit 3.3.13 compares 
the classroom learning arrangements in elementary, middle, and high school classes.

Exhibit 3.3.13

Classroom Learning Arrangements  
During Extended Observations  

Elementary, Middle, and High School
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Large Group
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Small Group
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Individual 
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Learning Arrangements in Elementary Classrooms
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Large Group
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Small Group
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24%

Learning Arrangements in High School Classrooms

Exhibit 3.3.13 shows the following about elementary, middle, and high school learning arrangements:

Elementary School

• In 52 percent of elementary classrooms visited for an extended time, students were involved in large 
group activities.

• In 36 percent of classrooms, students were working in small groups.

• In 12 percent of classrooms, students were working individually.

Middle School

• In 53 percent of middle school classrooms visited for an extended time, students were involved in large 
group activities.

• In 29 percent of classrooms, students were working in small groups.

• In 18 percent of classrooms, students were working individually.
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High Schools

• In 61 percent of high school classrooms visited for an extended time, students were involved in large 
group activities.

• In 24 percent of classrooms, students were working individually. 

• In 15 percent of classrooms, students were working together in small groups.

Again, auditors most often observed students involved in large group activities. Small group work was observed 
more often at the elementary level. Individual work was witnessed more often at the secondary level.

DOK Cognition of the Learner

To perform the analyses of DOK during the extended observations, auditors used the framework presented in 
Exhibit 3.3.8. When possible, auditors looked at the DOK of the learners in advanced programs such as AP and 
Honors at the secondary level, and GT at the elementary level when compared with regular classrooms. Exhibit 
3.3.14 looks first at GT/extended classrooms and regular/co-teach classrooms at the elementary level. 

Exhibit 3.3.14

Depth of Knowledge of the Learners in GT and Regular Classrooms  
Elementary

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Thinking
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10%

Level 4 Extended 
Thinking
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DOK of Lesson Observed -
Regular/Co-teach classrooms

Auditors made extended observations in just five GT/extended classrooms; four were GT science classrooms, 
and one was an “extended” English language arts classroom. Ninety-nine (99) science, English language arts, 
mathematics, and social studies regular and co-teach elementary classrooms were visited for an extended time. 
Because of the differences in numbers of classrooms visited between GT classes and regular classes, they could 
not be accurately compared. Their analysis will be treated separately. 

Exhibit 3.3.14 shows the following:

Gifted Talented (GT)/Extended Classrooms

• In one (20 percent) of the elementary GT/extended classrooms observed for five to 10 minutes, students 
were involved in recall/reproduction thinking. 

• In two (40 percent) of the GT/extended classrooms students were involved in skill/concept thinking.

• In two (40 percent) other GT/extended classrooms students were involved in strategic thinking. Students 
were not observed as involved in extended thinking in any of the GT/extended classrooms visited.

• Students in 40 percent of GT/extended classrooms, were working in small groups.
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Regular and Co-Teach classrooms

• Students in 53 percent of the regular and co-teach classrooms were involved in recall/reproduction 
thinking.

• Students in 33 percent of the classrooms were involved in skill/concept thinking.

• Students in 10 percent of the classrooms were involved in strategic thinking.

• In three (four percent) regular/co-teach classes, students were involved in extended thinking. 

A higher percentage of GT/extended students observed were involved in strategic thinking than students in 
regular/co-teach classes, but auditors did not observe instruction in any of the GT/extended classes where 
students were required to engage in extended thinking. 

Exhibit 3.3.15 displays the DOK data auditors collected while visiting Honors middle school classrooms in 
comparison with regular/co-teach middle school classes.

Exhibit 3.3.15

Depth of Knowledge of the Learners in Honors and Regular Classrooms  
Middle School

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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DOK of Lesson Observed - Honors Classroom

Exhibit 3.3.15 indicates the following:

• There was not a significant difference between the DOK levels observed in middle school Honors 
classrooms and levels observed in regular/co-teach classrooms.

• Level 1 DOK (recall/reproduction) was observed in 50 percent of Honors classrooms and 47 percent of 
regular/co-teach classrooms.

• Level 2 DOK (skill/concept) was observed in 42 percent of middle school Honors classrooms and 41 
percent of regular/co-teach classrooms.

• Level 3 DOK (strategic thinking) was observed more frequently (12 percent) in regular/co-teach 
classrooms than in Honors classrooms (eight percent).

• Level 4 DOK (extended thinking) was not observed in Honors or regular/co-teach classrooms.
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Exhibit 3.3.16 summarizes auditors DOK data collected in Honors/AP/Advanced classrooms as compared with 
regular/co-teach classrooms at the high school level.

Exhibit 3.3.16

Depth of Knowledge of the Learners in Honors/AP/Advanced and Regular Classrooms  
High School

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.16 reveals the following:

• There was a significant difference between the percentage of recall/reproduction thinking observed in 
high school Honors/AP/Advanced classrooms (40 percent) and the percentage of recall/reproduction 
observed in regular/co-teach classrooms (61 percent).

• Level 2 DOK (skill/concept) was observed in 27 percent of high school Honors/AP/Advanced 
classrooms and 31 percent of regular/co-teach classrooms.

• Level 3 DOK (strategic thinking) was observed in 27 percent of Honors/AP/Advanced classrooms, 
while auditors observed strategic thinking in just one (four percent) regular/co-teach class.

• Level 4 DOK (extended thinking) was observed in one (six percent) Honors/AP/Advanced classroom 
and in four percent of regular/co-teach classrooms.
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Exhibit 3.3.17 includes a comparison of DOK between all advanced classrooms (GT, Extended, Honors, AP, 
Advanced) and other classrooms (regular, co-teach, special education, interventions) where auditors visited for 
an extended time.

Exhibit 3.3.17

Depth of Knowledge of the Learners in All Advanced Classrooms  
Compared with All Non-Advanced Classrooms Observed for an Extended Time  

K-12
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.17 summarizes the following:

• Students in 55 percent of all non-advanced classrooms were observed being involved in activities 
promoting recall/reproduction thinking, while students in 41 percent of advanced classrooms were 
involved in recall/reproduction thinking, a difference of 14 percent.

• Students in 34 percent of all advanced classrooms observed were involved in activities promoting 
skill/concept thinking.  Students in 34 percent of non-advanced classrooms were also engaged in skill/
concept thinking.

• Students in 22 percent of all advanced classrooms observed were engaged in strategic thinking, while 
students involved in strategic thinking were observed in just eight percent of non-advanced classrooms, 
a difference of 14 percent.

• Auditors observed students using Level 4 extended thinking in three percent of all classrooms visited 
for an extended time. This DOK level was observed in one advanced classroom and four non-advanced 
classrooms.

Calibration of the Lesson Objective Observed with the Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE)

During the 5-10 minute extended visits to K-12 classrooms, auditors determined the learning objective for the 
lesson being delivered.  They then consulted the Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE) for the appropriate 
grade level to ascertain if the objective being taught in the classroom was on grade level, below grade level, 
above grade level, or not found in the GSE.  Again, auditors examined differences between advanced and non-
advanced classroom calibration of the lesson objective to the GSE.  
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Exhibit 3.3.18 displays the calibration data collected in elementary classrooms. Again, because of the differences 
in numbers of elementary classrooms visited between GT classes and regular/co-teach classrooms, they could 
not be compared. Their analysis will be treated separately. 

Exhibit 3.3.18

Calibration of the Lesson Objectives Observed  
During Auditors’ Extended Classroom Visits to the Georgia Standards of Excellence  

Elementary Classrooms 
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Not found in 
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Level
1%

On Grade 
Level
76%

Below Grade 
Level
10%

Calibration of Lesson Objective Observed -
Regular/Co-Teach Classrooms

Data in Exhibit 3.3.18 indicate the following regarding calibration of the lesson objectives observed:

GT/Extended Classrooms

• Auditors found that for three of the GT/Extended classrooms, calibration of the lesson objectives to the 
GSEs was on grade level (60 percent). 

• Two of the classrooms’ lesson objectives were not found in the GSEs (40 percent). 

• None of the GT/Extended lessons were calibrated above level.

Regular and Co-Teach classrooms

• Auditors found that in 76 percent of the regular/co-teach classrooms, calibration of the lesson objectives 
to the GSEs were on grade level. 

• In 13 percent of classrooms, lesson objectives were not found in the GSEs.

• In 10 percent of classrooms, lesson objectives were calibrated below grade level.

• The remaining regular/co-teach lessons were calibrated above level.
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Exhibit 3.3.19 displays the calibration of lesson objectives in middle school Honors and regular/co-teach 
classrooms.

Exhibit 3.3.19

Calibration of the Lesson Objectives Observed  
During Auditors’ Extended Classroom Visits to the Georgia Standards of Excellence  

Middle Schools Classrooms
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Data in Exhibit 3.3.19 indicate the following:

• In regular/co-teach middle school classrooms, 76 percent of lessons calibrated were on grade level. In 
Honors classrooms 67 percent of lessons were on grade level.

• In regular/co-teach middle school classrooms, 18 percent of lessons calibrated were below grade level. 
The lesson objectives examined in the remaining regular/co-teach classrooms were not found in the 
GSEs. 

• In Honors middle school classrooms, 17 percent of lessons calibrated were below grade level, eight 
percent of lessons were above grade level, and the lessons in the remaining Honors classrooms (eight 
percent) observed for extended time were not found in the GSEs. 
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Exhibit 3.3.20 displays the calibration of lesson objectives in high school Honors/AP/Advanced and regular/
co-teach classrooms.

Exhibit 3.3.20

Calibration of the Lesson Objectives Observed  
During Auditors’ Extended Classroom Visits to the Georgia Standards of Excellence  

High School Classrooms
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Data in Exhibit 3.3.20 show the following:

• In regular/co-teach high school classrooms, 74 percent of lessons calibrated were on grade level. In 
Honors/AP/Advanced classrooms 47 percent of lessons were on grade level.

• In regular/co-teach high school classrooms, nine percent of lessons calibrated were below grade level. 
The lesson objectives examined in the remaining regular/co-teach classrooms were not found in the 
GSEs. 

• In Honors/AP/Advanced high school classrooms, seven percent of lessons calibrated were below grade 
level, 33 percent of lessons were above grade level, and the lessons in the remaining Honors/AP/
Advanced classrooms (13 percent) observed for the extended time were not found in the GSEs. 
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Exhibit 3.3.21 summarizes a comparison of calibration of lesson objectives between all advanced classrooms 
(GT, Extended, Honors, AP, Advanced) and all other classrooms (regular, co-teach, special education, 
interventions) where auditors visited for an extended time.

Exhibit 3.3.21

Calibration of Lesson Objectives to the GSEs in All Advanced Classrooms  
Compared with Other Classrooms Observed for an Extended Time  

K-12
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.21 summarizes the following:

• Lessons in 68 percent of non-advanced classrooms observed for extended time were calibrated on grade 
level, while lessons in 56 percent of advanced classrooms were calibrated on grade level, a difference 
of 12 percent.

• Lessons in 19 percent of advanced classrooms observed were calibrated above grade level, while 
lessons in non-advanced classrooms were calibrated above grade level at one percent.

• Lessons in 17 percent of non-advanced classrooms analyzed were calibrated below grade level, while 
lessons in 9 percent of advanced classrooms were calibrated below grade level.

• Calibration revealed that 14 percent of lessons in non-advanced and 16 percent of lessons in advanced 
classrooms were not found in the GSEs.

Teacher Instructional Strategies and Student Learning Activities

In addition to calibration of the lesson objective observed during the extended observations in mathematics and 
literacy classrooms, the auditors noted specific teacher instructional strategies and student activities.  Exhibit 
3.3.22 displays the descriptors auditors used to categorize the dominant teacher instructional strategies in the 
classrooms at the time of the auditors’ extended visits 
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Exhibit 3.3.22

Explanations of Recorded Teacher Instructional Strategies

Teacher 
Instructional 

Strategies
Description

Advanced 
Organizers

Cognitive strategies used to help set the stage for instruction and help students learn and 
retain new knowledge and vocabulary.  Sets the stage for learning by informing students 
what they are about to learn.  

Cues & 
Questions

An instructional approach for guiding student learning through the use of cues and questions 
that focus on the content that is most important and helps students analyze information 
(higher order questioning).  

Engage/Explore/
Explain/

Elaborate (The 
5 E’s)

An instructional model based on the constructivist approach to learning, which says that 
learners build or construct new ideas on top of old ideas.

Three Act Tasks 
(Mathematics)

Act 1: Determine the problem and estimate the answer.
Act 2: List resources needed and questions to ask.
Act 3: Extend the learnings from Act I and 2.

Direct/Explicit 
Instruction

Detailed instructional approach in which the teacher guides students through a defined 
instructional sequence that provides students with strategies for integrating new information 
with prior knowledge and strategies for solving problems.

Discussion An oral exploration of a topic, object, concept, or experience.  Open-ended discussions begin 
with a sincere question posed by the teacher to which there is no one correct or concise 
answer.  Guided discussions begin with teacher-posed questions that promote the exploration 
of a particular theme, topic, or issue.

Lecture A verbal presentation of knowledge by the teacher to students, often supplemented by visual 
aids and/or handouts.  

Metacognitive 
Strategies

Strategies that address how a student goes about learning.  May include direct step-by-step 
approaches and strategies that encourage planning, preparation, and idea generation as well 
as monitoring, self-checking, and revising.  

Modeling/
Demonstrating

Involves teaching academic skills or concepts through a step-by-step process that involves 
physical movement and verbalizing of the thinking involved.  

Monitoring Activities pursued by the teachers to keep track of student learning for the purpose of making 
instructional decisions and providing feedback to students on their progress.

Oral/Written 
Sentence Stems

Use of sentence starters to assist students in developing their own oral/written sentences.

Scaffold Writing A step-by-step process that provides learner with sufficient guidance until the process of 
writing is learned.

Native Language 
Help Provided

Students are assisted by being given instruction and directions in their native language.

Extra Process 
Time

Students are given extra time to process the learning.

Nonlinguistic 
Representations

Strategies that help students acquire and store information and enhance their understanding 
of the content through the use of visual imagery, kinesthetic or whole-body modes, and 
auditory experiences.  These strategies may take many forms, including use of graphic 
organizers, concept maps, idea webs, pictures and pictographs, mental pictures, concrete 
representations, and dramatizations.

Providing 
Feedback

Includes approaches for providing students with specific information about their learning and 
how their performance ranks relative to the performance expectations.
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Exhibit 3.3.22 (continued)
Explanations of Recorded Teacher Instructional Strategies

Teacher 
Instructional 

Strategies
Description

Reinforcing 
Effort/Praise

Includes strategies for improving students’ beliefs about their abilities and understanding 
the relationship between effort and achievement.  Recognition involves providing students 
specific praise contingent upon successful completion of an identified level of performance.

Review and Re-
teaching

A planned instructional approach that involves the teacher reviewing content previously 
learned and assisting students who may not have fully acquired the knowledge.  

Small Group 
Instruction

An intervention that involves organizing students to work in small groups.  May be “mixed-
ability,” where groups are dissimilar with regard to ability, or “like-ability,” where groups are 
relatively similar with regard to ability.

Tutoring An intervention for addressing the learning needs of individual students.  Generally involves 
a personal, intense interaction between tutor and tutee.  Tutors may be professionals, 
volunteers, or peers.  

Video The use of an instructional video related to the lesson, either in whole or via clips, which 
provides a visual representation of information.

Visual 
Representation

Approach to solving problems using manipulatives, pictures, number lines, or graphs to help 
make abstract concepts tangible and understandable.  

Whole-Class 
Instruction

An instructional approach in which the whole class is moved through the same content at 
roughly the same pace using the same materials and methods.

Other If other strategies were observed, the reviewer recorded them here.
Could Not 
Determine

No teacher strategies could be observed.

Exhibit 3.3.23 displays the descriptors auditors used to categorize the dominant student activities in classrooms.

Exhibit 3.3.23

Explanations of Recorded Student Learning Activities

Student Learning 
Activities

Description

Brainstorming An instructional strategy, which may be used in a large or small group setting, that 
encourages students to focus on a topic and contribute to the free flow of ideas, which 
are accepted without criticism or judgment.

Cooperative Learning Refers to various methods for grouping students with the instructional purpose 
of students working together to accomplish shared goals, often with a division of 
assignment of several specific tasks or roles.

Games Multi-modal and non-linear instructional activities, structured by authentic rules, 
which provide students the opportunity to model, explore knowledge and skills, and 
which teach competition strategies, cooperation and teamwork, and conflict resolution.

Generating/Testing 
Hypotheses

Instructional approaches designed to deepen students understanding of key concepts 
through an inquiry process that includes opportunities for students to engage in asking 
good questions, generating hypotheses and predictions, investigating through testing or 
research, making observations, and analyzing and communicating results.

Graphic Organizer Tasks related to summarizing that involve students using graphics, diagrams, and 
symbols to represent information.

Homework/Guided 
Practice

Teacher designed activities that engage students in applying new learning, often 
repeatedly with the goal of moving students to mastery.
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Exhibit 3.3.23 (continued)
Explanations of Recorded Student Learning Activities

Student Learning 
Activities

Description

Identifying 
Similarities and 

Differences

Classroom practices that include comparison tasks, classifying tasks, and the use of 
metaphors and analogies.  

Lab Activity Classroom activities designed to be performed in an environment that fosters inquiry 
through experimentation and exploration.

Listening Students intentionally focused on who they are listening to, whether in a group or one-
on-one, in order to understand what is being said.  The student should then be able to 
repeat back in his or her own words what was said.

Note Taking Tasks related to summarizing that involve students recording main ideas as they 
sift through and synthesize information.  Note-taking strategies may include use of 
informal outlines, graphic representations, or a combination of the two.  

Presentations A learning task in which students are asked to make oral presentations that require 
them to organize ideas and express them in their own words.

Projects Tasks that require students to integrate their skills and knowledge to create their own 
literary, technological, or artistic work as individuals or in a group.

Research A task that requires students to locate and retrieve information from several sources, 
such as library references, textbooks, other individuals, and electronic databases via 
the Internet.  

Simulations Multi-modal and non-linear instructional activities, structured by authentic rules that 
provide students the opportunity to model and explore knowledge and skills through 
an authentic simulation of a real-world experience.

Test/Quiz Strategies for assessing students’ acquisition/mastery of previously taught knowledge, 
concepts, or skills.

Determining Cause/
Effect

Determining and finding cause and effect in a real situation, a reading passage, or lab 
activity.

Worksheet Seatwork activity involving commercially prepared materials/workbooks or teacher 
prepared materials that require students to produce responses by filling in the blank, 
circling, underlining, or selecting from a list of given responses.

Writing Instructional tasks that require students to organize their knowledge and reinforce 
concepts in any writing form from a one-paragraph test question response to a multi-
page research report.

Peer Tutoring Students working in pairs to help one another learn material or practice an academic 
task.

Other If other tasks were observed, the reviewer recorded them here.
Could Not Determine No student strategies could be observed.
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Exhibit 3.3.24 displays the data auditors collected on teacher instructional strategies during extended visits 
in Griffin-Spalding County School System mathematics and science classrooms.  Auditors noted all teacher 
instructional strategies that were observed during each of the classroom visits.

Exhibit 3.3.24

Frequency of Observed Teacher Instructional Strategies  
During Auditors’ Extended Science and Mathematics Classroom Visits

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.24 reveals:

• The auditors recorded 314 teacher instructional strategies in the mathematics and science classrooms 
visited for an extended time.

• The most frequent teacher instructional strategies observed were whole-class (51) and cues and 
questions (41).

• Monitoring was observed in 38 of the classrooms.

• Allowance for non-participation, native language help, and scaffold writing (all important strategies for 
English language learners) were not observed in any of the classrooms visited.
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Exhibit 3.3.25 displays the data auditors collected on teacher instructional strategies during extended visits in 
Griffin-Spalding County School System English/language arts and social studies classrooms.  Auditors noted 
all teacher instructional strategies that were observed during each of the classroom visits.

Exhibit 3.3.25

Frequency and Percent Observed Teacher Instructional Strategies  
During Auditors’ Extended English/Language Arts and Social Studies Classroom Visits

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.25 shows:

• The auditors recorded 339 teacher instructional strategies in the English/language arts and social studies 
classrooms visited for an extended time.

• Again, the most frequent teacher instructional strategies observed were whole-class (61) and cues and 
questions (44).

• Monitoring was observed in 27 of the classrooms.

• Allowance for non-participation, native language help, modeling spoken language, tutoring, scaffold 
writing (all important strategies for English language learners) were either observed one time or not at 
all in the English/language arts and social studies classrooms visited.

Two teaching strategies Griffin-Spalding County School System administrators asked the auditors to look for 
were 3 Act Math and Engage/Explore/Explain/Elaborate/Evaluate (The 5 E’s). 3 Act Math was not observed in 
any of the mathematics classes visited. The 5 E’s were observed in one science classroom.
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Exhibit 3.3.26 displays the data auditors collected on student learning activities during extended visits in Griffin-
Spalding County School System science and mathematics classrooms.  Auditors noted all student activities that 
were observed during each of the classroom visits.

Exhibit 3.3.26

Frequency of Observed Student Learning Activities  
During Auditors’ Extended Science and Mathematics Classroom Visits

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.26 indicates:

• The auditors recorded 195 student activities in the science and mathematics classrooms visited for an 
extended time.

• Students were observed listening to the teacher in 39 classrooms and completing a worksheet in 43 
classrooms.

• Students were observed conducting lab activities in 16 classrooms.

• Student activities that would be more rigorous and likely to generate higher levels of student cognition, 
were observed fewer times in classrooms:

 ○ Brainstorming (7)

 ○ Determining Cause/Effect (2)

 ○ Projects (5)

 ○ Research (1)

 ○ Generating/Testing Hypotheses (5)

 ○ Presentations (2)
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Exhibit 3.3.27 displays the data auditors collected on student learning activities during extended visits in 
Griffin-Spalding County School System English/language arts and social studies classrooms.  Auditors noted 
all student activities that were observed during each of the classroom visits.

Exhibit 3.3.27

Frequency of Observed Student Learning Activities  
During Auditors’ Extended English/Language Arts and Social Studies Classroom Visits

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.27 indicates:

• The auditors recorded 222 student activities in the English/language arts and social studies classrooms 
visited for an extended time.

• Students were observed listening to the teacher in 56 classrooms and completing a worksheet in 45 
classrooms.

• Students were observed completing writing activities in 18 classrooms.

• Student activities that would be more rigorous and likely to generate higher levels of student cognition, 
were observed fewer times in classrooms:

 ○ Simulations (1)

 ○ Determining Cause/Effect (4)

 ○ Projects (5)

 ○ Research (2)

 ○ Generating/Testing Hypotheses (1)

 ○ Presentations (0)
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Analysis of Artifacts Collected During Short and Extended Classroom Visits.

Depth of Knowledge of Artifacts

Auditors collected artifacts selected by teachers (worksheets, tests, teacher handouts, copies of textbook pages, 
etc.) as often as possible in the classrooms they visited. The intent was to analyze each artifact for Depth of 
Knowledge (see Exhibit 3.3.8) and calibration to the Georgia Standards of Excellence (GSE).  The various 
assignments and activities collected should reveal a range of cognitive demands so that students have ample 
opportunity to practice the cognitive skills they need to be successful on national, state, and local assessments.  
Auditors reviewed these artifacts to ascertain the extent these artifacts reflected the district’s expectations for 
academic rigor and alignment to the GSE.

When artifacts contained several objectives, auditors classified the Depth of Knowledge and the calibration to 
the GSE based on the dominant activity or concept being addressed in the artifact.  Auditors noted the source 
of the classroom artifacts while collecting them.  Most of the artifacts collected were from textbooks, Internet 
websites, publishers’ supplemental materials, and other state education sources.  Only a few of the artifacts 
were teacher created.  Materials are expected to be from a variety of sources, but inconsistencies can result 
if materials are pulled from multiple places without a clearly defined curriculum in place.  Without a tightly 
held curriculum, the materials and resources may not be congruent with assessments in content, context, and 
cognition. 

Auditors collected 168 elementary, 57 middle, and 54 high school core content artifacts for a total of 279 
unduplicated artifacts. 

Exhibit 3.3.28 presents an overview of the number of student artifacts analyzed from classrooms across the 
district during short and extended classroom visits. 

Exhibit 3.3.28

Core Content Artifacts Collected by Grade Span and Subject
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Grade Span English/
Language Arts Mathematics Science Social 

Studies Total

Elementary 72 57 21 18 168
Middle 13 21 13 10 57
High 18 11 11 14 54
Total 103 89 45 42 279

Exhibit 3.3.28 shows:

• Of the 279 artifacts collected, 103 were English/language arts, 89 mathematics, 45 science, and 42 
social studies.
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Exhibit 3.3.29 presents DOK analyses of all Pre-K-12 core content artifacts collected by auditors during 
classroom visits. 

Exhibit 3.3.29

Depth of Knowledge of Pre-K-12 Classroom Artifacts  
English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.29 reveals:

• Fifty-two (52) percent of all Pre-K-12 artifacts analyzed generated recall/reproduction in students’ 
thinking.

• Thirty-five (35) percent called for skill/concept.

• Twelve (12) percent were strategic thinking.

• Two or one percent of the 279 artifacts were considered extended thinking DOK.
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Exhibits 3.3.30 through 3.3.32 display DOK data from the analyses of student artifacts collected in the 
elementary, middle, and high school levels.  Exhibit 3.3.30 displays DOK data for elementary school artifacts.

Exhibit 3.3.30

Depth of Knowledge of Elementary School Classroom Artifacts  
English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.30 reveals the following regarding artifacts collected in elementary classrooms:

• When all 168 elementary artifacts were considered for their DOK, none were categorized as extended 
thinking.

• The percentage of artifacts generating recall/reproduction in students’ thinking was highest for 
mathematics (74 percent) and social studies (67 percent).

• The percentage of artifacts considered at the skill/concept DOK level was highest for English/language 
arts (44 percent) and science (38 percent).

• Ten (10) percent of science artifacts were considered to be at the strategic thinking DOK level. This was 
a higher percentage than for any of the other core content areas.
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Exhibit 3.3.31 displays DOK data for middle school artifacts.

Exhibit 3.3.31

Depth of Knowledge of Middle School Classroom Artifacts  
English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.31 shows the following concerning artifacts collected in middle school classrooms during auditor 
visits:

• When all 57 elementary artifacts were considered for their DOK impact, just one artifact (social studies) 
generated extended thinking.

• The percentage of artifacts considered at the recall/reproduction DOK level was highest for social 
studies (60 percent) and next highest for mathematics (48 percent).

• The percentage of artifacts considered at the skill/concept DOK level was highest for science (46 
percent).

• Thirty-eight (38) percent of middle school English/language arts artifacts were considered to be at the 
strategic thinking DOK level. No social studies artifacts met the DOK description for strategic thinking.
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Exhibit 3.3.32 displays high school artifact DOK.

Exhibit 3.3.32

Depth of Knowledge of High School Classroom Artifacts  
English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.32 indicates the following concerning artifacts collected in high school classrooms during auditor 
visits:

• When all 54 high school artifacts were considered for their DOK, just one artifact (mathematics) was 
categorized as extended thinking.

• The percentage of artifacts considered at the recall/reproduction DOK level was highest for mathematics 
and science, both at 55 percent.

• The percentage of artifacts generating skill/concept in students’ thinking was highest for English/
language arts (61 percent).

• Twenty-seven (27) percent of science and mathematics artifacts were considered at the strategic 
thinking DOK level.

In summary, most artifacts collected by auditors during classroom visits were considered to be of the recall/
reproduction or skill/concept DOK level. Few, if any, of the artifacts collected generated extended thinking in 
student learning.
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Auditors conducted a special examination of the DOK of artifacts indicated as being for GT, Honors, AP, or 
advanced student learning.  Exhibit 3.3.33 displays that data.

Exhibit 3.3.33

Depth of Knowledge of Advanced Student Learning Classroom Artifacts  
GT, Honors, AP, or Advanced Student Learning

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Recall/ 
Reproduction

20%

Skill/Concept
40%

Strategic 
Thinking

35%

Extended 
Thinking

5%

Advanced Student Learning Artifact DOK

Exhibit 3.3.33 indicates the following concerning artifacts collected in GT, Honors, AP, or advanced classrooms 
during auditor visits:

• Twenty (20) percent of artifacts collected in advanced learning classrooms generated recall/reproduction 
in students’ thinking.

• Forty (40) percent of artifacts collected were categorized as skill/concept DOK.

• Thirty-five (35) percent of artifacts were considered strategic thinking DOK.

• One artifact from an advanced mathematics classroom at the high school level was considered extended 
thinking DOK.

More than one half of all 279 artifacts reviewed generated recall/reproduction in students’ thinking, while about 
one third of artifacts were skill/concept. The remaining artifacts were strategic thinking with only two artifacts 
judged as extending thinking. The results of this analysis have implications for rigor of student thinking at all 
levels of Griffin-Spalding County School System.

Calibration of Artifacts to the Georgia Standards of Excellence

In addition to determining the DOK of artifacts collected, the auditors compared the artifacts collected with the 
GSE to see if the objectives for the artifact were on grade level, below grade level, above grade level, or not 
found in the GSE.  
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Exhibit 3.3.34 displays calibration data from the analyses of all 279 artifacts collected during auditors’ visits to 
English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies classrooms.

Exhibit 3.3.34

Calibration of Classroom Artifacts  
To the Georgia Standards of Excellence  

English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

On Grade 
Level/In Course

83%

Above Grade 
Level/Higher 
Level Course

2%

Below Grade 
Level/Lower 
Level Course

14%

Not Found in 
GSE
1%

All Artifacts Calibrated to GSE

Exhibit 3.3.34 indicates the following:

• Eighty-three (83) percent of all core content artifacts analyzed consisted of objectives that were on 
grade level/in course when calibrated with the GSEs.

• Fourteen (14) percent of artifacts were deemed to be below grade level/lower level course.

• The objectives of just two percent of artifacts were above grade level/higher level course

• Objectives of four of the 279 artifacts were not found in the GSEs.
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Exhibits 3.3.35-3.3.37 display calibration data from the analyses of the 279 student artifacts collected in each 
of the Pre-K-12 core content classrooms. Exhibit 3.3.35 displays elementary school artifact calibration to the 
GSEs.

Exhibit 3.3.35

Calibration of Elementary School Classroom Artifacts  
To the Georgia Standards of Excellence  

English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Social Studies Artifacts Calibrated to GSE

Exhibit 3.3.35 reveals the following regarding artifacts collected in elementary classrooms:

• The highest percentage of artifact objectives on grade level were English/language arts (88 percent) and 
social studies (89 percent).

• The objectives of 19 percent of mathematics artifacts were judged to be below grade/lower level course.

• Just four artifacts across all content areas were judged to be above grade level/higher level course when 
calibrated with the GSE.
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Exhibit 3.3.36 displays middle school artifact calibration to the GSEs.

Exhibit 3.3.36

Calibration of Middle School Classroom Artifacts  
To the Georgia Standards of Excellence  

English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.36 reveals:

• An objective was determined and found in the GSE for every middle school artifact analyzed.

• All artifact objectives for English/language arts and social studies were judged to be on grade level.

• Ninety-two (92) percent of science artifacts and 61 percent of mathematics artifacts were judged to be 
on grade level.

• Objectives for just four artifacts across all content areas were judged to be above grade level/higher 
level course when calibrated with the GSE.

• Thirty-three (33) percent of mathematics artifacts and eight percent of science artifacts were considered 
below grade level/lower level course.
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Exhibit 3.3.37 displays high school artifact calibration to the GSEs.

Exhibit 3.3.37

Calibration of High School Classroom Artifacts  
To the Georgia Standards of Excellence  

English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Exhibit 3.3.37 indicates:

• The objectives of 93 percent of high school social studies artifacts and 91 percent of mathematics 
artifacts were judged to be on grade level.

• No artifacts reviewed by auditors had an objective deemed above grade level/higher level course.

• The objectives for 22 percent of English/language arts artifacts and 18 percent of science artifacts were 
considered by the auditors to be below grade level/lower level course.

• The objective of just one of 54 high school artifacts was not found in the GSE.

In summary, an objective was determined and found in the Georgia Standards of Excellence for almost every 
core content artifact analyzed. Most of the artifacts collected were found to be on grade level or in the course as 
described in the GSE. Few artifacts were found to be above grade level leading auditors to consider that learning 
tasks are not often differentiated to meet the diverse needs of the students in the district.  

Teacher and Student Use of Technology

One of the most effective techniques to engage the learner is through integration and student use of technology 
in an active learning environment.  Just as important is the ability of teachers to effectively model the integrated 
use of technology during classroom instructional delivery.  A variety of technology is available in Griffin-
Spalding County School System classrooms, including: SMART boards and software, Audio Enhancement 
technology, standsalone software (e.g., Office, Google) software for supplementing reading and mathematics 
instruction, and laptop and iPad carts for student use. 
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The auditors reviewed board policy to ascertain Griffin-Spalding County School System expectations for 
integration of technology in classrooms. 

• Board Policy Regulation IFBGA-R: Use of Electronic Communications System states, “Technology use 
is an important part of educating children to live in the 21st century.” 

Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategic Plan 2009-2015 calls for increasing student achievement 
by using intervention programs to move all students to performing on or above grade level (e.g., I Read, 
Accelerated Reader, Accelerated Math, Math 180, System 44, and IStation). As part of Strategic Goal 3—Teacher 
Effectiveness, teachers “will demonstrate introductory knowledge, skills, and understanding of concepts related 
to technology.” Professional development opportunities are to be provided for teachers in the area of technology 
based on 21st Century Skills Teacher Assessment Data.

The district Technology Plan 2013-2016 is clear when it states in its vision statements:

• Vision for technology use–Griffin-Spalding County School System Technology Department exists to 
make technology an integral, meaningful part of the learning, teaching, and operating processes for 
students, teachers, and administrators. 

• Vision for Students—Learners will be proficient using technology and communications to prepare for 
living and working in the 21st century.

• Vision for Teachers—Teachers will be comfortable with technology and will understand how to use it 
to help differentiate instruction for the benefit of all students. 

According to the Technology Plan, GSCSS teachers have a wide array of web-based applications to assist in 
teaching and learning to increase student achievement. Teachers and students can access the Google Apps 
for Education at home or at school as well as the Microsoft Office Professional suite on any school device. 
Teachers maintain classroom courses within Google Classroom, an online learning management system. Within 
Classroom, teachers can publish and share directions for student assignments, schedule class events, post links 
for supporting documents or activities, monitor who has and has not turned in assignments, and communicate 
with students via email.

Teachers also have access to various web tools to support learning and improve student achievement. Grades 
K-5 have adopted networked licensed software, including Accelerated Reader, STAR Math, STAR Reader, 
Read180, iRead, and iReady. Secondary schools have adopted networked licensed software, including Edgenuity 
and Read180.
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The audit team conducted an online survey of teachers and principals.  Teacher responses to a question related 
to use of technology are displayed in Exhibit 3.3.38 

Exhibit 3.3.38

Teacher Responses to Question About Technology Usage on Survey
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Never
6%

For Skill 
Practice

50%

For Reteaching, 
13%

For Credit 
Recovery

1%

For Enrichment
16%

Other (please 
specify)

14%

I use software, mobile apps, or online programs to support 
student mastery of essential learnings.

I use software, mobile apps or online programs to support student mastery of essential learnings.
Answer Options Response Percent Response Count

Never 6 27
For Skill Practice 50 243
For Reteaching 13 64

For Credit Recovery 1 7
For Enrichment 16 78

Exhibit 3.3.38 indicates that:

• Fifty (50) percent of teachers responding to this question selected “Skill Practice” as their main use of 
technology in supporting student mastery of essential learnings. 

• Thirteen percent of the technology is used for re-teaching and 15 percent is used for enrichment.
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Teacher responses to a question related to frequency of technology use is displayed in Exhibit 3.3.39. 

Exhibit 3.3.39

Teacher Responses to Question About Frequency of Technology Usage on Survey
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Computers (laptops and/or desk computers)

iPads/Tablets

Smart Phones

Microsoft 365 or Google Classroom

Calculators
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Overhead Projector/Document Cameras

Rating Average

The frequency at which I use the following learning technology tools in the classroom to 
support learning is:

The frequency at which I use the following learning technology tools in the classroom to support learning 
is:

Answer Options

Never—this 
technology 
is not in my 
classroom

Less 
than 

once per 
month

1-3 
days 
per 

month

1-2 
days 
per 

week

3-5 
days 
per 

week

Rating 
Average

Response 
Count

Computers (laptops and/or 
desk computers) 25 20 55 73 311 4.29 484

iPads/Tablets 120 45 54 75 185 3.33 479
Smart Phones 272 44 47 65 40 2.05 468
Microsoft 365 or Google 
Classroom 224 77 52 44 69 2.26 466

Calculators 311 54 28 18 61 1.86 472
Smart Boards 169 31 26 55 196 3.16 477
Overhead Projector/Document 
Cameras 86 18 45 50 280 3.88 479

Exhibit 3.3.39 reveals:

• Teacher responses varied depending on the type of technology. 

• The technologies used most often are computers/lap tops, Smart Boards, iPads/tablets, and overheads. 

• Technologies used the least were calculators and smart phones.
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Exhibit 3.3.40 displays the survey responses of Griffin-Spalding County School System principals when asked 
to rank order the technology used by teachers in the classroom as a teaching tool.  A ranking of “0” indicates the 
particular technology is not available at the principal’s campus.

Exhibit 3.3.40

Principals’ Rank Order of Technology Used by Teachers  
In the Classroom as a Teaching Tool

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016
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Teachers' use of technology in the classroom as a teaching tool is rated as 
follows (0 not at all and 4 is daily/effective).

0 1 2 3 4

Teachers’ use of technology in the classroom as a teaching tool is rated as follows (0 not at all 
and 4 is daily/effective.

Answer Options 0 1 2 3 4 Response 
Count

Computers (laptop and/or desktop) 0 2 4 13 24 43
Tablets/IPads 1 5 7 19 11 43
Smart Phones 16 4 9 10 4 43
Calculators 4 8 12 10 8 42
Smart Boards 5 3 5 14 15 42
Overhead Projector/Document Camera 1 2 12 12 15 42
Microsoft Office/Google Docs 0 5 6 15 17 43

Exhibit 3.3.40 indicates:

• Again, teachers use computers more often than other forms of technology. Microsoft Office/Google 
Docs is often used on those computers.

During the brief and extended classroom visits auditors collected data on the use of technology by teachers and 
students.  The Substitution, Augmentation, Modification, and Redefinition (SAMR) model of technology use in 
the classrooms, developed by Dr. Ruben Puentedura, was used as criteria for data collection and categorization 
of teacher use of technology.  Exhibit 3.3.41 describes the SAMR model:
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Exhibit 3.3.41

Explanation of the SAMR Model of Technology Use
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Level Definition Examples Functional Change
Substitution Computer technology is used 

to perform the same task as 
was done before the use of 
computers.

Students print out 
worksheet, finish it, and 
pass it in.  Teachers use a 
Smart Board as an overhead 
projector.

No functional change in teaching and 
learning.  There may well be times 
when this is the appropriate level of 
work as there is no real gain to be 
had from computer technology.  One 
needs to decide computer use based on 
possible benefits.  This area tends to 
be teacher centric where the instructor 
is guiding all aspects of a lesson.

Augmentation Computer technology offers 
an effective tool to perform 
common tasks.

Students take a quiz using 
a Google Form instead of 
using pencil and paper.  
Teachers use a Smart Board 
interactively during the 
lesson.

There is some functional benefit 
here in that paper is being saved 
and students and teacher can receive 
almost immediate feedback on student 
level of understanding of material.  
This level starts to move along the 
teacher/student centric continuum.  
The impact of immediate feedback 
is that students may begin to become 
more engaged in learning.

Modification This is the first step over the 
line between enhancing the 
traditional goings-on of the 
classroom and transforming 
the classroom.  Common 
classroom tasks are being 
accomplished through the 
use of computer technology.

Students are asked to write 
an essay around the theme 
“And This I Believe….”  
An audio recording of 
the essay is made along 
with an original musical 
soundtrack.  The recording 
will be played in front of an 
authentic audience such as 
parents or college admission 
counselors.  Students use a 
Smart Board to interact with 
content.

There is significant functional change 
in the classroom.  While all students 
are learning similar writing skills, the 
reality of an authentic audience gives, 
each student has a personal stake in 
the quality of the work.  Computer 
technology is necessary for this 
classroom to function allowing peer 
and teacher feedback, easy rewriting, 
and audio recording.  Questions about 
writing skills increasingly come from 
the students themselves.

Redefinition Computer technology allows 
for new tasks that were 
previously inconceivable.

A classroom is asked to 
create a documentary video 
answering an essential 
question related to important 
concepts.  Teams of students 
take on different subtopics 
and collaborate to create one 
final product.  Teams are 
expected to contact outside 
sources for information.

At this level, common classroom 
tasks and computer technology 
exist not as ends but as supports for 
student centered learning.  Students 
learn content and skills in support of 
important concepts as they pursue the 
challenge of creating a professional 
quality video.  Collaboration becomes 
necessary and technology allows such 
communications to occur.  Questions 
and discussion are increasingly student 
generated.

Source: Dr. Ruben Puentedura http://www.hippasus.com

http://www.hippasus.com/
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Exhibit 3.3.42 displays the results of collecting data from every Griffin-Spalding County School System 
classroom visited by the audit team employing the SAMR model of technology use by teachers.

Exhibit 3.3.42

Observed Teacher Technology Use by SAMR Levels
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Teacher Technology Use
Elementary School Middle School High School

# % # % # %
Substitution 89 37 43 46 47 50
Augmentation 20 8.4 9 10 4 4.3
Modification 1 .4 0 0 1 1.1
Redefinition 0 0 1 1.1 1 1.1
Technology Not Used 129 54 40 43 41 44
Total Number of Classrooms 

with Computers in Use 239 93 94

The following can be noted from Exhibit 3.3.42:

• The most common use of technology by teachers in Griffin-Spalding County School System classrooms 
visited was the use of a Smart Board as a substitution for a white board, chalk board, or an overhead 
projector or document camera.  Teachers in 42 percent of classrooms visited were using technology as 
a substitution for the same tasks that used to be done before computers.

• In 33 (7.7 percent) of classrooms teachers were augmenting their lesson with technology as an effective 
tool for a task.

• In 210 (49.3 percent) of the classrooms observed there was no technology in use by the teacher at the 
time auditors visited.

Auditors also noted and categorized tasks students were undertaking using technology.  Exhibit 3.3.43 displays 
the results of the data collected regarding all the ways students were using technology in the classroom at the 
time of the audit team’s visit:

Exhibit 3.3.43

Observed Student Technology Use
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

 Student Activities
Elementary 

School
Middle  
School

High  
School

# % # % # %
Create Products 3 1.3 4 4.3 5 5.3
Run Simulations 0 0 0 0 1 1.1
Interact and Collaborate With Peers 2 .8 1 1.1 0 0
Communicate Ideas to Multiple Audiences Using a 
Variety Of Media And Formats 0 0 0 0 1 1.1

Locate, Organize, Analyze, and Evaluate Information 3 1.3 3 3.2 2 2.1
Collect and Analyze Data 3 1.3 0 0 0 0
Skill Practice 51 21.3 11 12 10 11
Technology Not Being Used During Observation 177 74.1 74 80 75 80
Total Number of Classrooms with Computers in Use 239 93 94
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It can be noted from Exhibit 3.3.43 that:

• The audit team observed very few classrooms where students were using technology.  No students were 
using technology in 326 classrooms visited (77 percent).  

• In 21.3 percent of elementary classes visited, technology was being used by students for mathematics or 
English/language arts skill practice. In 12 percent of middle and 11 percent of high school classrooms 
visited, technology was also being used for skill practice.

• In 12 classrooms, students were observed creating projects using technology.

Audio Enhancement

Griffin-Spalding County School System administrators requested that auditors examine the status of an audio 
enhancement device recently purchased by the district for teachers. All teachers are expected to wear this device 
and have it turned on for voice amplification during instruction.  

Exhibit 3.3.44 summarizes auditors’ findings concerning teacher use of an audio enhancement device.

Exhibit 3.3.44

Teacher Use of Audio Enhancement Device
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Teacher Use
Elementary School Middle School High School

# % # % # %
Wearing Device and Using It 87 36.4 21 23 6 6.4
Wearing Device and Not Using It 34 14.2 11 12 3 3.2
Not Wearing Device 118 49.4 61 66 85 90.4

Total Number of Classrooms  
with Computers in Use 239 93 94

Exhibit 3.3.44 shows:

• One hundred fourteen (114) K-12 teachers (27 percent) were observed using the audio enhancement 
device during auditors’ classroom visits. 

• During visits to classrooms in every school, auditors observed 87 elementary teachers (36.4 percent) 
using the audio enhancement device, more than either the middle or high school teachers. 

• Of the 426 classroom teachers auditors observed, 312 were not using the device. Over 90 percent of 
high school teachers were not wearing the device during auditors’ visits.

The district lacks a shared, district-wide vision for integration of technology across the curriculum.  In the few 
classrooms where the audit team observed technology in use, most use was as a substitution for common tasks 
(see Exhibit 3.3 42).  Teachers were typically using the Smart Board simply as a substitute for an overhead 
projector or a document camera and not in any interactive way with students.  Students were rarely observed 
using technology during the classroom observations (see Exhibit 3.3.43).  

Monitoring Curriculum and Instruction

Academic success for students depends on having a quality curriculum available to teachers and effective 
instructional delivery of that curriculum.  To ensure effective delivery of a high quality curriculum, how well 
that delivery is aligned to state standards, and that the instruction is being differentiated to meet individual 
student needs, it must be monitored on a consistent basis throughout the district.  Although teacher appraisals 
are one facet of monitoring instruction, monitoring is more than simply observing teachers during instruction.  
As instructional leaders, building principals are the first line of accountability and support for the effective 
and aligned delivery of curriculum.  To effectively monitor delivery, administrators need a clearly defined 
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curriculum, aligned to state standards at the appropriate depth and complexity, and a specific instructional 
model as a guide. 

Monitoring is more than just observing daily activities and interactions of teachers and students during 
classroom visits.  Lessons plans should be monitored to ensure linkage to curriculum scope and sequence, 
appropriate instructional levels, and alignment to the Common Core State Standards for the subject and grade 
level taught.  Instruction should be monitored to verify that the appropriate objectives are being taught, that 
research-based instructional strategies are being used, that assessments are varied, including both formative 
and summative procedures, and that assessment results are being used to differentiate instruction and improve 
student achievement.  Resources should be calibrated to assure content is on level and students are cognitively 
engaged in learning that promotes critical and higher level thinking.  

To determine the expectations for monitoring the district’s curriculum and instruction, the auditors examined 
board policies, job descriptions, appraisal instruments, district and campus improvement plans, and other district 
documents and data.  The auditors also visited campuses, interviewed district administrators, and conducted an 
online survey of principals and teachers.

The auditors examined board policy to determine what written direction for monitoring exists in the district.  
One policy related to monitoring was presented to auditors:

• Board Policy IKI: Lesson Plans requires principals to “develop and implement a systematic program 
for the development, use, and review of lesson plans of all teachers as one means for directing and 
evaluating the instructional programs of the school.”

There is no policy direction for principals or other staff regarding expectations for monitoring the curriculum on 
a consistent basis nor for what principals should looking for when they do monitor (see Finding 1.1).  

The GSCSS Strategic Plan 2009-2015 includes requirements for monitoring in action steps for each strategic 
goal.  Examples are:

• Use focused, announced walkthroughs to monitor implementation of literacy strategies.

• Monitor school and grade level performance on common and benchmark assessments.

• Develop focused walkthrough document.

• Schedule focused walkthroughs.

• Chart the number of classrooms where differentiated instruction, higher order thinking questions and 
technology use is observed.

• Begin study of instructional rounds to replace GAPSS.

Job descriptions and job postings were also analyzed to see if expectations for monitoring the curriculum are 
included in any position’s responsibilities.  Several job descriptions presented to the audit team indicated a 
responsibility for monitoring personnel:

• Principal—Supervises the work of the teachers in the school and confers with each teacher to improve 
the quality of teaching.

• Math Curriculum Coordinator—Observes and provides feedback to teachers.

• Director of System/School Improvement—Assists with observation and evaluation of new teachers and 
veteran teachers who need additional support.

• Director of PreK-12 Curriculum and Instruction—Monitors the efficacy of instructional interventions.

• Director of Instructional Technology and Communication Services—Supervises and evaluates staff.

• GNETS Mainstay Academy Coordinator—Observes instruction and provides teachers with feedback 
and ideas regarding best practices, instructional sequence, motivation, differentiation of instruction, 
and evaluation.
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Job descriptions for district do not definitively or specifically describe, outline, or direct monitoring the delivery 
of the written curriculum (see Finding 1.2). 

Auditors examined the School Leader Appraisal Form used for evaluating principals.  Principals are evaluated 
on whether they monitor and evaluate “the effectiveness of instructional programs to promote the achievement 
of academic standards.”

During school visits, principals and assistant principals were asked how they monitor curriculum and instruction. 
Examples of their responses to this question follow:

• “I’m mainly monitoring first year teachers and looking for evidence of teaching the GSEs in their 
lesson plans.”

• “[I monitor] by looking at agendas for grade level meetings and teacher plans. I look for coordination 
of lessons with test data and look for student engagement through conversations.”

• “I look for multi-intelligence piece by grade level.”

• “We have grade level meetings twice a month. I look at coordination of plans and assessment. I look 
for student engagement.”

• “I meet and discuss lesson plans and look for alignment in what they teach and assess. We have data 
meetings after 9+1, and teachers make action plans for students either to accelerate or reteach; I give 
feedback to teachers about their lesson plans.”

Many of the schools have a requirement described in faculty handbooks for “Blackboard Configuration,” or 
expectations that certain curriculum and instructional information be posted on the board in all classrooms. 
Examples of information required for posting are:

• GaDOE content performance standards

• Learning targets

• Opening, work time, and closing activities

• Assessment

• Homework

• Word Wall

• Classroom Rules/Procedures

• Positive Behavior Support Rules

• Tornado Plan

These required classroom postings assist the principal in knowing what to look for when monitoring in 
classrooms. 

District administrators provided auditors with a Five-Minute Observation Form which they stated was 
disseminated to principals for optional use. The form includes an observation check-list:

The instructor

• Models instructional tasks when appropriate.

• Provides explicit instruction.

• Engages students in meaningful interactions with language during lesson.

• Provides multiple opportunities for students to practice instructional tasks.

• Provides corrective feedback after initial student responses.

• Encourages student effort.
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Students are

• Engaged in the lesson during teacher-led instruction.

• Engaged in the lesson during independent work.

• Successful completing activities at a high criterion level of performance.

Teacher lesson plans were considered by many of the principals interviewed as an important instrument for 
monitoring curriculum and instruction at their schools. Board Policy IKI requires principals to develop and 
implement a system at their school for lesson plans. Auditors reviewed school faculty handbooks and found 
many include very specific requirements for the development and content of such lesson plans. One such 
handbook contained reference to a “System policy,” which states the following:

The superintendent shall require each principal to develop and implement a systematic program for the use of 
lesson plans by all teachers as one means for directing and evaluating the instructional programs of the schools. 
Programs for the use of lesson plans shall include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Lesson plans shall be based upon the objectives presented in the CCGPS, state curriculum and district 
curriculum guides.

2. Lesson plans shall include CCGPS objectives, standardized test objectives, activities, resources, and 
evaluation.

3. Written lesson plans shall be prepared in advance for each instructional activity.

4. Lesson plans should include instructional modifications for any special needs students served in the 
regular education classroom.

5. Lesson plans should reflect current individual class needs as determined by ongoing assessments of 
student performance.

6. No particular format for lesson plans is required. The format used for lesson plans, however, must be 
clear and concise and a choice of the individual teacher with administrator approval. The written lesson 
plans are to be maintained in a binder and should be provided for both long and short term planning. 
Lesson plans must be written with a clarity that allows for possible use by substitute personnel.

7. Lesson plans shall be used daily by teachers and available for inspection by supervisors and administrators 
at any time.

8. The principal shall implement and follow a systematic procedure for reviewing all lesson plans on a 
regular basis.

9. Lesson plans may be part of a teacher’s evaluation. It will be the responsibility of each principal to see 
that this lesson plan policy is adhered to.”

Some schools have a specific lesson plan template that teachers are required to use; some schools require 
teachers to display daily plans in the classroom. Auditors reviewed the faculty handbooks for mandatory lesson 
plan content and found that content included some components of a curriculum guide (see Finding 2.3).

Griffin-Spalding County School System principals were clear about what they look for when they visit 
classrooms as can be seen from open-ended responses on the survey to the question, “What do you look for 
when you visit a classroom?”  A sample of their responses is summarized in Exhibit 3.3.45.
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Exhibit 3.3.45

What Principals Look for While Visiting Classrooms
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Student engagement
The level of work and teacher interaction with students 
I look for evidence of a standards-based classroom and DOK levels. 
I look for instruction that is geared to the needs of our students. I also look for teachers who are involved 
with students and provide assistance to each student at their point of need. 
If the instruction is consistent with the standards and expectations of our state and local curriculum
Data-driven instruction, student-led activities, collaboration, and sometimes students’ technology use
Instructional focus
Overall class structure and class environment.  What are the students doing vs. what the teacher is doing?
Learning targets, Curriculum alignment with the standard
Positive learning environment; instructional strategies, class discussion 
Relevant activities
Open-ended questions
Learning targets/board configuration
Curricular alignment; classroom management
Positive learning environment, Instructional strategies, Class discussion 
I ensure the lesson plans are current and aligned to the standards; a student centered environment
Great, data-driven instruction, great management, student-led activities, collaboration & sometimes 
students’ technology use
Teacher/student interaction where the teacher is providing constructive feedback and the students are 
actively engaged through discussions with peers.
I look for a standards-based classroom where the instruction and assessment are aligned to the standards 
and the teacher is using instructional strategies to actively engage all learners.

Exhibit 3.3.45 contains just a sample of responses of the 43 principals about what they look for in classrooms 
when they visit.  When the total of their responses were reviewed, the audit team noted certain descriptors that 
were duplicated many times.  The particular element and the number of times that element was part of the 43 
principals’ responses were:

• Rigor –6

• DOK—4  

• Student engagement—13 

• Lessons—7 

• Questioning—8 

• Instructional strategies—6 

• Differentiation—6 

• Alignment—7 

• Standards-based instruction—4 

• Standards—11

• Learning targets—7  
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The audit team then looked at the frequency of classroom visits, as determined by the teacher and principal 
survey instruments administered in the district.  On the online survey, 475 teachers and 43 principals responded 
regarding the frequency of classroom visits.  The results can be seen in Exhibits 3.3.46 and 3.3.47.  Exhibit 
3.3.46 contains teacher responses to how often principals visit their classroom.

Exhibit 3.3.46

Teacher Responses to Question About Frequency of Classroom Visits by Campus  
And District Administrators and Instructional Support Staff

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Daily or 
almost daily

6%

At least weekly
20%

At least monthly, 43%

At least twice a 
year
23%

I rarely see this 
person in my 

class
8%

How Often Does The Principal Visit Your Classroom?

Exhibit 3.3.46 reveals:

• Six percent of teachers who responded report that their principals visit their classrooms daily or almost 
daily. 

• Forty-three (43) percent of teachers report that principals visit their classrooms at least monthly.

• Twenty (20) percent of teachers report that their principal visits at least weekly.

• Of the teachers who responded, 23 percent said that their principal informally visits at least twice a year 
and eight percent said their principal rarely visits.
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Exhibit 3.3.47 contains principal responses to how often they make classroom visits.

Exhibit 3.3.47

Principal Responses to Question About Frequency of Classroom Visits
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Rarely, 0.0% Once a semester, 
4.7%

Once a grading 
period, 4.7%

Once a month, 
25.6%

Once a week, 
16.3%

Every few days, 
30.2%

Every day, 2.3%

Other (please 
specify), 16.3%

How often are you able to visit every classroom in your 
building?

As can be seen in Exhibit 3.3.47: 

• Of the 43 respondents to this question, 30.2 percent indicated they were able to visit every classroom 
every few days. 

• Just 2.3 percent of responders reported that they were able to visit every classroom daily.

• More than 25 percent of responders reported they visited every classroom once a month.

• Seven responders (16.3 percent) said they were able to visit every classroom once a week.

• Seven site administrators gave “Other” comments, which included:

 ○ Every couple of weeks

 ○ Every two weeks

 ○ 2-3 times per month

 ○ “Due to other demands I do not get into classrooms as often as I would like.

 ○ “Due to high demands classroom visits are limited to TKES requirements usually but informal 
walk throughs do occur.”

Although it is clear by principals’ responses that they were very aware of criteria that make for effective teaching 
and learning, the data reflect differences in teacher perceptions and principal perceptions with regard to the 
frequency of classroom visits. Overall, monitoring of curriculum and instruction lacks focus system-wide.
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Spalding High School Basic Algebra students explaining solution to class

Summary

Teaching strategies observed during classroom visits were not consistent with district leadership expectations of 
effective instructional and learning practices that result in improved student achievement.  Auditors concluded 
that the predominant teacher instructional approaches across the district during auditors’ visits were whole group 
and cues and questions, while students were mostly listening or completing worksheets.  Most lesson objectives 
and student artifacts collected were on grade level; lessons or activities observed and artifacts analyzed mainly 
generated recall/reproduction in students’ thinking. 

Auditors observed limited use of technology by teachers in classrooms they visited, and the primary use of 
technology was for substitution of common tasks.  Few students were observed using technology.

There was no board policy that directed the monitoring of curriculum delivery on a consistent basis.  Although 
principals were making classroom visits and report monitoring teacher performance, data indicate inconsistencies 
in the frequency of classroom visits across the district.  In addition, there was a lack of system-wide direction 
as to what principals should look for during monitoring of curriculum delivery or informal observations (see 
Recommendation 6). 
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STANDARD 4: The School District Uses the Results from System-Designed and/
or -Adopted Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or Terminate Ineffective Practices 
or Programs.
A school system meeting this audit standard has designed a comprehensive system of assessment/testing and 
uses valid measurement tools that indicate how well its students are achieving designated priority learning goals 
and objectives.  Common indicators are:

• A formative and summative assessment system linked to a clear rationale in board policy;

• Knowledge, local validation, and use of current curricular and program assessment best practices;

• Use of a student and program assessment plan that provides for diverse assessment strategies for varied 
purposes at all levels—district, school, and classroom;

• A way to provide feedback to the teaching and administrative staffs regarding how classroom instruction 
may be evaluated and subsequently improved;

• A timely and relevant database upon which to analyze important trends in student achievement;

• A vehicle to examine how well specific programs are actually producing desired learner outcomes or 
results;

• A database to compare the strengths and weaknesses of various programs and program alternatives, as 
well as to engage in equity analysis;

• A database to modify or terminate ineffective educational programs;

• A method/means to relate to a programmatic budget and enable the school system to engage in cost-
benefit analysis; and

• Organizational data gathered and used to continually improve system functions.

A school district meeting this audit standard has a full range of formal and informal assessment tools that 
provide program information relevant to decision making at classroom, building (principals and school-site 
councils), system, and board levels.

A school system meeting this audit standard has taken steps to ensure that the full range of its programs is 
systematically and regularly examined.  Assessment data have been matched to program objectives and are used 
in decision making.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

The auditors expected to find a comprehensive assessment program for all aspects of the curriculum, pre-K 
through grade 12, which:

• Was keyed to a valid, officially adopted, and comprehensive set of goals/objectives of the school district;

• Was used extensively at the site level to engage in program review, analysis, evaluation, and improvement;

• Was used by the policy-making groups in the system and the community to engage in specific policy 
review for validity and accuracy;

• Was the foci and basis of formulating short- and long-range plans for continual improvement;

• Was used to establish costs and select needed curriculum alternatives; and

• Was publicly reported on a regular basis in terms that were understood by key stakeholders in the 
community.
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Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

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

In the Griffin-Spalding County School System, reviewers found the district lacks comprehensive direction 
for student assessment and program evaluation planning to guide decisions for the improvement of student 
achievement over time.  In particular, auditors found little of no evidence that the documents and plans reviewed 
were adequate to direct the process of student assessment or program evaluation for purposes of instructional 
decision making.  Information concerning the quality of the assessment system is inadequate.

Overall, the auditors found that the kindergarten through grade 12 scope of assessment was inadequate in 
a number of subject areas to monitor student achievement across the core curriculum.  Furthermore, tests 
used for the formal assessment of non-core courses in the arts, health and fitness, and educational technology 
appeared only sporadically.  Auditors determined that the overall lack of formal course assessments and district 
planning documents to direct such assessment did not allow for the comprehensive evaluation of program 
efforts necessary for decision making regarding the continuation of these programs (see also Findings 2.4 
and 5.3).  Also, auditors found that teachers’ use of the available district interim assessments available was 
inconsistent as many used their own teacher made assessments or team made assessments.

Auditors found that the overall academic performance of students in a number of district schools, as determined 
by the current state assessment system, was below the state’s proficiency averages. The achievement gap exists 
for subpopulations and is not being closed with current data and instructional decisions.

Finding 4.1 The district lacks comprehensive direction for student assessment and program evaluation 
planning to guide decisions for the improvement of student achievement; the quality of the assessment 
system is inadequate.

A comprehensive written student assessment and program evaluation plan provides the foundation for making 
decisions about the effectiveness of curriculum design, its delivery, and the efficacy of instructional programs 
and practices.  The data derived from a wide range of student performance measures encompassed in such a 
plan comprise the school district leadership’s means for determining how well the curriculum, and the programs 
used to deliver curriculum, are producing desired learning results.  

While test performance data are often examined at the school, grade, and classroom levels, these data may lack 
the specificity to provide actionable information regarding individual programs and specific practices.  This is 
where program evaluation processes can be used to augment traditional school and grade level testing reports.  
Many types of data, including summative and formative test results, survey and observation data, and statistical 
analysis of the various indicators of program efficacy, can contribute to decisions concerning modification 
or elimination of programs and practices that fall short or fail to deliver on the district’s stated goals.  Such 
purposeful approaches to program evaluation reduce the chance that unnecessary and ineffective programs 
will be hurriedly adopted in response to a perceived need.  Such information is also critical for individual 
teachers, principals, program administrators, and district-level decision makers in order that they may identify 
and address areas in need of improvement.  

By instituting a consistent practice of concurrently developing programs with evaluation plans, instructional 
leaders at all levels are provided with the decision-making evidence needed to recommend the continuation, 
modification, or termination of these efforts based on student performance or other objective measures of 
program efficacy.  The regular evaluation of instructional practices can also provide feedback to teachers 
and principals regarding how classroom instruction can be made more effective based on the strengths and 
weaknesses of the various school and classroom level programs and instructional interventions.

Program evaluation should not simply be a compliance requirement of the state or funding agency, nor should it 
be an isolated practice initiated abruptly to justify program modifications or reductions.  A well-managed school 
district uses regular and thorough program evaluation and the analysis of the resulting data to determine the 
quality of program efforts over time.  The lack of carefully planned and implemented program evaluation leaves 
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the board and district leaders with only anecdotal and often partisan information concerning the effectiveness 
of district programs and interventions.  In addition, the absence of a systematic, comprehensive, and impartial 
evaluation effort increases the risk that vital program decisions will be made based on program popularity or 
institutional inertia rather than on the extent to which district program and instructional practices bring about 
student learning outcomes.  Without a plan that calls for inclusive performance information concerning the 
educational efforts of the schools, decisions regarding what is taught and how it is taught may be left to opinion 
or speculation. 

A comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan requires that the means of measurement be 
directly related to the major learning objectives in every course and grade level (see Finding 4.2), and specifies 
how measurement results will be used to support informed decision making regarding curriculum design and 
delivery.  Ultimately, conclusions drawn from the analysis of student and program performance data across the 
district provide board members with vital information needed for the formulation of district teaching learning 
priorities and policy.

The auditors reviewed a number of information sources in order to determine the extent to which the district 
plans for the regular collection and use of student summative and formative performance data, as well as 
other assessments to evaluate educational programs for effectiveness of curriculum design and delivery.  These 
included, but were not limited to, district board policies related to student assessment and program evaluation, 
elementary and secondary school assessment schedules, the district assessment calendar, the district vision and 
mission statement, school improvement plans, school assessment plans, mandated test security documents, and 
other records potentially germane to student and program evaluation.  Board members, district level personnel, 
and teachers were also interviewed to determine the status and process for student assessment and program 
evaluation plans.

The auditors found that board policy direction is inadequate or absent to provide comprehensive direction 
for student assessment and program evaluation planning to guide decisions for the improvement of student 
achievement over time.  In particular, auditors found little or no evidence that the documents and plans reviewed 
were adequate to direct the process of program evaluation.  Additionally, no single comprehensive student 
assessment document was identified by the auditors.  While both local and state assessment have been ongoing 
for some time, auditors were unable to determine what has changed in that process as a result of the analysis 
of these documents.  In addition, while there was evidence indicating the district instructional staff engaged in 
a variety of assessment activities, these data were not demonstrated to affect program decision making at the 
school or district level.  Compliance reports associated with grants were the only program evaluation reports 
available for auditor review, but they were too narrowly focused to guide a district-wide program evaluation 
effort through the expected sequence of program selection, implementation, data analysis, and application of 
results to instructional improvement efforts.

The auditors’ examination of district documents and information obtained through interviews revealed 
little guidance for student assessment and program evaluation efforts.  These included the elementary and 
secondary assessment schedules and discussion of assessment and the use of assessment data in planning for 
or determining the efficacy of instruction.  Overall, components that did exist were not well integrated from a 
system’s perspective, nor did they provide a single vision for the implementation of a comprehensive student 
assessment and program evaluation plan.  

The policies of the board of education are the primary source documents for determining the direction of the 
school district.  Auditors examined these policies with regard to student assessment and program evaluation to 
identify the board’s expectations in this area and the extent to which policies provided administration and staff 
direction sufficient to carry out the requirements of the board.  The following policies addressed various aspects 
of student assessment and program evaluation:

• Board Policy DCC: Budget Preparation Procedures includes a requirement that “Budget planning shall 
be an integral part of program planning so that the budget may effectively express and implement all 
programs and activities of the Griffin-Spalding County School System.”
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• Board Policy EEE: Wellness states, “The superintendent or designee shall be responsible for overseeing 
the implementation of the wellness policy and shall develop procedures for assessing the implementation 
of this policy and the local wellness plan.”

• Board Policy IA/BA: Philosophy describes the mission and philosophy of the school district.  Included 
in the philosophy is the statement that “effective research and supportive data are used to design, 
implement, and evaluate our learning practices.”

• Board Policy IDAA: Technical/Career Education requires that “The Board of Education of Griffin-
Spalding County shall annually review and approve the Technical/Career Education Plan.”

• Board Policy IHAD: Parent/Family Involvement requires that each school develop an effective parent/
family involvement program appropriate to the interests of its families.  The policy indicates that the 
“Parent/family involvement programs will be evaluated and reviewed on the same cycle as school 
improvement plans.  Each school’s parent involvement program will identify indicators of success 
unique to its program.”

• Board Policy IHE: Promotion and Retention indicates that “The promotion or retention of a student 
into a grade, class or program on an assessment of the academic achievement of the student and a 
determination of the education setting in which the student is most likely to receive instruction and other 
services needed in order to succeed and progress to the next higher level or academic achievement.”

• Board Policy II: Testing Program – Student Assessment states that “Test results will be used as a means 
to improve instruction.”  Specifically, test results will be used as follows:   

 ○ to identify individual weaknesses in skill development in the various basic skills assessed;

 ○ diagnose strengths and weaknesses of groups;

 ○ individualize instruction; 

 ○ select curriculum materials; 

 ○ select methods of instruction; and

 ○ counsel students.

The policy also addresses reporting assessment results to parents, pupils, and citizens of Griffin-Spalding 
County.

• Board Policy IIC:  Test Data addresses the reporting of test data and results by stating they are to be 
released only through the appropriate central office personnel.

• Board Policy IKI: Lesson Plans states, “The superintendent shall require each principal to develop and 
implement a systematic program for the development, use and review of lesson plans of all teachers as 
one means for directing and evaluating the instruction programs of the school.”

• Administrative Procedure GAD-R: Staff Development Opportunities directs, “The superintendent shall 
be responsible for developing, managing, and evaluating the comprehensive staff development plan, 
which must be approved by the Board of Education prior to its transmittal to the Georgia Department 
of Education.”  This procedure indicates that the superintendent will ensure that staff development 
activities are brought together and reported in one comprehensive plan.

Taken as a whole, the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s board policies and procedures do not indicate 
an intent to assure student achievement and program effectiveness.  While some of the policies identified alluded 
to the importance of assessment, no comprehensive plan or planning process was available that described the 
district’s structure to clearly direct the review, analysis, evaluation, and improvement of instructional programs 
or the use of student assessment data to determine program efficacy. The locus of assessment is still the student; 
however, through a more focused examination of assessment data particular to specific programs, conclusions 
can be drawn via patterns of student measured performance in response to those programs.  
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In order to determine which assessment plan components were present or not present, the auditors examined 
the student and program assessment planning elements identified in policy, reviewed any existing assessment 
planning documents (generally consisting of assessment schedules and test matrices), conducted observations 
in the schools, and gathered information through interviews and surveys.  This information was then assessed 
using the 15 audit characteristics for a quality student assessment and program evaluation plan.  In order for 
planning to be considered adequate, at least 11 or the 15 characteristics must be rated as adequate.  Exhibit 4.1.1 
presents the characteristics and auditors’ ratings followed by discussion of each rating.

Exhibit 4.1.1

Characteristics of a Comprehensive Program Evaluation  
And Student Assessment Planning or Process

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Characteristic (The plan…)
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the student assessment 

plan and directs both formative and summative assessment of the curriculum by 
course and grade in congruence with board policy.  Expects ongoing formative 
and summative program evaluation; directs use of data to analyze group, school, 
program, and system student trends.

Partial*

2. Includes an explicit set of formative and summative assessment procedures to 
carry out the expectations outlined in the plan and in board policy.  Provides 
for regular formative and summative assessment at all levels of the system 
(organization, program, student).

X

3. Requires that formative, diagnostic assessment instruments that align to the district 
curriculum be administered to students frequently to give teachers information for 
instructional decision making.  This includes information regarding which students 
need which learner objectives to be at the appropriate level of difficulty (e.g., 
provides data for differentiated instruction).

X

4. Provides a list of student assessment and program evaluation tools, purposes, 
subjects, type of student tested, timelines, etc. Partial*

5. Identifies and provides direction on the use of diverse assessment strategies for 
multiple purposes at all levels—district, program, school, and classroom—that are 
both formative and summative.

X

6. Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the central office staff and school-based 
staff for assessing all students using designated assessment measures, and for 
analyzing test data.

X

7. Specifies the connection(s) among district, state, and national assessments. X
8. Specifies the overall assessment and analysis procedures used to determine 

curriculum effectiveness. X

9. Requires aligned student assessment examples and tools to be placed in curriculum 
and assessment documents. Partial*

10. Specifies how equity issues will be identified and addressed using data sources; 
controls for possible bias. X

11. Identifies the components of the student assessment system that will be included in 
program evaluation efforts and specifies how these data will be used to determine 
continuation, modification, or termination of a given program.

X

12. Provides for appropriate trainings for various audiences on assessment and the 
instructional use of assessment results. X

13. Delineates responsibilities and procedures for monitoring the administration of the 
comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan and/or procedures. Partial*
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Exhibit 4.1.1 (continued)
Characteristics of a Comprehensive Program Evaluation  

And Student Assessment Planning or Process
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Characteristic (The plan…)
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
14. Establishes a process for communicating and training staff in the interpretation of 

results, changes in state and local student achievement tests, and new trends in the 
student assessment field.

Partial*

15. Specifies creation of an assessment data system that allows for the attribution of 
costs by program, permitting program evaluations to support program-based cost-
benefit analyses. 

Partial*

Total 2 13
Percentage of Adequacy 13.3%

*Partially adequate ratings are tallied as inadequate.
©2013 CMSi

Exhibit 4.1.1 shows that the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s approach lacks the characteristics of 
sound assessment planning.  As noted previously, a minimum of 11 of the 15 characteristics (about 70 percent) 
must be in place in the existing process for it to be considered adequate to provide a framework for an effective 
approach to program evaluation and student assessment.  Auditors determined that two of the characteristics 
were present in one or more of the reviewed documents, including board policies, written procedures, state or 
local testing schedules, school improvement plans, the district improvement plan, other district level plans, job 
descriptions, and related documents.  No comprehensive program evaluations were identified for review by the 
auditors.

The auditors described the following conditions in the district regarding the rating of student assessment and 
program evaluation characteristics found in Exhibit 4.1.1:

Characteristic 1:  Philosophical Framework for Assessment Plan (Partially Adequate)

The vision of the Griffin-Spalding County School System indicated the district wanted its students to be 
future ready learners and contributing members of society.  The mission statement was to “Empower students 
to graduate college and career ready.” Board Policy IA/BA:  Philosophy included the statement: “Effective 
research and supportive data are used to design, implement, and evaluate our learning practices.” A review of 
the District Improvement Plan for 2009-2015 revealed that Strategic Goal 1 was student achievement.  The 
draft District Improvement Plan for 2016-2020 continues the desire for achievement as one of the four strategic 
areas is student performance.  No written document directed both formative and summative assessment of the 
curriculum by course and grade, and no board policies required such.

Characteristic 2:  Formative and Summative Assessment Procedures (Inadequate)

There was no explicit stated formative and summative assessment system designed to carry out of characteristic 
one.  Administrative regulations were lacking with regard to providing guidance for regular formative and 
summative assessment at all levels of the system.  Interviews indicated that formative assessment is taking place 
in the district; however, it is not coordinated as each teacher and school for the grade/class.

Characteristic 3:  Formative Assessment for Diagnostic Use (Inadequate)

Although board policy referenced the need for formative assessment and diagnostic data for instructional 
programs, such as Board Policy EEE:  Wellness, Board Policy IDAA:  Technical/Career Education, Board 
Policy IHAD:  Parent/Family Involvement, and Board Policy IKI:  Lesson Plans, the policies were not specific 
in defining formative data or procedures for frequent assessment of students for instructional decision making. 
Through interviews and surveys, auditors received data that formative assessment takes place in the district 
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periodically, but other than its use for Response for Intervention, there was no direction related to differentiated 
instruction or learner objectives. 

Characteristic 4:  Assessment and Program Evaluation Tools (Partially Adequate)

The list of assessment plans submitted by the schools and the district identified the student assessment tools for 
assessing students formatively and summatively.  These lists provided the dates and names of the assessments at 
each school level (elementary, middle, or high). However, the lists did not address purposes, subjects, and types 
of students tested. A timeline for administration of the assessments was provided.  A list of program evaluation 
tools was not provided.

Characteristic 5: Use of Diverse Assessment Strategies (Inadequate)

No guidance documents were available that identified and provided direction on the use of diverse formative and 
summative assessment strategies for multiple purposes at all levels—district, program, school, and classroom. 
While an assessment schedule was provided, the schedule contained names of tests and dates of administration, 
but failed to detail any assessment strategies. 

Characteristic 6:  Assessment Roles and Responsibilities (Adequate)

A review of job descriptions identified several positions with responsibilities for assessments Exhibit 4.1.2 
displays this information.

Exhibit 4.1.2

Job Descriptions with Assessment Responsibilities
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Job Title Assessment/Evaluation Responsibility
Academic Coach • Provides professional learning on using assessments to analyze student work and how to 

write effective feedback to support students. 
• Provides professional learning for teachers and leaders that support their ability to design 

assessments. 
• Facilitates ongoing collaboration of teachers to effectively monitor and adjust curriculum, 

assessment techniques, and instruction to ensure equity and excellence of student learning.
Counselor • Compiles progress monitoring for behavior students.

• Serves as Testing Coordinator by assisting the Assistant Principal with all the 
responsibilities of testing;  including, but not limited to benchmark testing, STEEP and 
CRCT.

Director of Pre-K-12 
Curriculum and 
Instruction

• Organizes, coordinates, implements and evaluates the total curriculum and instructional 
program prekindergarten through grade 12.

• Keeps the curriculum and instruction programs up to date with particular emphasis on 
evaluating new developments in instruction. Develops and initiates evaluation procedures 
for all programs.

• Keeps abreast of all new instructional materials and evaluates these materials in terms of 
their effectiveness as teaching aids in the educational program.

• Plans, organizes, and implements, with and through staff, district curriculum and 
instructional programs, which are articulated PreK-12 and result in alignment between what 
is being taught and what is being tested.

• Monitors the efficacy of instructional interventions that support continuous and measurable 
improvements in student achievement.

Director of System/
School Improvement

• Continuously assesses progress toward fully-operational high impact practices.
• Guides leaders, the leadership team, and collaborative learning teams with the development 

of structures and processes that support standards-based, job-embedded, result-driven 
professional learning.
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Exhibit 4.1.2 (continued)
Job Descriptions with Assessment Responsibilities

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Title Assessment/Evaluation Responsibility
Director of Strategic 
Talent Management

• Utilizes data to develop people strategies around GSCSS business goals, adapt goals to 
changing business climates, and measure recruiting and retention success as predictive 
measures.

• Utilizes data to enhance succession (progression) planning whereby skills and abilities of 
current employees are identified and developed so that an open position can be mapped to 
internal candidates who are a close match.

• Oversees development and implementation of efforts to align all areas of talent 
management systems to evaluation tools. 

District PBIS Coach • Works collaboratively with schools to analyze school data, monitoring schools’ completion 
of evaluation activities and reviewing and presenting evaluation results to district 
leadership.

Federal Programs 
Director

• Performs program analysis of all federal programs by developing and using analysis and 
monitoring reports. 

GNETS Mainstay 
Academy Coordinator

• Supervises and evaluates instructional programming. 
• Collects and interprets testing results and develops data-driven planning. 
• Supervises state and district-wide standardized testing.

Graduation Coach • Identifies bubble students (students within a band of 5% above and 5% below proficiency 
levels on state tests).

• Collects and analyzes data, including ongoing formative and summative evaluation data for 
each student selected.

• Tracks the progress of individual students.
• Conducts and analyzes formative and summative evaluation data of program effectiveness, 

including: number and percent of targeted students who met part or all of their goals in their 
academic plan; qualitative data from student and staff perception surveys. 

Director of Student 
Services

• Compiles data from a wide variety of sources for the purpose of analyzing issues, ensuring 
compliance with organization policies and procedures and/or monitoring program 
components.

Title I Instructional 
Paraprofessional and 
Paraprofessional

• Administers, scores, and records achievement and diagnostic tests as teacher recommends 
for individual students.

• Obtains, gather and organizes pertinent data, as needed.
Math Curriculum 
Coordinator

• Confers with teachers on planning, classroom and student data.
• Ensures alignment of the district math curriculum with the Common Core Georgia 

Performance Standards.
• Assists in raising the level of instructional performance and student achievement in math. 
• Develops common assessments, support and review.

Lead School 
Psychologist

• Conducts individual comprehensive psychological assessments and prepares written 
reports. 

• Collects information and recommends to the Director of Student Services regarding the 
need for evaluation materials.

School Psychologist • Conducts individual comprehensive psychological assessments and prepares written 
reports. 

Speech  Language 
Pathologist

• Conducts speech and/or language screenings on students aged 3-21 in the public school 
setting.

• Evaluates and diagnoses students suspected of speech and/or language disorders.
• Maintains progress data on students enrolled in intervention.

Special Education 
Coach

• Facilitates and plays an active role in Data-Based PLC meetings.
• Collects and analyzes all data relevant to the special education program.
• Serves as an instructional resource leader to work with special education teachers in 

curriculum development, diagnostic assessment, instructional strategies, and interventions.
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Exhibit 4.1.2 (continued)
Job Descriptions with Assessment Responsibilities

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Title Assessment/Evaluation Responsibility
Special Education Lead 
Teacher

• Assists schools with data and create reports. 
• Facilitates accuracy of student data to minimize data discrepancies through support and 

communication with school staff. 
• Coordinates and assists with PBIS and discipline data for the assigned schools. 

Teacher • Assesses and encourages student progress by:  1) promoting student engagement; 2) 
monitoring student progress; and 3) Responding to student performance.

Assistant Principal • Analyzes data and leads team to implement changes.
• Supports the special education program and special education teachers as appropriate with 

instructional strategies, classroom management, assessment, and behavioral interventions.
• Coordinates the standardized program and district assessments.

Athletic Academic 
Coordinator

• Gathers data and prepares document indicating the number of classes failed by student 
athletes, the number of student athletes who went through credit recovers, and also the 
number of students who repeated a class through online studies.

• Gathers data and prepares a document indicating the number of student athlete failures per 
core course area (math, language, science, social studies).

ELA Curriculum 
Coordinator

• Confers with teachers on planning, classroom and student data. 
• Analyzes student performance data on a regular basis to support differentiation and 

communicate findings.
• Develops common assessments, support and review.

Occupational Therapist • Synthesizes evaluation results into a comprehensive written report that reflects strengths 
and barriers to student participation in the educational environment, directs program 
development and guides evidence-based intervention.

• Has ability to interpret evaluation data and write a comprehensive report that reflects 
strengths and barriers to student’s participation and occupational performance.

Pre-K Coordinator • Researches, analyzes data, and presents to the board to support decision making for school 
improvement. 

Special Education 
Coordinator

• Assists special education teachers in curriculum development, diagnostic assessment, 
instructional strategies, and behavioral interventions. 

Special Education 
Director

• Serves as the instructional resource leader in curriculum development, diagnostic 
assessment, instructional strategies and behavioral interventions.

• Establishes procedures for referral, evaluation, re-evaluation, and assignment of special 
education students.

Administrative 
Technology Specialist

• Serves as security officer for student information ID and permission settings to maintain 
and protect student data.

• Assists school-based and central office personnel with all aspects of the SASixp school 
system operations including, but not limited to, enrollment of students, maintenance 
of student attendance, course history records, testing records, scheduling of students, 
transcripts, report cards, and other reports, and data backups.

• Audits data for accuracy and consistency for state and federal reporting, including, but 
not limited to, to Full-Time Equivalency, Student Data Record, Pre-ID Testing, HOPE 
Scholarship, and more.

Director of 
Administrative 
Technology

• Coordinates the implementation and support of the Student Information System as well as 
administrative applications.

• Coordinates the completion of data collection cycles as required by state and federal 
agencies.

• Collects and analyzes student data from the Student Information System.
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Exhibit 4.1.2 (continued)
Job Descriptions with Assessment Responsibilities

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Job Title Assessment/Evaluation Responsibility
Technology Trainer • Provides training and technical assistance to users of instructional technology applications.   

Applications include, but are not limited to:  Accelerated Reading, Accelerated Math, Ed 
Tech math training, EduSoft, Georgia Career Information System (GCIS), Parent Link, My 
Gradebook, etc.

• Assists in the evaluation of new forms of technology fo instructional and administrative 
uses.

Assessment, Data and 
Program Evaluation 
Coordinator

• Coordinates and organizes all testing activities of the district, including national and state 
assessments as well as local common assessments.

• Has a working knowledge of all state assessment programs and their accountability 
implications.

• Conducts training sessions for professional staff administering assessments.
• Reports student performance assessment data to campus personnel.
• Disaggregates, interprets, and applies assessment data to support achievement of district 

and campus goals for student performance.
• Provides staff development activities that incorporate the use of assessment data to examine 

curriculum and instructional program effectiveness.
• Participates in the district-level decision-making process to establish and review the 

district’s goals and objectives and major instructional program support by student 
assessment data.

• Reviews and evaluates programs that have the potential to enhance/improve the district 
assessment program and student performance.

• Serves as district contact for selected curriculum programs.
• Provides updates on usage and performance for selection of curriculum programs.

As can be seen from Exhibit 4.1.2, currently 30 positions have responsibilities for student and/or program 
assessment within the district.  These positions report to different individuals on the organizational chart.  
Although there are multiple positions with roles and responsibilities for student and program assessment, the 
relationships are not clear and provide opportunity for overlap and miscommunication.   

Characteristic 7:  Connection Among Assessments (Inadequate)

Auditors found matrices of named assessments, local, state, and national.  However, there was no explanation 
of how they link to student achievement within the district.  Additionally, through interviews, school staff failed 
to identify the connections; the most frequent concern in schools was “we have too many tests.”

Characteristic 8:  Assessment and Analysis of Curriculum Effectiveness (Inadequate)

A review of documents and interviews with district and school staff provided evidence of formative and 
summative assessments within the district; however, the procedures for using data to determine curriculum 
effectiveness were missing. Several job descriptions (see Exhibit 4.1.2) alluded to responsibilities for evaluation 
of curriculum; however, auditors have learned that through interviews data were mostly used for assessing 
student achievement and developing interventions rather than determining curriculum effectiveness (see 
Finding 2.1).  There was no written documentation of how curriculum was assessed, although a board policy 
indicated the desire for such.

Characteristic 9:  Aligned Assessment Examples in Curriculum Documents (Partially Adequate)

The curriculum documents reviewed by auditors were inconsistent in format with the inclusion of specific 
formative and/or summative items to measure individual objectives (see Findings 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3).  Auditors 
also reviewed assessments for alignment to the curriculum scope and found many areas of inadequacy (see 
Finding 4.2). 
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Characteristic 10:  Equity in Assessment (Inadequate)

Auditors reviewed all documents, job descriptions, data sources, and equity policies for information related to 
how equity issues were identified and addressed.  The board policy on equity failed to provide specific guidance 
as well as to be multiple data reports on equity (see Findings 3.1 and 4.3). The job description for the academic 
coach referenced student equity in learning; however, interviews, revealed equity was addressed more through 
Response to Intervention.    

Characteristic 11:  Use of Data for Decision Making (Inadequate)

As there was no comprehensive district assessment plan, but rather schedules and descriptions of tests, 
information concerning the use of data and its relationship to decision making was not addressed in a plan 
format. A review of job descriptions indicated that program evaluation and reports were responsibilities of 
multiple positions within the district. No written document identified the components of the student assessment 
system that would be included in program evaluation efforts or indications of how the data would be used to 
determine continuation, modification, or termination of a given program (see Findings 2.4 and 5.3).  Board 
policy was silent with regard to program evaluation.

Characteristic 12:  Appropriate Assessment Training (Adequate)

Auditors learned from job descriptions and interviews that training on various assessments and instructional 
use was available within the district.  The Technology Department provided multiple opportunities for learning 
how to use assessments through trainings and modules.  Academic coaches, English language arts and math 
coordinators, and various departments also focused on providing training in the development of assessments.  The 
Curriculum and Assessment Department work with administrators on formative and summative assessments, as 
well (see Finding 3.2). The auditors found numerous opportunities to receive training on assessment, although 
the training was not integrated or coordinated and sometimes overlapped (see Finding 3.2).

Characteristic 13:  Monitoring Responsibilities (Partially Adequate)

Auditors reviewed all documents provided, including job descriptions, for responsibility related to monitoring 
student assessment and program evaluation.  Several positions had some responsibilities for monitoring student 
assessment, including counselors, assistant principals, technology director, and Pre-K-12 Curriculum Director.  
The Federal Programs Director was given the responsibility for monitoring federal programs and compliance.  
However, there was no specific position charged with monitoring program evaluations while the Director of 
Assessment, Data and Programs has a job responsibility for assessment of programs, auditors determined 
through specific program evaluation requests that no current system exists for program evaluation. Thus, this 
characteristic was rated partially adequate. Board policies fail to provide direction regarding the responsibility 
for monitoring student assessment and program evaluation.

Characteristic 14:  Communication and Training (Partially Adequate)

No written document described the process for communicating assessment changes and opportunities for 
training staff in the interpretation of results, changes in state and local student achievement tests, and new trends 
in the assessment field.  Interview data suggest that communication is inadequate.  There is a district expectation 
that use of data occurs in professional learning communities with the assistance of academic coaches, English 
language arts and math coordinators, and lead teachers. Agendas of the district leadership team listed data 
discussions and announcements as part of the district leadership process. Auditors found no monitoring to 
ensure data discussions in PLCs or updates occur.  Teachers reported that tests change frequently, and they are 
not informed ahead of the change. 

Characteristic 15:  Assessment Data System (Partially Adequate)

No board policy or administrative regulation provides direction for an assessment data system.  The district 
maintains multiple systems for data, but all operate independently of each other.  Systems in personnel, finance, 
student services, data technology, and at the school levels do not interface.  The district is transitioning for 
the next year from one data system to another for collection and analysis of student achievement data.  There 
are several jobs with responsibilities for the analysis of data.  The Technology Department currently has the 
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responsibility for supporting the student achievement data system but not program evaluation. The current 
system does not allow for the attribution of costs by program or permit program evaluations that would support 
program-based cost-benefit analysis.

In order to collect information on typical program evaluation practices used in the Griffin-Spalding County 
School System, auditors performed a frequency analysis of the evaluation methods used by school and district 
staff to assess programs or interventions identified in the school program surveys completed by school principals 
just before the site visit.  This information appears in Finding 5.3.

After reviewing board policy, examining district documents, and interviewing district and school staff.  Auditors 
concluded the district lacks a formal program evaluation policy and procedures.  A likely consequence resulting 
from the absence of a formal program evaluation and student assessment system is incomplete assessment of 
student performance on the desired learning objectives in every course and subject (see Finding 4.2).  One 
potential outcome is that when evaluation does occur, it is either governed by outside agencies, such as the state, 
or by consultants and, therefore, contributes little to the internal program improvement effort or the development 
of “resident expertise.”  Another concern would be the administration and analysis of evaluation results using 
different assessments for different programs or schools.  Lack of coordination in evaluation approaches and 
methodology of use within the system could end up contributing little to cohesive and actionable organizational 
knowledge.

In an attempt to gather additional information in support of document reviews and observations, auditors 
conducted interviews with a wide range of district and school personnel, including school administrators, 
teachers, board members, parents, district level administrators, and other staff.  The following comments were 
typical of those gathered in these interviews.

Sample comments regarding the plan for assessment included the following:

• “There is nothing in place except an assessment calendar.” (District Administrator)

• “We use formative assessments throughout the year as we have a 9+ 1 model, which means 9 days of 
teaching and 1 day of assessment.”  (District Administrator)

• “We are going to a new data assessment program called Mastery Connect.  We used to use Performance 
Matters.”  (District Administrator)

• “Lots of good people but for some reason we are not getting increases in student achievement to 
make the state averages.  Somewhere there is a disconnect, and we need to know what it is.” (District 
Administrator)

• “Each school has a different assessment plan, which hurts students who change schools.” (Teacher)

• “There is not any consistency among schools for which types of school-wide standardized assessment 
will be done.  There is very little guidance.”  (Teacher)

• “There needs to be more consistency with requiring the use of tests once they have been created.  It 
should not be left up to the schools to decide if they are going to utilize them.” (Teacher)

• “Do we have a policy on assessment?  I don’t know.”  (Board Member)

The following comments address a comprehensive assessment system within the district:

• “We have benchmarks to use, but most teachers prefer to make their own.” (District Administrator)

• “Next year it will be mandated to do pre- and post-tests.  This year about 33 percent use it.” (School 
Administrator)

• “We have consistent standardized measures and dates.  We don’t have a lot of common assessments that 
everybody takes that is [sic] exactly the same, so the consistency of information is not good.” (School 
Administrator)
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• “There are no system-wide common assessments, and the reporting of mastery of standards is not 
uniform or complete.” (Teacher)

• “We need to develop benchmarks with more constructive and extended responses.” (Teacher)

• “If we are using one standard-based report card for the district, assessments for the report card should 
be the same for all schools.”  (Teacher)

Comments regarding program evaluation were also collected.  The following are samples:

• “Programs are created because the grant money is there.  When the money is gone, the programs are 
gone. We do not have data on them.”  (Community)

• “Program evaluation is missing, and our new strategy map will focus on that.” (District Administrator)

• “We struggle with evaluating the effectiveness of funding a new program. The evaluation becomes 
more of a belief that something works than data-driven evaluation.”  (District Administrator)

• “We receive reports on the state tests.  If we are doing bad in an area, it reverts back to Teaching and 
Learning and the superintendent.”  (Board Member)

Summary

The auditors found that the district lacks comprehensive direction for student assessment and program 
evaluation planning to guide decisions for the improvement of student achievement over time.  In particular, 
auditors found little or no evidence that the documents and plans reviewed were adequate to direct the process 
of program evaluation.  In addition, no single comprehensive student assessment plan provided guidance for 
integrating local, state, and national assessments and connecting data analysis with instructional and district 
program decision making.  

Project compliance reports associated with grants were the only program evaluation reports available for 
auditors’ review, but they were too narrowly focused to guide a district-wide program evaluation effort through 
the expected sequence of program selection, implementation, data analysis, and application of results to 
instructional improvement efforts. Student assessment data largely consisted of state reports and reports from 
national testing companies.  The district has multiple data systems, which are not totally integrated; however, 
there is movement toward a new student achievement data system for the coming year. Elements of assessment 
data for student achievement and program evaluation were absent from district and school improvement plans.

Finding 4.2:  The scope of the student assessment program is inadequate to provide sufficient data for 
instructional decision making and planning.

In addition to the development of a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan as described 
in Finding 4.1, a school district must assure that there is a comprehensive set of student assessment data for 
each course and subject area taught at each grade level comprising the K-12 curriculum.  This is necessary so 
that meaningful decisions about the quality of curriculum and its’ delivery can be made for all grade levels and 
subject areas of the taught curriculum for every instructional effort that occupies a portion of the teaching day.  
This includes the assessment of all courses, not just the major required subject areas.  A comprehensive student 
testing program provides the foundation for decisions regarding curriculum design and delivery.  One aspect 
of the comprehensiveness of the assessment program is the extent of the taught curriculum that is formally 
assessed.  If only a portion of the curriculum is assessed, decision making will be based on limited feedback, 
and planning for improvement may be compromised.  An effective student assessment effort requires the 
formal evaluation of the major learning objectives of each subject at each grade level.  A student assessment 
system of such scope also provides feedback that can be used to determine the strengths and weaknesses of 
various programs and potential program alternatives.  This performance feedback supports the decision making 
necessary for improving curriculum content and classroom instructional practices, which, in turn, enhances 
academic achievement for individuals and groups of students.

Without specific information on how students are performing in all areas of intended learning, board members, 
administrators, parents, teachers, and the students themselves may be left to rely on anecdotal and subjective 
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evidence to make decisions regarding large portions of the educational program.  An unintended loss of time 
associated with potentially ineffective instruction can be mitigated by a comprehensive set of assessments 
providing ongoing, timely, and complete information that will contribute to quality control of the educational 
program.  In an effective assessment program, student performance is formally evaluated for every course 
implemented within the system and at every grade level.  While it is desirable to have assessment for every course 
and program offered, the audit standard is that 100 percent of the core course offerings (English/language arts, 
mathematics, science, and social studies) and 70 percent of all other courses/programs are formally assessed.  
For this finding, a “formal assessment” is defined as an assessment that is administratively mandated in a 
standardized form for use with all district students in a grade level or course.

To determine the scope of assessment (the extent to which curriculum areas taught were formally assessed) in 
the Griffin-Spalding County School System, the auditors examined existing documents regarding the testing 
required by both the district and the state.  Auditors reviewed relevant district policies, and school and district 
plans, including district assessment plans, test schedules, accountability documents, and school improvement 
plans.  In addition, district and state listings of tests administered, district assessment documents, curriculum 
scope documents, and documents listing courses taught in the district along with their associated assessments 
were reviewed.  The auditors also examined the testing information provided by the district to determine the 
relationship between the taught and the assessed curriculum.

Overall, the auditors found that the kindergarten through grade 12 scope of assessment was inadequate in a 
number of subject areas to monitor student achievement across core curriculum offerings.  Furthermore, tests 
used for the formal assessment of non-core courses appeared only sporadically.  Auditors determined that 
the overall lack of formal course assessments and district planning documents to direct such assessment did 
not allow for the comprehensive evaluation of program efforts necessary for decision making regarding the 
continuation of these programs (see also Findings 2.3, 3.1, and 5.3).  Some areas of student assessment in core 
curricular subject areas—including English/language arts and, in most cases, mathematics—were complete 
in all or nearly all grade levels. Formal assessments in these cases were comprised of an array of district 
formative and diagnostic assessments administered at various intervals throughout the year and the mandatory 
state testing program (see Exhibit 4.2.1).

Clearly, the district focus on implementation of its own local assessment of core courses has been allowed 
to lapse.  Schools have been allowed to use multiple resources in the development of their own formative 
assessment.  As a result, it is very difficult to determine which formative test is effective in predicting student 
performance on the testing system mandated by the state of Georgia for annual summative testing.  In addition, 
the focus on state-tested curriculum has left a substantial portion of the taught curriculum without formative/
summative assessment.  This condition is evident in testing plans and schedules; even though these courses and 
activities are exempt from state-mandated testing, they demand substantial portions of the instructional day, 
especially as students advance into the upper grade levels.  In addition, the district program survey conducted 
for the audit identified a large number of efforts or interventions at the schools that were apparently designed 
to target the affective domain, including programs primarily focused on student emotional, behavioral, and 
character development goals (see Finding 5.3).  Few of these efforts were subjected to an adequate program 
assessment or evaluation process (see Findings 4.1 and 5.3).  

Finally, the district was found to have no comprehensive plan or practice for the use of state assessment or 
locally obtained student performance data to evaluate its own instructional practices for every grade in every 
content area (see  Finding 4.1).  As a result, the student assessment process was found inadequate to provide 
sufficient data for instructional decision making and planning.

The following is a brief description of state assessment requirements found in statute take from the website for 
the Georgia Department of Education (http://www.gadoe.org ) 

The purpose of the Georgia Student Assessment Program is to measure student achievement of the 
state-adopted content standards and inform efforts to improve teaching and learning.  Results of the 
assessment program are utilized to identify students failing to achieve mastery of content, to provide 
teachers with feedback about instructional practice, and to assist school districts in identifying strengths 
and weaknesses in order to establish priorities in planning educational programs.

http://www.gadoe.org
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The assessment program includes customized summative criterion-referenced tests at the elementary, 
middle, and high school levels.  In addition, Georgia participates in the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress in grades 4, 8, and 12.  A variety of resources, including formative tools, 
are provided to assist parents, educators, students and the public with efforts improve educational 
opportunities for students. 

The primary assessments include:

• Georgia Milestones Assessment System

• ACCESS for ELLs

• Georgia Alternate Assessment (GAA)

• Georgia Kindergarten Inventory of Developing Skills (GKIDS)

• National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

Auditors’ examination of Griffin-Spalding County School System board policy governing the student assessment 
program identified several policies that defined the relationship between the taught and tested curriculum.  The 
following were determined to be the most pertinent regarding that relationship:

• Board Policy IA/BA: Philosophy describes the mission and philosophy of the school district.  Included 
in the philosophy is the statement that “effective research and supportive data are used to design, 
implement, and evaluate our learning practices.”

• Board Policy II: Testing Program – Student Assessment states that “Test results will be used as a means 
to improve instruction.”  Specifically, test results will be used as follows:   

 ○ to identify individual weaknesses in skill development in the various basic skills assessed;

 ○ diagnose strengths and weaknesses of groups;

 ○ individualize instruction; 

 ○ select curriculum materials; 

 ○ select methods of instruction; and

 ○ counsel students.

The policy also addresses reporting assessment results to parents, pupils, and citizens of Spalding County.

While board policy and administrative procedures state the expectation to assess students and evaluate outcomes, 
the policy and procedures fall short of requiring formal summative and formative evaluation of all content 
areas at all grades or instructional levels.  As such, the policy and procedures were not adequate to guide staff 
in designing an assessment system with sufficient scope to ascertain the status of student learning across the 
curricular offerings or determine the impact of district educational programs and practices on that learning (see 
Findings 1.1, 2.1, and 4.1).

As can be seen in the policy review, the State Board of Education Rules and Georgia state law (O.C.G.A) underlie 
many of the district’s assessment policies and practices, but the district leadership is left to develop specific 
implementation of those statutes for the school system.  For example, the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System has no district plan or policy providing specific direction regarding the provision of a comprehensive 
assessment program in support of improved curriculum delivery, nor is there a prescribed methodology for the 
evaluation of programmatic efforts within the school district (see Findings 1.1, 2.1, and 4.1).

The Griffin-Spalding County School System administers a number of student assessment measures annually 
to the students of the district.  The district is also reacting to major changes at the state level that deal with 
mandated testing, including the introduction of new state level examination and a complex transition away 
from components of the previous system.  Exhibit 4.2.1 displays many of the assessment instruments that are 
currently part of the district system of assessment.
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Exhibit 4.2.1

Commonly Administered Formal Assessments of Student Performance
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Assessment Description
AP Exams The Advanced Placement (AP) program allows students to take rigorous college-level 

courses while still in high school.  Students may earn college credit and/or advanced 
placement into upper-level college courses by taking AP exams.  These tests are 
administered on campus and submitted to the College Board for scoring.  The range of 
possible scores is one to five, with students receiving a three or better being potentially 
eligible for college credit.  Many colleges and universities recognize AP courses when 
making admissions decisions.

ACCESS For ELLs, a social and instructional English Assessment associated with English/Language 
Arts, Math, Science and Social Studies.

ACT Test The ACT is a college entrance examination that measures high school students’ general 
educational development and their capability to complete college-level work. The multiple 
choice tests cover four skill areas: English, mathematics, reading, and science.  The optional 
Writing Test measures skill in planning and writing a short essay.

Common Assessments Periodic or interim assessments that are collaboratively designed by grade-level or course 
teams of teachers.  Designed as matching pre-and post-assessments to ensure same-
assessment to same-assessment comparison of student growth.

CTAE End of Pathway 
Assessment

A measurement used to ascertain the level of technical skill attained on behalf of its career 
pathway.

End of Course Exams 
(EOC)
• 9th Literature
• American Literature
• Coordinate Algebra
• Analytic Geometry
• Algebra I
• Geometry
• Physical Science
• Biology
• U.S. History
• Economics

Georgia Milestones Assessment System - EOCs are based on the Georgia State Learning 
Standards in English/Language Arts, mathematics, and science.  This assessment measures 
how well students have learned the knowledge and skills outlined in the state-adopted 
content standards.

End of Grade 
Assessment (EOG)

Georgia Milestones Assessment System – for 3rd through 8th grade students in the areas 
of English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies.  This assessment 
measures how well student have learned the knowledge and skills outlined in the state 
adopted content standards.

Georgia Kindergarten 
Inventory of 
Developing Skills 
(GKIDS)

A year-long, performance-based assessment aligned to the state-mandated content standard 
in the areas of English/Language Arts, Math Science, Social Studies, Personal/Social 
Development, and Approaches to Learning.

Georgia Alternate 
Assessment (GAA)

A portfolio of student work that demonstrates achievement and progress relative to selected 
skills that are aligned to the Georgia curriculum in English/Language Arts, Math, Science, 
and Social Studies.

iSTEEP A universal screener used to assist schools in implementing programs designed to determine 
if students are on track and to accelerate their performance if they are below desired 
levels.  This is accomplished through assessing, analyzing, and progress monitoring student 
performance.  iSTEEP (claims) to provide powerful tools to assist schools in implementing 
programs designed to determine if students are on track and to accelerate their performance 
if they are below desired levels.  Easy to use reports keep teachers and administrators 
informed in real time.   
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Exhibit 4.2.1 (continued)
Commonly Administered Formal Assessments of Student Performance

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Assessment Description
National Assessment of 
Educational Progress 
(NAEP)

The NAEP is a national assessment that measures student knowledge and skills in reading, 
mathematics, and other subject areas.  The federal No Child Left Behind Act requires the 
NAEP assessment be given in rading and mathematics at grades 4 and 8 every two years.  
States and school districts that receive Title I federal funding to help students in high poverty 
areas must participate in these assessments and in their pilot assessments.

Preliminary Scholastic 
Aptitude Test (PSAT)

The PSAT is a standardized test administered by the College Board and cosponsored by the 
National Merit Scholarship Corporation (NMSC). Students register for the exam through 
high schools that are members of the College Board. The test is composed of four sections: 
two Math Sections, Critical Reading, and Writing Skills.  The test gives 10th grade students 
an opportunity to gain knowledge concerning the requirements of the upcoming SAT 
assessment.

Scholastic Aptitude Test 
(SAT)

The SAT is a college entrance examination consisting of three parts: Writing, Mathematics, 
and Critical Reasoning.  It is a timed exam and includes the assessment of academic skills, 
including grammar, usage, diction, number and operations, algebra and functions, geometry 
and statistics, probability, and data analysis.  Vocabulary, critical reading, and sentence level 
reading are also assessed.

Scholastic Reading 
Inventory (SRI)

Scholastic Reading Inventory is a computer-adaptive assessment designed to measure how 
well readers read literature and expository text of varying difficulties. The test is geared 
toward students at all reading levels, because it self-adjusts in response to the student’s 
reading ability. No prior knowledge is necessary to take the test. It is used to screen and 
place students.

Scholastic Math 
Inventory

Scholastic Math Inventory (SMI) is a computer-adaptive mathematics test that provides 
a measure of students’ readiness for mathematics instruction in the form of a Quantile 
measure. The results of the test can be used to measure how well students understand and are 
likely to be successful with various grade-appropriate mathematical skills and topics. SMI is 
designed to be administered three to five times during a school year. It is used to screen and 
place students.

Semester Final Exams An assessment at the end of course to determine if the students have knowledge of the 
standards that have been covered in the class.

Student Learning 
Objectives (SLO)

An assessment used to measure teacher effectiveness and to provide teachers, schools, and 
the district with information to improve instruction in these subjects.

Sources: Griffin-Spalding County School System

As can be noted from Exhibit 4.2.1, there are 17 different measures available in Griffin-Spalding County School 
System for analyzing student achievement and program/instructional effectiveness.

Exhibit 4.2.2 provides a summary of the formal assessments in Griffin-Spalding County School System 
administered at the kindergarten through grade 12 level based on district elementary and secondary assessment 
schedules.  As can be noted in this exhibit, the state of Georgia has significantly revised its state-mandated 
student assessment system.  This assessment system, based on Common Core State Standards, currently 
includes a consortium of 22 states.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Standardized_test
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/College_Board
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Merit_Scholarship_Program
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Exhibit 4.2.2

Formal Tests Administered by Grade Level
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Test K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
ACCESS for ELLs X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Advanced Placement Program (AP) X* X* X* X*
American College Testing (ACT) X* X* X*
CTAE End of Pathways Assessments (EOPA) Career 
Technical Agriculture Education X X

EOC Georgia Milestones (Literature) X
EOC Georgia Milestones (American Literature) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (Coordinate Algebra) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (Analytic Geometry) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (Algebra I) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (Geometry) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (Physical Science) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (Biology) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (U.S. History) X X X X
EOC Georgia Milestones (Economics) X X X X
EOG Georgia Milestones Assessment (English/
Language Arts) X X X X X X

EOG Georgia Milestones Assessment (Mathematics) X X X X X X
EOG Georgia Milestones Assessment (Science) X X X X X X
EOG Georgia Milestones Assessment (Social 
Studies) X X X X X X

Georgia Kindergarten Inventory of Developing Skills 
(GKIDS) X

Georgia Alternate Assessment (GAA Special 
Education Students) X X X X X X X

National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP)

The Federal No Child Left Behind Act requires the NAEP 
assessment be given in reading and mathematics at grades 4 and 
8 every two years.  States and school districts that receive Title 
I federal funding to help students in high poverty areas must 
participate in these assessments, and their pilot assessments.

Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSAT) X* X* X*
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) X* X* X*
Scholastic Mathematical Inventory (SMI) X X X X
Scholastic Reading Inventory SRI) X X X X X X X X X X
Universal Screener (iSTEEP) X X X X X X X X X X
Data Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System  and Georgia Department of Education, State required test schedule
Key:  X* indicates an optional test

As can be noted, the assessments displayed in Exhibit 4.2.2 address core courses and skills almost exclusively. 
Formal assessments for Career Technical Agriculture Education are part of the “Career Pathways” Program.  
Formative common assessments were reported to the auditors on the district’s published Assessment Calendar 
revised 10/20/15.  These common assessments are not listed on Exhibit 4.2.2.  The testing calendar indicated that 
the common assessments have a “flexibility option.”  Schools are using that “flexibility option” in many ways.  
They are also using multiple resources for developing common assessments.  There were no formal assessments 
for the plethora of elective and supplemental courses, the various counseling/character development programs 
(see Finding 5.3),  or other courses outside of the core academic curriculum, particularly at the high school 
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level. The audit standard calls for 70 percent of these latter courses and programs to include formal assessment 
procedures and a record of performance results.

In order to assess the alignment of assessments to the curriculum, Exhibit 4.2.3 displays the formal assessments 
available at the elementary level.  Audit expectations are that 100 percent of the core content areas ( English 
language arts, math, science, and social studies) and 70 percent of the non-core content areas have assessment 
to measure the curriculum content. 

Exhibit 4.2.3

Scope of Formal Assessment  
For Grades Kindergarten through Grade 5

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Course Title Grade Level Courses 
Offered

Courses 
with 

Assessment

% 
Assessed

Core Content Areas
Subject PK K 1 2 3 4 5

English Language Arts X X X X X X X 7 7 100
Mathematics 0 X X X X X X 7 6 86
Science 0 X X X X X X 7 6 86
Social Studies 0 X X X X X X 7 6 86
Total Scope of Core Content Area Curriculum 28 25 89%

Non-Core Content Areas
Physical Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0
Art 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0
Music 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0
STEM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0
Technology 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0

Total Core Courses 28 25 89
Total Non-Core Classes 35 0 0

Total Scope of the Assessed Pre-K through 5 Curriculum 63 25 40%
Key: X=Course offered, assessment available 0=Course offered no assessment available
Data Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System Curriculum Documents and System Testing Calendar.

Exhibit 4.2.3 displays good assessment coverage for English language arts with assessment coverage coming 
from measures such as Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) and the Georgia Kindergarten Inventory of 
Developing Skills (GKIDS).  The Georgia Milestones End of Grade (EOG) administration (third grade through 
fifth grade) and, presumably, the optional “common assessments,” as well as the Student Learning Objectives 
(SLO) administered Pre-K through fifth grade in the core areas also provide good assessment coverage in the 
core areas of math, science, and social studies. It should be noted that the district failed to produce the “common 
assessments” as a consistent practice, but as an option.  The auditors determined that in Pre-Kindergarten the 
only area adequately covered by assessment was English language arts with the use of the Scholastic Reading 
Inventory (SRI).  Additionally, non-core content areas such as physical education, art, music, STEM, and 
technology were not assessed. Thus, the elementary level K-5 has adequate assessment in the core content areas 
(only with consistent use of the available assessments) and inadequate assessment in the non-core content areas. 
Combined the Griffin-Spalding County School System provides 40 percent assessment for curriculum delivered 
at the elementary level, which is inadequate.
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Exhibit 4.2.4 examines the assessment coverage for the middle school grades in core and non-core content 
areas.

Exhibit 4.2.4

Scope of Formal Assessment for Grades 6-8
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Course Title Grade Level Courses 
Offered

Courses 
with Formal 
Assessment

% 
Assessed

Core Content Areas
Subject 6 7 8

English/Language Arts 6-8 X X X 3 3 100
English/Language Arts 6-8 Honors X X X 3 3 100
Mathematics 6-8 X X X 3 3 100
Mathematics 6-8 Honors X X X 3 3 100
Mathematics 6/7 Accelerated (Cowan MS only) X X 2 2 100
Mathematics 7B/8 Accelerated (Cowan MS only) X X 2 2 100
High School Algebra (Cowen MS only) X 1 1 100
Science 6-8 X X X 3 3 100
Science Honors 6-8 X X X 3 3 100
Social Studies 6-8 X X X 3 3 100
Social Studies 6-8 Honors X X X 3 3 100
Total Scope of Assessment Core Content 29 29 100

Non-Core Content Areas
Physical Education 6-8 0 0 0 3 0 0
Art 6-8 0 0 0 3 0 0
Band 6-8 0 0 0 3 0 0
Band/Guitar 6-8 (Rehoboth Road only) 0 0 0 3 0 0
Chorus 0 0 0 3 0 0
Chorus/Theater (Rehoboth Road only) 0 0 3 0 0
Family and Consumer Science (Cowan Road only) 0 0 0 3 0 0
Business and Computer 6-8 (Cowan Road only) 0 0 0 3 0 0
Business 6-8 (Carver Road only) 0 0 0 3 0 0
Computer 6-8 (Kennedy and Rehoboth Road only) 0 0 0 3 0 0
Technology 6-8 0 0 0 3 0 0

Total Scope of Assessment Core Content 29 29 100
Total Scope of Assessment Non-Core Content 33 0 0

Total Scope of Assessment 62 29 47%
Key:   X=Courses offered at all middle schools with formal assessments available

0=Courses offered at all middle schools with no formal assessment
Blank=Course not offered at that middle school

Data Source: Griffin-Spalding County School System Curriculum Documents and System Testing Calendar as presented to reviewers.

Exhibit 4.2.4 displays 100 percent assessment coverage in all core areas by the Georgia Milestones Assessment 
System in reading, mathematics, science, and social studies.  Additionally, the Scholastic Reading Inventory 
(SRI) and the Scholastic Mathematical Inventory (SMI) provide three touchstones throughout the school year 
for reading and mathematics.  The Georgia Department of Education Student Learning Objectives (SLO) 
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is a component of the Teacher Keys Effectiveness System.  Tested subjects include English language arts, 
mathematics, science, and social studies for grades 4 through 8. Each Local Education Agency (LEA)’s SLO 
is submitted to the Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE) for audit review and approval.  SLO testing is 
administered twice a year.  

With regard to the non-core subjects, non-core content areas such as physical education, art, band, chorus, family 
and consumer science, business and computers, and technology were not assessed.  Exhibit 4.2.4 shows that 
100 percent of the core areas and zero percent of the non-core areas were assessed for an overall comprehensive 
coverage of 47 percent at the middle school level, which is considered inadequate.

Exhibit 4.2.5 provides a display of both core subjects and non-core subject offerings and the associated student 
assessments available for formally measuring student learning in grades 9-12.

Exhibit 4.2.5

Scope of the Formal Assessment Grades 9-12  
For Core and Non-Core Courses

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Areas of Study Courses 
Offered

Courses 
With Formal 
Assessment

% With 
Assessment

Core Courses
English Language Arts 24 2 8
Mathematics 18 4 22
Science 20 2 10
Social Studies 22 2 9

Totals for Core Courses 84 10 12
Non-Core Courses

World Languages 12 0 0
Career Technical Agricultural Education 58 58 100
Fine and Performing Arts 57 0 0
Health and Physical Education 18 0 0

Totals for Core Area Curriculum 84 10 12
Totals for Non-Core Curriculum 145 58 40

Total Scope of Assessment 229 68 30

As displayed in Exhibit 4.2.5, the Georgia Milestones End of Course (EOC) provides a formal assessment for 9th 
Grade Literature, American Literature, Coordinate Algebra, Analytic Geometry, Algebra I, Geometry, Physical 
Science, Biology, U.S. History, and Economics.  Other core content courses without an End of Course Exam 
are not currently formally evaluated.   Additionally, Career Technical Agricultural Education requires that each 
program concentration has “Career Pathways” that have been developed for students to select and complete.  At 
the conclusion of the required coursework in each “pathway,” students are assessed.  Thus, at the high school 
level, 12 percent of the core courses are evaluated, and 40 percent of the non-core courses (only CTAE courses) 
are evaluated for a total curriculum scope of 30 percent.  The audit standard of 100 percent coverage for core 
and 70 percent coverage for non-core is not met.    
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A summary of the results of the analysis of formal assessment of both core and non-core subjects for grades 
K-12 appears in Exhibit 4.2.6.

Exhibit 4.2.6

Summary of Scope of Formal Assessment  
Pre-Kindergarten through Grade 12

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Grades/Courses Requiring 
Formal Assessment

Grades/Courses With  
Formal Assessment

Core Courses
Elementary (Pre-K – 5) 28 25
Middle School (Grades 6 – 8) 29 29
High School (Grades 9 – 12) 84 12

Total (Core Courses) 141 66
Total Scope of Core Courses with Formal Assessment 47%

Non-Core Courses
Elementary (Pre-K – 5) 35 0
Middle School (grades 6 – 8) 33 0
High School (grades 9 – 12) 145 58

Totals (Non-core Courses) 213 58
Total Scope of Non-Core Courses with Formal Assessment 27%

As displayed in Exhibit 4.2.6, of the 141 core curriculum subjects requiring formal assessment, auditors found 
evidence of 66 courses (47 percent) meeting the audit assessment criteria.  As the audit standard is that all core 
courses be formally evaluated, auditors found that the assessment program was not adequate for providing 
sufficient data for instructional decision making and planning in the core subject areas.

For non-core courses, the audit standard is 70 percent formal assessment coverage.  As indicated in Exhibit 
4.2.6, auditors determined that less than one-third of these courses (27 percent) were formally assessed.  While 
informal classroom assessments were no doubt administered, scored, and used to make individual student 
evaluation decisions, the absence of formal assessments resulted in insufficient data for instructional decision 
making and planning with regard to non-core courses that, together, account for a large percentage of total 
student instructional time.
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A survey given to teachers asked the question regarding available formative assessment for the district curriculum 
objectives.  Exhibit 4.2.7 provides the teacher responses to this question.

Exhibit 4.2.7

Formative Assessments for District Curriculum Objectives
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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From Exhibit 4.2.7, it is noted:

• Of the 452 teachers who responded, 53 percent agreed or strongly agreed there were formative 
assessments available for the curriculum objectives.

• Seventy-nine (79), or 18 percent, of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed that there were 
formative assessments available.  

• Twenty-nine (29) percent of the teachers did not agree or disagree that formative assessments were 
available within the district for the curriculum objectives.

• Overall, 47 percent of the teachers did not identify formative assessments for all curriculum objectives.
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Auditors also surveyed teachers to determine what assessments were used in the classroom on an ongoing basis 
to assess student learning.  Exhibit 4.2.8 presents the information obtained.

Exhibit 4.2.8

Types of Assessments Used in Classrooms to Assess Student Learning
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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ongoing basis to assess student learning?

From Exhibit 4.2.8, it is noted:

• One third of teachers answering the survey utilize assessments they made themselves (33 percent).

• The next most common assessment utilized are those created by the teams (19 percent)

• Less than one percent (0.89 percent) utilized district interim assessments.
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Auditors also asked if the teachers utilized the district interim assessments as a formative measure of student 
learning and their instruction.  Exhibit 4.2.9 displays the teacher responses.

Exhibit 4.2.9

Use of District Interim Assessments to Measure Student Learning
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016
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Exhibit 4.2.9 displays the following responses:

• Forty-eight (48) percent of the teachers used the district interim assessments as a formative measure of 
student learning and instruction.

• Seventeen (17) percent of the teachers did not use the district interim assessments as a formative 
measure.

• Thirty-five (35) percent of the teachers were neutral about using the assessments.

• Fifty-two (52) percent of the teachers were either neutral or did not use the district interim assessments 
as a formative measure of student learning and teacher instruction.

Interviews were conducted with school and district staff, board members, community members, and parents.  
The following are examples of comments regarding the scope of assessment in the district.

• “Curriculum is tied to the Georgia Standards.  Assessment is tied to the curriculum, so we only test what 
we receive from the state.”   (Teacher)

• “Some of the district assessments and universal screeners need to be more aligned with the curriculum.”  
(Teacher)

• “We create our own assessments and log them into Mastery Connect.”  (Teacher)

• “We use a lot of different things to assess learning. It is not just one test.”  (Teacher)



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 300

Moore Elementary Data Room

Summary

Auditors reviewed the Griffin-Spalding Matrix of Assessments Calendar for 2015-16, school assessment plans, 
and other documents providing evidence of assessments administered in the school district.  The overall scope 
of formal assessment for core and non-core content curriculum does not meet audit standards. The scope of 
district assessment for core content courses at the middle school level met the audit expectation of 100 percent 
assessment.  The scope of district assessment for core courses at the high school level at 12 percent and the 
elementary level at 89 percent did not meet the audit expectation for core course formal assessment.  A review 
of non-core courses for all three levels revealed that all three levels were less than 70 percent formal assessment 
in the non-core areas.  None of the non-core content courses received formal assessments at the elementary 
and middle school levels.  At the high school level, only the career technical non-core courses had formal 
assessments. Teachers’ responses to a survey about use of district assessments and the classroom instruction 
found that not all teachers use the district interim assessment as a formative assessment, and many utilize tests 
created by themselves or a team.  Thus, the scope of curriculum assessment for the Griffin-Spalding County 
School System is inadequate for instructional decision making and planning.

Finding 4.3:  Student performance on state and national assessments trails state and national averages 
and shows large gaps in achievement between schools and demographic groups within the district.  Trends 
in performance indicate limited progress in addressing achievement gaps.

Regular review of the trends of aggregate assessment data in comparison with state and national benchmarks 
provides insight into how schools and groups of students are performing.  By reviewing results and trends from 
summative assessments such as the Georgia Milestones, SAT, and Advanced Placement (AP), staff can make 
informed modifications to curriculum, instruction, and professional development that result in improved student 
achievement (see Findings 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.2, 3.3, and 4.1).  

To determine the levels and trends of student achievement, auditors reviewed assessment data collected and 
shared by the Griffin-Spalding County School System (GSCSS) staff and documents generated by the Georgia 
Department of Education.  The results and trends in those documents were compared to state and national 
norms, and similar comparisons were made among GSCSS schools and demographic groups within the school 
system. 

Auditors found that GSCSS students consistently trailed statewide performance at each grade level and in each 
content area on Georgia assessments.  They also trailed state and national averages on SAT, ACT, and Advanced 
Placement (AP) examinations.  While performance trends on the former Georgia assessments generally 
improved, the gap in performance between GSCSS and the statewide results reset to larger amounts following 
the new Georgia Milestones assessments.  There are also large differences in performance levels between 
schools within the system, and those gaps are not improving.  Auditors also found that the socioeconomic 
level of students within a school is a strong predictor of the school’s performance and found large gaps in the 
performance between educational groups (Special Education, Regular Education) and socioeconomic groups of 
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students.  Overall, auditors found that student achievement has not changed significantly in the last five years, 
and given the achievement gaps that exist outside and inside the system, the school system has not responded 
in ways that are sufficient to improve student achievement or to reduce inequities.

Exhibit 4.3.1 lists the data sources used by auditors in this finding.

Exhibit 4.3.1

Sources of Student Achievement Results
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

System Summary of All Student Populations (Georgia Milestones Reports)
    End-of-Grade and End-of-Course Spring 2015

Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card 
Database (CRCT, EOCT, SAT, ACT, AP)

2010-2015
Data Retrieved 

February & March 
2016

College Board National College Bound Seniors Report (SAT) 2015
Georgia Milestones Statewide and Building Scores 
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/
Georgia-Milestones-Statewide-Scores.aspx

Winter 2014
Spring 2015

Georgia EOCT Statewide and Building Scores
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/
EOCT-Statewide-Scores.aspx

Winter 2009 
through

Spring 2014
Georgia CRCT Statewide and Building Scores
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/
CRCT-Statewide-Scores.aspx

2010-2014

GSCSS Gifted Performance on 2015 Georgia Milestones: Gifted achievement.pdf  No Date

To determine the current achievement levels and trends, auditors reviewed the results of the Georgia CRCT 
and EOCT exams from 2010-2014, the Georgia Milestones exams in 2015, the SAT exams from 2011-2015, 
the ACT exams from 2011-2014, and Advanced Placement results from 2011-2015. District-wide results were 
compared to state and national norms, and school-level results were compared within GSCSS.  

2014-15 Georgia Milestones Performance

The 2014-15 school year marked the first administration of the Georgia Milestones.  The Milestones replaced the 
former Georgia assessments that included the Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT) administered in 
grades 3-8 and End of Course Tests (EOCT) that were administered when a student finished a course, generally 
in high school.  Auditors compared performance on the new Georgia Milestone assessments to performance 
across the state.  The comparisons for elementary, middle, and high schools are shown in Exhibits 4.3.2, 4.3.3, 
and 4.3.4, respectively.  
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Exhibit 4.3.2

Percentage of GSCSS and Georgia Students Scoring Proficient or Advanced  
Grades 3-5 End of Grade Exams

Griffin-Spalding County School System
School Year 2014-15
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Populations Spring 2015 - End-of-Grade Assessment

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.2:

• GSCSS students trail statewide performance in all subjects at all grade levels.  

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for ELA were 10 percent, 11 percent, and eight percent for third, 
fourth, and fifth grade, respectively. 

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for mathematics were six percent, four percent, and 10 percent for 
third, fourth, and fifth grade, respectively. 

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for science were 10 percent, four percent, and two percent for third, 
fourth, and fifth grade, respectively. 

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for social studies were six percent for each grade level. 
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Exhibit 4.3.3 shows the same comparison for grades 6 through 8. 

Exhibit 4.3.3

Percentage of GSCSS and Georgia Students Scoring Proficient or Advanced  
Grades 6-8 End of Grade Exams

Griffin-Spalding County School System
School Year 2014-15
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Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.3:

• GSCSS students trail statewide performance on all assessments at all grade levels, and the gaps are 
generally larger than at the elementary level.  

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for ELA were 18 percent, nine percent, and 12 percent for sixth, 
seventh, and eighth grade, respectively. 

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for mathematics were 13 percent, 12 percent, and 11 percent for 
sixth, seventh, and eighth grade, respectively.

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for science were 15 percent, 14 percent, and 15 percent for sixth, 
seventh, and eighth grade, respectively.

• The gaps between GSCSS and state for social studies were 19 percent, 21 percent, and 14 percent for 
sixth, seventh, and eighth grade, respectively.

Exhibit 4.3.4 shows the performance of GSCSS and Georgia students on the Georgia Milestones End of Course 
(EOC) assessments.  These assessments are generally taken by high school students, although some accelerated 
students take them in middle school.  The EOC assessments are given in the winter and spring of each school 
year, although only a small number of students in GSCSS take the exams in the winter.  Therefore, auditors 
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only considered results of the spring 2015 administration.  Exhibit 4.3.4 shows the results of the spring 2015 
administration. 

Exhibit 4.3.4

Percentage of GSCSS and Georgia Students Scoring Proficient or Advanced  
End of Course Exams

Griffin-Spalding County School System
School Year 2014-15 - Spring Administration

31%

29%

22%

18%

24%

13%

29%

32%

39%

37%

34%

29%

38%

31%

40%

37%

Ninth Grade Literature and Composition

American Literature and Composition
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Analytic Geometry
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United States History
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GSCS Proficient or Advanced Learner GA Proficient or Advanced Learner

Source: GSCSS Georgia Milestones Report: System Summary of All Student Populations  
Spring 2015 - End-of-Course Assessment

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.4:

• GSCSS students trail statewide performance on each of the End of Course Assessments.

• The subject area with the smallest gaps is English language arts (eight percent gap on both the Ninth 
Grade and American Literature and Composition assessments).

• The subject area where GSCSS trails farthest behind the state is science (14 percent on Biology and 18 
percent on Physical Science).

• The mathematics gaps are 12 percent and 11 percent on the Coordinate Algebra and Analytic Geometry 
assessments, respectively.

• The social studies gaps are 11 percent and five percent on the United States History and Economics/
Business/Free Enterprise assessments, respectively. 
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Exhibits 4.3.2 through 4.3.4 showed that GSCSS students trail Georgia state averages across all grade levels 
and content areas.  The largest gaps were generally present at the middle level where gaps ranged from 11 to 21 
percent.   The gaps at the elementary and high school level were generally smaller; however, numerous grade 
levels and content areas still had gaps of greater than 10 percent. 

Trends in Achievement on State Assessments

While it is important to note gaps in performance, tracking the trends of achievement over time is also significant.  
A productive school system sees positive trends where greater percentages of students are meeting the expected 
standards and negative achievement gaps are closing, whether those gaps are comparisons to state and national 
norms, gaps between demographic groups within the school system, or gaps between schools within the same 
school system.

Because of the changes in the Georgia state tests, auditors were unable to do a traditional numerical trend 
analysis over recent years.  The 2014-15 school year was the first year for the Georgia Milestones system, which 
replaced the Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT) and End of Course Tests (EOCT) with the new 
End of Grade (EOG) and End of Course (EOC) assessments.  These new assessments measured performance 
against a new set of standards.  Additionally, the outcome categories changed from three proficiency levels 
(Levels 1-3) to four (Beginning, Developing, Proficient, and Distinguished).  In the former system, Level 2 or 
higher was considered meeting standards, while in the new system, Proficient or Distinguished is considered 
meeting standards.  The state has not published “crosswalk” documents that provide guidance for comparing 
results in the old system to results in the new system.  For these reasons, a mathematical trend analysis is 
not recommended.  Instead, auditors presented the percentage meeting standard on both assessment systems 
visually so that the patterns of gaps can be seen.  The visual presentation can demonstrate the trend through the 
consistent CRCT/EOCT years along with the new gap that is present on the EOC/EOG assessments. 

Exhibit 4.3.5 shows the percentages of students meeting standards in GSCSS and in Georgia on the elementary 
CRCT tests and the elementary Georgia Milestones EOG assessments.  The CRCT assessments in English 
language arts and in reading were averaged for this exhibit since the Milestones includes a single English 
language arts assessment. 
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Exhibit 4.3.5

Percentage of Students Meeting Standards on Georgia State Assessments  
CRCT (2011-2014) and EOG (2015)  

Grades 3-5
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 89% 91% 90% 92% 28%
GA 91% 93% 93% 93% 37%
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Reading/English Language Arts

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 85% 82% 83% 85% 32%
GA 85% 84% 85% 85% 39%
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Mathematics

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 71% 74% 75% 78% 29%
GA 79% 79% 80% 80% 35%
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Science

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 66% 69% 76% 80% 25%
GA 77% 79% 82% 82% 31%
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Social Studies

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: CRCT; GSCSS Georgia Milestones 
Report: System Summary of All Student Populations Spring 2015 - End-of-Grade Assessment

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.5:

• Between 2010 and 2014, GSCSS closed all existing gaps on the Elementary CRCT assessments.   
In 2014, GSCSS trailed the state average level of students meeting standards by only one percent, 
two percent, and two percent on the English language arts, science, and social studies assessments, 
respectively, while they had the same average in mathematics.  

• In 2015, with the introduction of the new EOG Georgia Milestone assessments, gaps re-emerged in 
all four content areas as also demonstrated in Exhibit 4.3.2.  The overall elementary gaps were nine 
percent, seven percent, six percent, and six percent on the English language arts, mathematics, science, 
and social studies assessments, respectively. 

• The most progress was made in science and social studies where gaps of eight percent and 11 percent, 
respectively, in 2010 were closed to just two percent each in 2014.  Additionally, those two areas had 
the smallest gap in 2015, both at six percent. 
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Exhibit 4.3.6 shows the same comparison for grades 6 through 8.

Exhibit 4.3.6

Percentage of Students Meeting Standards on Georgia State Assessments  
CRCT (2011-2014) and EOG (2015)  

Grades 6-8
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 92% 93% 93% 92% 25%
GA 93% 95% 95% 95% 38%
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Reading/English Language Arts

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 78% 79% 80% 80% 24%
GA 84% 86% 87% 86% 36%
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Mathematics

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 60% 63% 66% 68% 20%
GA 74% 77% 78% 79% 35%
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Science

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 58% 59% 62% 65% 16%
GA 73% 76% 79% 81% 34%
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Social Studies

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: CRCT; GSCSS Georgia Milestones 
Report: System Summary of All Student Populations Spring 2015 - End-of-Grade Assessment

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.6:

• At the middle school level, GSCSS made little to no progress in closing the gaps in achievement 
between 2011 and 2014.  The English language arts gap increased from one to three percent.  The 
mathematics gap remained the same at six percent.  The science gap closed just three percent from 14 
to 11 percent, and the social studies gap increased from 15 percent to 16 percent.   

• With those trends, GSCSS performance would never match statewide performance at the middle school 
level in English language arts, mathematics, and social studies.  In science, it would take an additional 
10 years to close the gap if the improvement remained constant.  

• Even larger gaps emerged with the introduction of the Georgia Milestone EOG assessments in 2015: 13 
percent (English language arts), 12 percent (mathematics), 15 percent (science), and 18 percent (social 
studies).
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Exhibit 4.3.7 shows the percentage of students meeting standards on the High School English Language Arts 
and Mathematics EOCT tests and the Georgia Milestones EOC assessments.  Although Georgia administered 
additional EOCT tests between 2011 and 2014, this exhibit only shows assessments whose name is the same in 
both assessment systems.

Exhibit 4.3.7

Percentage of Students Meeting Standards on Georgia State Assessments  
EOCT (2011-2014) and EOC (2015)  

High School English and Mathematics
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 82% 81% 81% 83% 31%
GA 82% 84% 86% 88% 39%
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9th Grade Lit. & Comp.

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 80% 82% 86% 90% 29%
GA 88% 89% 91% 92% 37%
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American Lit. & Comp.

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 20% 16% 22%
GA 35% 37% 34%
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Coordinate Algebra

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 25% 18%
GA 41% 29%
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Analytic Geometry

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: EOCT; GSCSS Georgia Milestones 
Report: System Summary of All Student Populations Spring 2015 - End-of-Course Assessment

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.7:

• In Ninth Grade Literature and Composition, the gap in achievement increased between 2011 and 2014 
from no gap to five percent.  Following the new Georgia Milestones assessment in 2015, the gap 
increased to eight percent. 

• In American Literature and Composition, the gap in achievement closed from eight to two percent 
between 2011 and 2014. Following the new Georgia Milestones assessment in 2015, the gap increased 
to eight percent.

• The EOCT Coordinate Algebra assessment was only administered in 2013 and 2014.  The gap on the 
Georgia Milestones assessment started at 12 percent. 

• The EOCT Analytic Geometry assessment was only administered in 2014.  The gap on the Georgia 
Milestones assessment started at 11 percent. 
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Exhibit 4.3.8 shows the percentage of students meeting standards on the High School Science and Social Studies 
EOCT tests and the Georgia Milestones EOC assessments.  

Exhibit 4.3.8

Percentage of Students Meeting Standards on Georgia State Assessments  
EOCT (2011-2014) and EOC (2015)  

High School Science and Social Studies
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 63% 63% 65% 64% 24%
GA 69% 73% 74% 75% 38%
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Biology

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 68% 65% 74% 68% 13%
GA 74% 75% 80% 81% 31%
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Physical Science

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 65% 65% 75% 79% 32%
GA 73% 78% 79% 81% 37%
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Econ./Bus./Free Enterprise

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
GSCS 49% 51% 65% 64% 29%
GA 65% 69% 72% 73% 40%
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U.S. History

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: EOCT; GSCSS Georgia Milestones 
Report: System Summary of All Student Populations Spring 2015 - End-of-Course Assessment

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.8:

• Between 2011 and 2014, the gap in achievement between GSCSS and the state averages increased on 
both science assessments: six to 11 percent in Biology and six to 13 percent in Physical Science.   With 
the new Georgia Milestones assessments, the gaps began at 14 percent in Biology and 18 percent in 
Physical Science. 

• GSCSS students made progress in closing gaps in social studies between 2011 and 2014 from eight 
percent to two percent in Economics/Business/Free Enterprise, and from 16 percent to nine percent in 
U.S. History.   With the new Georgia Milestones assessments, the gaps started at five and 11 percent on 
the respective social studies assessments. 

The observation of trends demonstrates notable differences at the three respective school levels: elementary, 
middle, and high.  At the elementary level, GSCSS made progress in closing any existing gaps in achievement 
with statewide averages on each of the EOCT assessments between 2011 and 2014.   At the middle school 
level, gaps stayed the same or increased, while at the high school level there were different trends across the 
eight different content areas with some gaps closing while others increased.   While new gaps emerged with 
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the introduction of the Georgia Milestone assessments, auditors noted that the smallest gaps existed at the 
elementary level and some of the high school content areas.   These smallest gaps corresponded to the levels 
and content areas where there were the most positive trends between 2011 and 2014.   The areas that had the 
most negative trends between 2011 and 2014 began with the largest gaps on the Georgia Milestone assessments. 

SAT, ACT, and AP Trends in Performance and Participation

In addition to state assessment data, school systems and particularly high schools have access to other data that 
can be tracked to identify student achievement progress.  High school students typically participate in the SAT 
and/or ACT as part of the college admissions process, and many students participate in Advanced Placement 
(AP) assessments in an effort to earn college credit while in high school.  As with the state assessments, 
analyzing trends of this data and comparing the system’s data to state and national norms can give perspective 
on the effectiveness of the school system.  

Exhibit 4.3.9 shows the average SAT subscores for GSCSS students from 2011 through 2015. 

Exhibit 4.3.9

Average SAT Scores  
Mathematics, Critical Reading, and Writing

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2011-2015

Mathematics Critical Reading Writing
2011 451 454 441
2012 452 456 444
2013 461 474 450
2014 460 464 445
2015 430 445 436
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card  
Database: SAT(Highest)

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.9:

• Between 2011 and 2014, the average scores increased in all three content areas: Mathematics (nine 
points), Critical Reading (10 points), and Writing (four points).  However, average scores declined by 
30 points, 19 points, and nine points between 2014 and 2015 on the three sub-scores, respectively. 

• The data from the positive improvement trend between 2011 and 2013 is the most noteworthy and 
reliable.   Georgia’s means of collecting data leaves the results from 2014 and 2015 incomplete.   The 
data only include scores from students who have graduated.  The data from 2014 only include results 
from the classes of 2014 and 2015.  It does not include students in the class of 2016 who may have 
taken the assessment as a sophomore.  Similarly, the 2015 data do not include students in the class of 
2016 and 2017 who may have taken the assessment during their junior or sophomore years.  Often the 
students who are taking the assessments at this time in their career have the highest scores. 
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Exhibit 4.3.10 shows the average Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) total score for GSCSS students overall from 
2011 through 2015 in comparison to state of Georgia and national averages for that same time period. 

Exhibit 4.3.10

Average Total SAT Score  
Comparison to Georgia and National Results

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
2011-2015

GSCS Georgia Nation
2011 1346 1452 1500
2012 1352 1454 1498
2013 1386 1444 1498
2014 1369 1457 1497
2015 1312 1409 1490
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card  
Database: SAT(Highest); College Board National College Bound Seniors Report

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.10:

• GSCSS students consistently trail national and Georgia averages on the SAT.  The national average in 
2015 was 178 points higher, and the Georgia average was 97 points higher.  

• The gap in achievement between GSCSS and national averages has widened by 24 points, while the gap 
between GSCSS and statewide averages has declined by nine points between 2011 and 2015. 

• As noted in the narrative following Exhibit 4.3.9, the collection of data from 2014 and 2015 is 
incomplete for students in GSCSS and Georgia.  When considering only the data from 2011 to 2013, 
GSCSS has seen a large increase (40 points), while the state of Georgia has declined (eight points).  
The national results are stable representations of the highest scores of seniors in that respective year.  
If GSCSS maintains the improvement trend demonstrated between 2011 and 2013, within the next 
number of years GSCSS results would likely compare favorably to Georgia and national averages that 
have remained relatively stable.  
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Exhibit 4.3.11 shows the average ACT sub-scores for GSCSS students from 2011 through 2014. 

Exhibit 4.3.11

Average ACT Sub-Scores  
Composite, English, Mathematics, Reading, Science

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
2011-2014

Composite English Mathematics Reading Science
2011 17.8 16.7 18.1 17.7 18.2
2012 18.8 17.9 18.6 19.5 19.2
2013 19.4 18.5 18.8 20.6 19.6
2014 19.1 18.2 19.0 19.9 19.0
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card  
Database: ACT(Highest)

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.11:

• Performance has improved on the ACT composite score overall and also on each of the individual subject 
tests.  The composite score has increased 1.3 points.  English has increased 1.5 points.  Mathematics has 
increased 0.9 points.  Reading has increased 2.2 points. Science has increased 0.8 points.  

• The scores increased each year between 2011 and 2013 before a dip in 2014 on each test except 
Mathematics.   

Exhibit 4.3.12 shows the average ACT composite (total) score for GSCSS students from 2011 through 2014 in 
comparison to state of Georgia and national averages for that same time period. 

Exhibit 4.3.12

Average Composite ACT Score  
Comparison to Georgia and National Results

Griffin-Spalding County School System 
2011-2014

GSCS Georgia Nation
2011 17.8 19.7 21.1
2012 18.8 20.9 21.1
2013 19.4 21 20.7
2014 19.1 20 21
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card  
Database: ACT(Highest)
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Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.12:

• GSCSS has improved their average ACT score by 1.3 points, while Georgia has increased by only 0.3 
points, and the national average has declined by 0.1 points between 2011 and 2014. 

• While the trends have improved between 2011 and 2014, GSCSS still trails Georgia and national 
averages: 0.9 points with Georgia, and 1.9 points with national averages. 

Exhibit 4.3.13 shows the average percentage of GSCSS and Georgia students scoring a three or higher on their 
Advanced Placement examinations from 2011 through 2015 in comparison to state of Georgia for that same 
time period.  A score of three or higher is considered by most colleges to be qualified to receive college credit 
for the course.  

Exhibit 4.3.13

Percentage of Students Earning 3 or Higher on AP Exams  
Comparison to Georgia Statewide Results
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015

GSCS Georgia
2011 44.0% 52.8%
2012 46.9% 54.6%
2013 41.8% 53.5%
2014 38.9% 54.0%
2015 41.6% 54.9%
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card  
Database: AP

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.13:

• GSCSS has seen a decline in the percentage of students earning three or higher between 2011 and 2015 
(3.4 percent), while Georgia students increased by 2.1 percent. 

• Between 2011 and 2015 the percentage of students earning three or higher ranges from a high of 46.9 
percent (2012) to a low of 38.9 percent (2014) in GSCSS, while the range of statewide averages is just 
2.1 percent. 

Overall, the GSCSS performance on college admissions (SAT and ACT) and Advanced Placement assessments 
is generally positive.  The ACT performance has notably increased, and the SAT increased significantly between 
2011 and 2013 and by a smaller amount in 2014.   The only negative indicator are AP results that show a decline 
in performance.  

Another indicator that can demonstrate positive career and college readiness are trends in participation on 
college admissions and Advanced Placement assessments.  To analyze trends for GSCSS, auditors collected 
participation information on the various assessments and reported the results in Exhibit 4.3.14 through Exhibit 
4.3.16.  



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 314

Exhibit 4.3.14 shows the number of students taking the SAT Exam in GSCSS and in Georgia from 2011 to 2014.  

Exhibit 4.3.14

Number of Students Taking the SAT  
GSCSS vs. Georgia Statewide Trends

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2011-2014

GSCSS Georgia
2011 378 83,137
2012 410 85,401
2013 331 85,038
2014 348 78,753

% Increase -7.9% -5.3%
Note: The decrease in participation may be attributable to how the database includes students.  2015 is not 
included because it only includes students in the class of 2015 but not those in the class of 2016 or later 
who may have taken the test during their junior or sophomore year.   Similarly, the 2014 data only includes 
students in the class of 2015 and 2014, but not 2016. 
Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: SAT (Highest)

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.14:

• Participation has declined at both GSCSS and also across the state of Georgia.  Both GSCSS and 
Georgia, overall, had the highest participation in 2012.  From 2011 to 2014, both participation rates 
have decreased; however, GSCSS has experienced a larger decrease, 7.9 percent, while the statewide 
participation has dropped 5.3 percent. 

Exhibit 4.3.15 shows the number of students taking the ACT Exam in GSCSS and in Georgia from 2011 to 2014. 

Exhibit 4.3.15

Number of Students Taking the ACT  
GSCSS vs. Georgia Statewide Trends

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2011-2014

GSCSS Georgia
2011 116 20,045
2012 211 41,328
2013 182 46,894
2014 154 35,034

% Increase 32.8% 74.8%
Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: 
ACT (Highest) 

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.15:

• Both GSCSS and Georgia have seen large increases in the number of students participating in the ACT.  
GSCSS has increased 32.8 percent, while Georgia has increased 74.8 percent. 

• Students can take both the SAT and ACT, so GSCSS and Georgia students may be counted in both the 
SAT table (Exhibit 4.3.14) and this ACT table.  However, auditors noted that the drop in the count of 
participation on the SAT between 2011 and 2014, 30 assessments, was smaller than the increase in ACT 
assessments over the same time period, 38 assessments.  
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Exhibit 4.3.16 shows the number of students taking AP exams and the total number of exams taken in GSCSS 
and in Georgia from 2011 to 2015. 

Exhibit 4.3.16

Number of Students Taking and Total Number of AP Exams  
GSCSS vs. Georgia Statewide Trends

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2011-2015

GSCSS Georgia
# of Tests # of Students # of Tests # of Students

2011 250 180 62,159 54,497
2012 371 248 68,303 63,279
2013 488 313 75,295 68,471
2014 570 366 80,512 74,510
2015 529 336 81,344 77,346

% Increase 112% 87% 31% 42%
Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: 

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.16:

• Participation in the AP program at GSCSS showed a large increase between 2011 and 2015.   The total 
number of tests taken has more than doubled from 250 assessments to 529, a 112 percent increase.  
Meanwhile the total number of students taking those assessments nearly doubled, increasing from 180 
to 336 students, an 87 percent increase.  

• While participation across the state of Georgia also increased, GSCSS experienced much larger growth.  
GSCSS’s increase in total tests was more than 3.5 times the growth rate of Georgia, while the total 
student participation increase was more than two times larger. 

Overall, auditors found improving trends for participation on the SAT, ACT, and AP assessments.  While SAT 
participation has declined slightly, it has been made up for by increasing participation on the ACT.  The most 
noteworthy increases come from the AP program, which has seen the number of tests taken and students involved 
nearly double from 2011 to 2015.  These results, along with the performance results, indicate a positive impact 
is being made from increased efforts towards college readiness. 

Equity in Performance Between District Schools

The next series of analyses that auditors conducted was to compare student achievement across schools in 
the school district.  In any school system, students should expect to have an equal opportunity to learn and 
be able to meet achievement expectations regardless of the school they attend.  Consequently, when auditors 
compare schools, they expect to see similar levels of achievement across all buildings.  When similar levels 
of achievement are not present, it may indicate disparities in services or resources provided, inconsistency in 
the quality of instruction, or failure to respond to the unique needs of students in some schools.  To identify if 
equity is present in the school system, auditors compared the performance of each building on the 2015 Georgia 
Milestones, as well as examining the trends of achievement for the highest and lowest achieving schools on the 
CRCT/EOCT/Georgia Milestones and trends of performance on the SAT and ACT. Lastly, auditors examined 
school achievement differences in the context of socioeconomic status.
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Exhibit 4.3.17 shows the performance of GSCSS schools on the 2015 Georgia Milestones assessments.  The 
percentage displayed is the total percentage of students scoring Proficient or higher on the total number of 
assessments taken in the building, including all grade levels and/or content areas. 

Exhibit 4.3.17

Percent of Students Scoring Proficient or Higher on EOG & EOC Assessments  
Elementary, Middle, and High Schools
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2014-15
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Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.17:

• There are large gaps in performance at each level.   The gap between the highest and lowest achieving 
schools is 30 percent at the elementary level (Crescent Road to Moore), 18 percent at the middle level 
(Rehoboth Road to Kennedy Road), and seven percent at the high school level (Spalding to Griffin).

• Three schools at the elementary level (Crescent Road, Futral Road, and Jackson Road) had 35 percent 
or greater proficiency, while three schools (Atkinson, Anne Street, Moore) had less than 20 percent 
proficiency.

• Six elementary schools had twice as many proficient results as the lowest achieving elementary (Moore, 
14 percent).  The highest achieving middle school (Rehoboth Road) had more than twice as many 
proficient results as the lowest achieving middle school (Kennedy Road).  The highest achieving high 
school (Spalding) had nearly seven percent more proficient results than the lowest achieving high 
school (Griffin). 

While auditors noted the gaps in achievement between schools in Exhibit 4.3.17, a more important indicator 
is what has happened with those gaps over a period of time.  To determine if disparities in performance among 
buildings is declining, auditors selected the highest and lowest achieving elementary, middle, and high schools 
on the 2015 assessments.  The achievement gap between those schools’ average performance between 2010 and 
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2015 is shown in Exhibit 4.3.18.   Note: the results from 2010 to 2014 are the CRCT/EOCT results while the 
2015 results are from the Georgia Milestones. 

Exhibit 4.3.18

Gaps Between Highest and Lowest Achieving Schools  
Average Proficiency on State Assessments
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015
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Elementary School Gap Middle School Gap High School Gap

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Crescent Road 92% 91% 89% 91% 44%
Moore 75% 78% 74% 76% 14%
Elementary School Gap 17% 13% 15% 16% 29%
Rehoboth Road 79% 80% 81% 83% 32%
Kennedy Road 67% 72% 70% 71% 14%
Middle School Gap 13% 9% 11% 12% 18%
Spalding 72% 71% 70% 63% 23%
Griffin 58% 64% 61% 56% 16%
High School Gap 14% 8% 10% 7% 7%
Source: Georgia EOCT Statewide and Building Scores  https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/
Assessment/Pages/EOCT-Statewide-Scores.aspx Georgia CRCT Statewide and Building Scores https://www.gadoe.org/
Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/CRCT-Statewide-Scores.aspx   Georgia Milestones Statewide Scores 
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/Georgia-Milestones-Statewide-Scores.aspx

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.18:

• The only gap that has closed over the five-year period is at the high school level where the gap was 14 
percent in 2011 and dropped to seven percent in 2015.

• The gap at the middle level has increased from 13 percent to 18 percent, and the gap at the elementary 
level has increased from 17 to 29 percent.  In both cases the gap had closed one percent between 2011 
and 2014 before increasing with the 2015 introduction of the Georgia Milestones. 

• If the 2011 to 2014 trends had continued, it would have taken more than three decades at the middle and 
elementary school levels to close the gap between the highest and lowest achieving schools. 
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Exhibit 4.3.19 shows the average Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) total score for GSCSS students by high school 
building from 2011 through 2015. 

Exhibit 4.3.19

Average Total SAT Score  
High School Building Comparison

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2011-2015

Spalding HS Griffin HS
2011 1384 1285
2012 1416 1268
2013 1463 1290
2014 1447 1268
2015 1392 1239
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database: SAT(Highest)

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.19:

• Spalding High School students outperformed Griffin High School students each year between 2011 and 
2015.  The gap in performance widened from 99 points to 153 points during the time period.  

• While Spalding High School performance declined between 2013 and 2015 (71 points), the performance 
still improved overall between 2011 and 2015 (eight points).  With the exception of 2013, Griffin High 
School has declined consistently over the same period.  The 2015 average score was 46 points lower 
than in 2011. 

• As referenced in the prior SAT exhibits (Exhibit 4.3.10 and Exhibit 4.3.14), the data for 2014 and 
2015 could be considered incomplete.   However, the trends for 2011 to 2013 show that Spalding High 
School still improved more significantly than Griffin High School. 
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Exhibit 4.3.20 shows the average ACT total score for GSCSS students by high school building from 2011 
through 2014. 

Exhibit 4.3.20

Average Total ACT Score  
High School Building Comparison

Griffin-Spalding County School System
2011-2015

Griffin HS Spalding HS
2011 16.6 19.2
2012 17.1 20.2
2013 17.8 20.5
2014 17.3 20.6
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card  
Database: ACT(Highest)

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.20:

• Spalding High School students outperformed Griffin High School students each year between 2011 and 
2015.  The gap in performance widened from 2.6 points to 3.3 points during the time period.  

Exhibits 4.3.17 through 4.3.20 demonstrate inequities that are present in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System.  Across each of the major assessments: Georgia Milestones, EOCT/CRCT, SAT, and ACT, there are 
large gaps in performance between the highest and lowest achieving schools.   Furthermore, the trends in 
the gaps in performance show limited progress in closing the gap between the lowest and highest achieving 
elementary and middle schools.   While the gap in performance is closing between the two high schools on the 
state assessments, the gaps on the college admissions assessments, SAT and ACT, are increasing.

Impact of Socioeconomic Status on Building Performance

Another indicator of achievement that auditors often consider is the role that socioeconomic status plays in the 
achievement of students.  In an equitable, productive, and efficient school system, the financial status of the 
students in attendance should not determine the performance of those students.  Such systems create equity by 
allocating resources to the areas of greatest need so that all schools will perform similarly regardless of their 
demographic make-up. 

Because auditors found large differences in the performance of schools across the system, Exhibit 4.3.21 
compares those disparities to the economic status of schools, plotting each school’s Free/Reduced meal 
percentage with their percentage of students meeting standards on the 2015 Georgia Milestones. 
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Exhibit 4.3.21

Scatter Plot of District Schools  
Free/Reduced Meal Percentage and Georgia Milestones Proficiency Levels

Griffin-Spalding County School System
School Year 2014-15
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Elementary Schools Middle Schools
Crescent Road 55% 44% Orrs 86% 27% Rehoboth Road 63% 32%
Futral Road 62% 40% Beaverbrook 87% 22% Carver Road 79% 21%
Jackson Road 79% 35% Atkinson 95% 17% Cowan Road 90% 16%
Cowan Road 84% 31% Anne Street 95% 15% Kennedy Road 84% 14%
Jordan Hill Road 79% 29% Moore 95% 14% High Schools
Moreland Road 73% 29% Spalding 57% 23%

Griffin 77% 16%
Source: District Provided Student Demographic Information; Georgia Milestones Statewide Scores https://www.gadoe.
org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/Georgia-Milestones-Statewide-Scores.aspx

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.21:

• There is a direct correlation between the achievement of GSCSS schools and the percentage of students 
receiving Free/Reduced Meals.  As the percentage of students receiving Free/Reduced Meals increases, 
the achievement levels decrease.  

• No school in the system was an outlier to the two trend lines.  Each school’s performance was in close 
proximity to the trend line. 

• The chart demonstrates that the highest achieving elementary, middle, and high school also had the 
lowest percentage of students receiving Free/Reduced Meals.  

• The five lowest achieving elementary schools had the five highest percentages of students receiving 
Free/Reduced Meals. 

Exhibit 4.3.21 reinforces the inequity that is present between GSCSS schools.  Building level performance 
on the Georgia Milestones is highly connected to the percentage of students receiving Free/Reduced lunch.  
The results on the Milestone assessments can be predicted by the socioeconomic status of the students in the 
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building, indicating that the district is not responding to the unique needs of schools with high numbers of low 
socioeconomic students. 

Trends and Performance of Demographic Groups

Another measure of equity in a school system is the progress the school system is making in helping groups such 
as Students with Disabilities, English Language Learners, and Economically Disadvantaged students perform 
at levels comparable to students without those additional challenges.  While auditors would not expect equal 
performance between these groups and their peers, auditors do expect that trends in performance would show 
that achievement gaps between the demographic groups are closing. To identify trends in performance, auditors 
reviewed the results of the state assessment system, including the former CRCT and EOCT assessments, and the 
new Georgia Milestones.  Auditors aggregated all the results at the elementary, middle, and high school levels, 
respectively, rather than displaying the performance in individual content areas.  As discussed previously, given 
the transition from the old to new state assessments, traditional trend analysis is not recommended.   Rather, 
auditors displayed the performance gaps visually to demonstrate the trends.  The auditors’ analysis of students 
with disabilities and socioeconomic trends are displayed in Exhibit 4.3.22 and Exhibit 4.3.23.  Auditors did 
not include English Language Learners in the analysis given the relatively small population present in GSCSS.  
Auditors did not have results for economically disadvantaged students on the new Georgia Milestones, so they 
were  not included, as well.

Exhibit 4.3.22

Demographic Achievement Gap  
Students With and Without Disabilities
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Elementary Gap 25% 29% 27% 27% 24%
Middle School Gap 36% 31% 29% 34% 20%
High School Gap 45% 45% 43% 36% 23%
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Source: Georgia EOCT Statewide and Building Scores  https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-
Assessment/Assessment/Pages/EOCT-Statewide-Scores.aspx Georgia CRCT Statewide and Building Scores 
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/CRCT-Statewide-Scores.
aspx   Georgia Milestones Statewide Scores https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/
Assessment/Pages/Georgia-Milestones-Statewide-Scores.aspx

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.22:

• GSCSS has not made progress in closing the students with disabilities achievement gap at the elementary 
level.  Between 2011 and 2014, on the former state assessments, the gap in performance increased by 
two percent.  The gap in 2015, following administration of the new state assessments, is 24 percent, 
although just seven percent of students with disabilities met proficiency. 
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• There was small progress made at the middle school level between 2011 and 2014 where the gap was 
reduced by two percent.  The gap in 2015 following administration of the new state assessments is 20 
percent, although just four percent of students with disabilities met proficiency.

• The most progress was made at the high school level.  Between 2011 and 2014 the gap was reduced by 
nine percent from 45 to 36.  However, auditors noted that half of the gap reduction was attributed to the 
fact that the regular education population saw their performance decrease by five percent over the time 
period.  The gap in 2015 following administration of the new state assessments is 23 percent, although 
just four percent of students with disabilities met proficiency.

Auditors noted very little progress in raising the performance of students with disabilities.  If such trends 
continue through the years of the Georgia Milestones, it will take decades for the students with disabilities to 
merely reach the performance levels of the 2015 regular education students, much less catch up to any progress 
made by those students.

The trends of student performance between economically disadvantaged and not economically disadvantaged 
students are displayed in Exhibit 4.3.23.  Auditors did not have access to information on the performance of 
these students on the 2015 Georgia Milestones. 

Exhibit 4.3.23

Socioeconomic Demographic Achievement Gap
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2011-2015

2011 2012 2013 2014
Elementary Gap 17% 15% 15% 11%
Middle School Gap 17% 16% 16% 17%
High School Gap 25% 25% 22% 19%
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Source: Georgia EOCT Statewide and Building Scores  https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-
Assessment/Assessment/Pages/EOCT-Statewide-Scores.aspx Georgia CRCT Statewide and Building Scores 
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/CRCT-Statewide-Scores.
aspx   Georgia Milestones Statewide Scores https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/
Assessment/Pages/Georgia-Milestones-Statewide-Scores.aspx

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.23:

• GSCSS made progress in closing the socioeconomic achievement gap at the elementary level.  Between 
2011 and 2014, on the former state assessments, the gap in performance was reduced by six percent.   

• There was no progress in reducing the gap at the middle school level.   The gap was 17 percent in both 
2011 and 2014, although it did dip to 16 percent in the intervening years. 

• The high school gap was reduced by six percent.  However, the reduction was a product of the non-
economically disadvantaged students dropping seven percent over the interval.  The economically 
disadvantaged performance did not improve over the time period. 



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 323

The auditors did not have access to data regarding the economically disadvantaged student performance on the 
new Georgia Milestones.  Therefore, they could not reach conclusions about how the performance trends may 
continue.  However, auditors noted that only at the elementary level was any progress made in closing the gap 
on the prior state assessments.   The middle school gap remained the same, and while the high school gap did 
close, the economically disadvantaged performance did not improve at all during the interval.   

One additional demographic analysis that auditors typically conduct involves the performance of gifted students.  
Auditors do not traditionally examine the trends and gaps in performance of gifted students in comparison to non-
gifted students, as it would be expected that gifted students would outperform their non-gifted peers.  Auditors 
were not provided with gifted student performance on the CRCT/EOCT exams, which would have enabled 
analysis of the trend of performance.  Rather they only analyzed results from the 2015 Georgia Milestones for 
English language arts and mathematics.  Performance results in science and social studies were not provided. 
This data can be benchmarked against statewide performance to provide context for the performance levels of 
GSCSS gifted students.

The gifted analysis is displayed in Exhibit 4.3.24.

Exhibit 4.3.24

Gifted Student Performance on the Georgia Milestones
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2015

GSCS -
EOG

Georgia -
EOG

GSCS -
EOC

Georgia -
EOC

Distinguished 31% 40% 24% 33%
Proficient 55% 49% 56% 54%
Developing 14% 10% 18% 12%
Beginning 0% 1% 2% 1%
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Source: District Created Document - Gifted achievement.pdf  

Auditors noted the following about Exhibit 4.3.24:

• GSCSS has fewer gifted students performing at the Distinguished level on both the End of Grade 
(EOG) and End of Course (EOC) exams.   Statewide, nine percent more gifted students are identified 
as Distinguished learners than the average present in GSCSS.

• GSCSS has a greater percentage of gifted students performing at the Developing or Beginning level 
than statewide averages.  On the EOG assessments 14 percent of GSCSS students are performing 
below proficiency, compared to 11 percent statewide.   On the EOC assessments, 20 percent of GSCSS 
students are performing below proficiency, compared to 13 percent statewide.  

Exhibit 4.3.24 demonstrates that GSCSS gifted performance trails state averages for gifted performance.  
The differences are consistent with the gaps between the overall district performance and state performance 
demonstrated in Exhibits 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.4.  However, as would be expected, GSCSS gifted student 
performance is substantially higher than overall student performance.  The overall GSCSS performance across 
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the EOG English language arts and mathematics exams is 27 percent (Exhibits 4.3.2 and 4.3.3), while the Gifted 
student average is 86 percent.  Similarly, the overall EOC performance is 25 percent (Exhibit 4.3.4), while the 
gifted student average is 80 percent. 

Moore Elementary  Data Room

Summary

For the first implementation of the new Georgia Milestones assessments in 2015, GSCSS students consistently 
trailed statewide performance at each grade level and in each content area.  When reviewing the results on 
the previous assessments, GSCSS saw some small improvements in performance at the elementary level and 
some in high school content areas.   At the high school level, GSCSS students also trail Georgia and national 
averages on SAT, ACT, and AP measures, although the district has seen a significant increase in participation in 
the AP program and improvements in the scores on the SAT and ACT.  Auditors also found large discrepancies 
in performance between buildings.  There are large gaps between the performance of the highest and lowest 
achieving schools on the Georgia Milestones, SAT, and ACT. Those achievement gaps have mostly been 
consistent or widened since 2011.  Auditors also found large gaps between the performance of special education 
and regular education students as well as between socioeconomic groups of students.  
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STANDARD 5: The School District Has Improved Productivity.
Productivity refers to the relationship between system input and output.  A school system meeting this standard 
of the PDK-CMSi Curriculum Audit™ is able to demonstrate consistently improved pupil outcomes, even 
in the face of diminishing resources.  Improved productivity results when a school system is able to create a 
consistent level of congruence between major variables in achieving enhanced results and in controlling costs.

What the Auditors Expected to Find in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

While the attainment of improved productivity in a school system is a complex process, caused in part by the 
lack of a tight organizational structure (referred to as “loosely coupled”), common indicators of a school system 
meeting this audit standard are:

• Planned and actual congruence among curricular objectives, results, and financial allocations;

• A financial database and network that can track costs to results, provide sufficient fiduciary control, and 
be used as a viable database in making policy and operational decisions;

• Specific means that have been selected or modified and implemented to attain better results in the 
schools over a specified time period;

• A planned series of interventions that have raised pupil performance levels over time and maintained 
those levels within the same cost parameters as in the past;

• School facilities that are well-kept, sufficient, safe, orderly, and conducive to effective delivery of the 
instructional program; and

• Support systems that function in systemic ways.

Overview of What the Auditors Found in the Griffin-Spalding County School System:

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

The auditors found that the Griffin-Spalding County School System budget development and decision-making 
process yielded a budget document and a level of fiscal control that achieved a satisfactory level of fiscal 
compliance.  The state audits of the district for the most recent three-year period earned an unqualified opinion 
regarding the district financial statements with no material or otherwise reportable findings.  However, state 
auditor findings did identify deficiencies dealing with federal grants as presented in Finding 5.1. 

While the district budget development and implementation process has been generally successful in meeting 
state audit criteria, the curriculum auditors determined that district budgeting processes and the budget decisions 
that result from those processes have not been fully guided by or aligned with the district mission, curriculum 
goals, or strategic priorities.  The current process also shows little evidence for the use of cost-benefit analysis to 
ascertain system or program productivity or the use of that data to inform budget decisions.  While evidence for 
the participation of key stakeholders is emerging as noted in documentation over the past several years, including 
minutes from board meetings and board study sessions, overall, the budget process remains a business function 
with instructional leaders providing information concerning the resource needs of their area of responsibility, 
which is then used to inform the budget development process. 

The auditors found the schools to be generally clean, and, in particular, the newer schools were found in good 
repair and were well maintained (see Finding 5.2).  The district completed a number of building renovations 
and additions with the assistance of the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) or the Educational 
Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (E-SPLOST), which is a major form of revenue for the school district.  
The district tax must be used for capital outlay projects and is subject to local community vote. Owing to the age 
of facilities not built or renovated in the past decade, district leaders use this form of revenue for renovation of 
facilities, with the last E-SPLOST vote in 2015.  Indeed, auditors noted a number of facilities concerns in a range 
of areas, including: building security related to unauthorized ingress, inadequacy of space for intervention and 
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other small group instructional arrangements, limited technology access to staff and students, and inconsistent 
reliability of some infrastructure systems (including HVAC and plumbing). In addition, conditions of general 
deterioration were noted with regard to external structures and equipment such as portable classrooms, classroom 
ramps, external building walls, playgrounds, and parking lots.

The auditors found that a number of district and site level programs, practices, and strategies have been identified 
and implemented in district schools to address various areas of perceived concern, including academic and 
social skills, as well as behavioral/emotional functioning (see Finding 5.3).  In general, these programs came 
with little or no means for their evaluation other than the collection of antidotal notes or reviews of school 
level behavioral record keeping. Several instructional programs have also been introduced in district schools 
to better address alignment with common core; however, auditors were not able to identify a formal selection, 
evaluation, and program decision-making process for these new additions.  Based on the information available 
from the principal’s program survey and other sources, the auditors determined that interventions were not 
being evaluated in a consistent fashion and, thus, information needed to document productivity gains over 
existing practices was not available. 

Finding 5.1: Implementation of the district budget is legally compliant and driven by district strategic 
priorities.  However, budget development and decision-making processes are not specifically informed by 
program evaluation and cost-benefit analysis system-wide.

A school system’s productivity is enhanced when fiscal resources are targeted to support essential program 
needs, goals, and priorities. The budget is, therefore, the major planning document expressing in dollars the 
goals and priorities of the school district.  As such, it should reflect a direct connection between the resources 
provided and the criticality of the goals toward which those resources are directed.  System-wide productivity 
is enhanced when budgetary decisions assure that adequate resources are allocated to those program efforts that 
are most closely linked to school system goals and when system performance measures demonstrate success in 
meeting those goals and outcomes.  

Such linkage allows the budget to become a numerical expression of district priorities for all aspects of curriculum, 
teaching, and learning, as well as non-instructional operations within the district that nonetheless support the 
instructional mission.  An aligned budget mirrors the essential values of the schools and the communities they 
serve.  Without this systematic linkage, decision makers at all levels can easily allow themselves during more 
plentiful budget years to expand programs and services to an extent not supportable in following years.  This 
can lead to decisions to implement well-intended but increasingly specialized programs or to expand existing 
but otherwise unproven efforts without first establishing their effectiveness.  Ultimately, such practices may 
divert resources away from efforts more closely aligned with the system’s vision, mission, and core values, 
and result in a net reduction of services to students and the community due to the injurious efforts of program 
ineffectiveness, inequity, or inconsistency, which are exacerbated during times of declining program funding.

In order to determine the extent to which the connection between curriculum and budget exists and how the 
budget process enhances system productivity, auditors interviewed board members and district employees, 
including the Associate Superintendent for Finance and members of the business division. They also reviewed 
board policies, budget documents, annual financial statements, general bond planning documents, fiscal audit 
reports, and various district financial procedures.

According to the reports by the independent certified public accountants, the district’s finances have been 
prudently managed; however, increased expenditures, coupled with lean state budgets, may require significant 
program reductions over the next few years in order to maintain a balanced budget. The auditors found no cost- 
benefit analyses or direct connections between assessment of operational curriculum effectiveness and allocations 
of district resources. Several district leaders expressed hope that the new strategic plan adopted in fall of this 
fiscal year will help to address this deficiency. School improvement plans for 2014-15 include a formal effort to 
link student achievement, program performance feedback, and alignment to school and district priorities to budgetary 
decisions. Nonetheless, the majority of the district’s resources are currently assigned to school sites according to 
formulae based largely on number of pupils with a process for requesting additional funds in place. This latter 
process lacks formal program evaluation. The district’s official budget process and timeline requires each 
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campus and department to submit its proposed budget to central administration for review by budget, accounting, 
and curriculum personnel. 

Board policies related to budget responsibilities, processes, and communications were reviewed (see Finding 
1.1).  The following are summaries of pertinent policies:

• Board Policy DAA: Fiscal Management states that the superintendent directs the expenditure of all 
funds within the adopted budget and maintains proper accounting. It also requires financial reports be 
made monthly to the board of education.

• Board Policy DCK: Level of Budgetary Control assigns to the board of education the responsibility 
for approving an annual operating budget for the General Fund, Special Revenue Funds, and Enterprise 
Funds.  The superintendent is authorized to approve adjustments of less than 2.5 percent of the amount 
budgeted for expenditures in any budget function for any fund.

• Board Policy DFA: Local Tax Revenues—Tax Abatement states that “The district will, on a case-by-case 
basis, give consideration to providing tax abatement as…for economic development activity within the 
community.” The district must take into consideration the following:

 ○ Impact on the community

 ○ Impact on school system resources

 ○ Commitment of tax revenue.

• Board Policy DGA: Depository of Funds establishes goals and provides guidance concerning the 
desired level of fund balance maintained by the district to mitigate financial risk that can occur from 
unforeseen revenue fluctuations, unanticipated expenditures, and similar circumstances. Maintenance 
of an adequate fund balance also helps sustain the highest possible credit ratings.

• Board Policy DCC: Budget Preparation Procedures states, “Budget planning shall be an integral part of 
program planning so that the budget may effectively express and implement all programs and activities 
of the Griffin-Spalding County School System.  Budget planning shall be a year-round process involving 
broad participation by the administrators, supervisors, teachers, other personnel throughout the school 
system and citizens and citizen groups.” This policy sets the steps for budget preparation to include:

 ○ The Board indicates priorities for the next fiscal year’s budget.

 ○ The Superintendent gathers budget information for the Board.

 ○ The Board conducts workshops to review budget details and modify the budget prior to adoption.

 ○ The Board tentatively adopts the budget.

 ○ The tentative budget is published and final adoption must occur at least 14 days after tentative 
adoption.

 ○ Public hearings must be conducted.

 ○ The budget must be finally approved prior to the beginning of the new fiscal year.

The board policies presented to the auditors establish a minimum legal framework for budget development. 
They fall short of providing direction to the administration relating to cost-benefit analysis or linking budget 
decisions to data on student outcomes.

The Griffin-Spalding County School System receives revenue from three major sources—state, local, and federal. 
The largest percentage of funds has traditionally come from state revenue. Local revenue provides the next largest 
portion of the annual budget, the largest quantity of which is generated through Ad Valorem taxes.  Federal 
sources are small by comparison and include competitive discretionary grants as well as non-discretionary grant 
funds targeted for specific groups of students such as Title I or special education. 
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Exhibit 5.1.1 provides a comparison of the district’s general revenue and expenditures over the last five years.

Exhibit 5.1.1

Five-Year Trend in General Fund Revenue and Expenditures
Griffin-Spalding County School System

2012-2016

$73,655,947 

$76,339,552 

$79,274,196 $80,011,913 

$82,708,369 

$75,770,980 

$73,537,657 

$78,467,423 
$80,290,395 

$82,708,369 

2012 2013 2014 *2015 *2016

Revenue & Expenditures 2012-2015

General Fund Revenue General Fund Expenditures

* Proposed, not actual figures
Sources: GSCSS 2016 Budget Proposal Report and Comprehensive Annual Financial Report  
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2015: Expenditures by Function, Last Ten Fiscal Years—General Fund

Exhibit 5.1.1 illustrates the following:

• Two of the past five years have been in deficit condition, and 2015-16 figures are *Proposed, not Actual 
figures. 

• Total revenue changes in the general fund budget range from a decrease of .9 percent to an increase of 
3.8 percent.

• There is a +9.2 percent difference between 2012 expenditures and the proposed 2016 expenditures. 
This difference may be attributed partially to inflation.

The district enjoys stable financial support for its general fund operations.

The Budget Process

In order to understand the budget process, auditors examined budget preparation documents and related material, 
including three years of audited annual financial reports, as well as the board and work session agendas.  The 
auditors further reviewed the board policies of the Griffin-Spalding County School System regarding budget 
development and financial matters. Interviews were conducted with the board of education, school and district 
level administrators, teachers, parents, and other community members to obtain different perspectives on the 
budgetary processes used by the school district and their perceived effectiveness. 

The primary function of a performance-based budget is to use actual student outcomes to make budget decisions 
so that adequate resources are allocated to those program efforts that are most closely linked to vital school 
system goals.  In effect, this process allows for better decision making.  Using a performance-based budget 
process, district leadership can achieve improved outcomes at the same or less costs, thereby adjusting to 
uncertainties rather than succumbing to them.  Auditors examined the district budget development process to 
determine the presence of performance-based budget components and the adequacy of their use in the budget 
process.  Exhibit 5.1.2 provides a display of that analysis.
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Exhibit 5.1.2

Components of a Curriculum-Driven, Performance-based Budget  
And Adequacy of Use in the Budget Development Process

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Performance-based Budget Criteria
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Tangible, demonstrable connections are evident between assessment of 

operational curriculum effectiveness and allocations of resources. X

2. Rank ordering of program components is provided to permit flexibility in 
budget expansion, reduction, or stabilization based on changing needs or 
priorities.

X

3. Each budget request or submittal shall be described so as to permit evaluation 
of consequences of funding or non-funding in terms of performance or results. X

4. Cost benefits of components in curriculum programming are delineated in 
budget decision making. X

5. Budget requests compete for funding based upon evaluation of criticality of 
need and relationship to achievement of curriculum effectiveness. X

6. Priorities in the budget are set by participation of key educational staff in the 
allocation and decision-making process.  Teacher and principal suggestions 
and ideas for budget priorities are reflected and incorporated in budgeting 
decisions.

X

Total 0 6
Percentage of Adequacy 0%

©2013 CMSi

Exhibit 5.1.2 reveals that the district’s budget planning does not contain elements of a curriculum-driven budget 
process.  Decision making is not based on evaluation data and cost benefit analyses.

Component One: Connections (Inadequate)

In the Griffin-Spalding County School System 2016 Budget Proposal Report a statement is made that “Fulfilling 
our mission ‘to prepare each student’ is at the heart of all discussions culminating in the budget presented herein.” 
Auditors interviewed district personnel and examined a budget process description included in this report, 
which states, “Time is spent assessing the effectiveness of existing programs and determining changes that 
might be needed.” The auditors found little evidence either in the planning documents or in personal interviews 
to indicate the use of program assessment data to determine continued funding of an existing program or funding 
for a new program. Most programs in the district are not examined in light of their productivity (see Findings 1.2 
and 5.3). 

Component Two:  Rank Ordering (Inadequate)

The 2016 Budget Proposal Report states that “for the purpose of developing the FY16 budget, we used the 
current GSCSS strategy map. These strategic goals and performance objectives form the framework in which 
budget development work has been conducted.” However, district budget development is not programmatic. 
Rather, it is enrollment driven and site focused. No evidence was presented to the auditors of the district’s 
consideration during budget development of programmatic (e.g. elementary instruction, counseling, custodial, 
athletics, Gifted and Talented, etc.) funding levels—below current, current, or above current levels for each 
program—in determining rank ordering. Some rank ordering is involved in the current process for requesting 
additional funds (above budget allocations based on enrollment) involves the school principal or department 
head completing a district budget allocation request form which requires documentation that the requested 
purposes for additional funds is in alignment with the school improvement plan and district priorities. 
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Once all requests for additional funds have been presented and reviewed, district administration decides 
whether to fund or not. When principals were asked what the process was for requesting additional funds, most 
described the process as such. One principal replied, “I have never asked for additional money. I pride myself 
on living within our means [original funding allotment].”

Principals were asked in a district survey about the budget decision-making process in Griffin-Spalding County 
School System. Exhibit 5.1.3 shows their responses.

Exhibit 5.1.3

Principal Responses to Question About How a School Budget is Developed
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Answer Options Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

Mostly developed or determined by people at the central office. 7.0% 3
Mostly developed or determined by the principal 18.6% 8
Mostly developed or determined by a group of people at our campus (teachers, 
administrators, staff, etc.) 67.4% 29

Mostly developed or determined by parents 0.0% 0
Other 7.0% 3

Auditors noted that Exhibit 5.1.3 refers to budget construction at the schools after the total site allocation is 
determined. Budget development is not programmatic before, but could be after, depending upon how the 
school site determines how to split up the funding for the building. This exhibit further reveals:

• More than 67 percent of respondents agreed that school budgets are mostly developed or determined by 
a group of people at their campus.

• More than 18 percent of the 43 principals who responded to this question agreed that the principals 
mostly develop budgets.

• Seven percent of respondents thought that people at the central office mostly develop school budgets.

Comments made by principals who completed the survey help explain their responses:

• “We are given money to be used in certain categories and the principal is allowed some flexibility on 
how to utilize it at the building level.”

• “We are allocated a certain amount in specific categories and I have choices on how to spend it.”

The results of the survey described in Exhibit 5.1.3 and comments made by principals are further evidence that 
budget development and allocations to schools are not based on programmatic rank ordering at the district level.

Component Three: Description for Evaluation of Funding/Not Funding Consequences; Component 
Four: Cost-benefit Analysis; and Component Five: Competition on Basis of Criticality of Need and 
Effectiveness (Inadequate)

In component two, department budget request requirements are described to include means of evaluation and 
person responsible for evaluation of the budgeted action. The district assigns costs to budget submittals; 
nevertheless, components three, four, and five were all judged by the auditors to be inadequate since cost-
benefit analyses are not specified nor performed at the system level, and data needed to evaluate programs are 
not generated by the system (see Finding 4.1). 

District administrators issued concerns about the way budget decisions are made and evaluated:

• “My concern is that schools fit their requests in the strategy initiative box for additional funds and don’t 
really think about what they really need in terms of funding. We want to turn that around.”
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• “We struggle with this [evaluating the effectiveness of funding a program or request] as a system. We 
have the RFP on the front end so people will evaluate what they really need.”

• “The evaluation becomes more of a belief that something works than data-driven evaluation.”

Component Six:  Decision Making Process (Inadequate)

Component six is not met because auditors were provided evidence that only the Board and top administrators 
make key decisions leading to development of the district budget. District administrators identify district and 
site initiatives and priorities.  District administrators describe the district budget development process as having 
three phases: Initial, Middle, and Final. Teachers, students, parents, and community members are involved in 
the district budget process mainly in decisions about how the funds allocated to the school are to be used. 

Initial

The Chief Financial Officer CFO calculates the operating allotments based on the October FTE count.  The 
Human Resources (HR) Director develops the initial personnel allotment based on the projected student count 
using student information and transportation software.  The Federal Programs Director determines the Title I 
budgets based on the poverty ranking.  The Special Education Director per IEP requirements determines IDEA 
budgets. 

Middle

The Human Resources Director, Assistant Superintendent for Teaching and Learning, and CFO meet with 
principals to review the personnel allotments and discuss any logistical/other considerations.  

At the school level, the budget (allocation based on enrollment) is developed in conjunction with the school 
improvement plan. The leadership team at the schools develops these documents along with a cross-section 
of stakeholders (teachers, parents, students) within the school.  Principals present how they plan to use their 
school’s allocation to district administrators, including the superintendent, two assistant superintendents, human 
resources director, CFO, the Teaching and Learning staff, and the instructional technology director.  During 
these presentations, the principals describe how their use of allocated funds is aligned to the strategic plan and 
their school improvement plan.  Principals also use this time to make additional budget requests.  Members of 
the cabinet then hold additional budget requests for review all at one time.

The superintendent provides forums for budget conversations through a student advisory council, a teacher 
advisory council, and a parent advisory council.

Department budgets are developed from the ground up. However, some expenditures are continuations from the 
previous year. Budget requests must show alignment to the strategic plan.  Department heads meet with their 
assistant superintendent prior to submission of their budget to finance.  The CFO reviews budgets and looks for 
overlap, alignment, potential adjustments, and further explanation prior to presenting to cabinet. 

Board of education retreats are held where a preliminary budget presentation is provided to give them an idea of 
where revenues and expenditures are heading.  The board is asked for their priorities and any potential budget 
considerations that they want researched and potentially included.  

Final

The superintendent determines final changes to the budget.  The CFO develops a final budget based off these 
decisions to present to the board.  The board has the ultimate authority and final say for the approval of the 
budget as well as the components of the budget.

Exhibit 5.1.4 displays the results of principals’ survey responses to a question about influence of school goals 
and objectives on allocation of funds to their school.  The responses indicate beliefs that principals have about 
the influence of school goals and objectives on allocation of school funds. These are simply perceptions because 
as stated earlier in this report, funds are allocated to schools based on enrollment, not school priorities.
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Exhibit 5.1.4

Principal Survey Responses to Question about Influence of School Goals  
And Objectives On Allocation of School Funds

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

How would you rate the influence of school goals and objectives on 
the allocation of funds to your school?

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count
Little or no influence 5% 2
Some or moderate influence 23% 10
Major or primary influence 67% 29
Other 5% 2

Exhibit 5.1.4 reveals:

• Sixty-seven (67) percent of respondents felt that school goals and objectives have a major influence on 
allocation of school funds.

• Twenty-three (23) percent of respondents agreed that school goals and objectives have some or moderate 
influence on allocation of school funds.

• Two respondents (five percent) felt that school goals and objectives have little or no influence on 
allocation of school funds.

Jackson Road Elementary newly formed playground

Summary

The finances of the Griffin-Spalding County School System are prudently managed and are financially stable.  
However, budget development, decision-making processes, and allocation of funds are not specifically 
informed by program evaluation and cost-benefit analysis system-wide.. While generally successful in meeting 
state audit criteria, the curriculum auditors determined that the district budgeting process and the budget that 
results from that process were not guided by or fully aligned with the district’s mission, curriculum goals, or 
strategic priorities, nor did they include provisions for cost-benefit analysis to ascertain system or program 
productivity.  Overall, board policies, fiscal planning documents, and program evaluation guides were not found 
to articulate tangible, demonstrable connections between assessment of operational curriculum effectiveness 
and the allocation of resources.  Without a comprehensive process for the collection of performance data and 
the analytic resources needed to use data in support of budget-sensitive decision making such as the initiation, 
retention, modification, or elimination of program efforts, such decision making regarding fiscal resources will 
rest on established practices less likely to bring about positive overall system outcomes for students.
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Finding 5.2:  Facilities are well maintained but need continuous upgrading if they are to meet the 
instructional needs of the district.

The physical climate of the school is an important indicator of its ability to deliver the curriculum effectively.  
Facilities that are well maintained and clean create a learning environment that is pleasant and does not interfere 
with or impede effective delivery of the overall instructional program. Further, the availability of usable 
instructional space with adequate technological access to deliver varied instructional strategies is an important 
aspect of the effectiveness of the instructional program. Comprehensive facilities planning, including regular 
monitoring and evaluation of facilities, is essential for promoting educational productivity in a school system.

Auditors visited each of the district’s schools and most of the classrooms where instruction was taking place 
to gather information on the learning environment and any specific problems or impediments that may 
exist in facilities. Specifically, the team was concerned with the overall maintenance, physical atmosphere, 
accessibility, equipment, safety concerns, and capacity and use of the buildings and equipment. In addition, 
auditors interviewed board members, administrators, teachers, and personnel responsible for facilities planning 
and maintenance.  Finally, the team reviewed pertinent policies and practices used by the district for long-range 
facilities master planning to provide quality instructional facilities. 

With few exceptions, the audit team found high quality, clean, and well maintained school facilities.  Moreover, 
the state requirements for facilities planning for participation in the state’s school building program have been 
met.   However, important elements of comprehensive long-range planning are missing.   

In response to a request for facilities master plans, the auditors were provided a document entitled “Facilities 
Master Plan 2014-2019.” Also presented were copies of the District Strategic Plan, the Technology Plan, 
School Improvement Plans, and auditor reports for the past two years, which detail enrollment projections and 
depreciation value of facilities. 

Auditors reviewed board policy and administrative regulations related to facilities and maintenance.  The 
following provide guidance for the district:

• Board Policy CEB:  Job Qualifications—Superintendent lists as Task 4:  Oversees facilities management 
as one of the major responsibilities.  The dimensions detail specific responsibilities:

 ○ Prepares long-and short-range plans for facilities and sites.

 ○ Maintains and implements policies for the use of school property.

 ○ Ensures the maintenance of school property.

 ○ Monitors any construction, renovation, or demolition of school facilities.

 ○ Oversees and implements policies for safe school facilities.

• Board Policy DIB:  Financial Reports addresses capitalization of fixed assets, including land assets, 
depreciation of buildings, and disposition of property.

• Board Policy DO:  School Prosperities Disposal Procedure describes the process should such property 
be considered surplus.  The board is required to adopt a resolution declaring such property is no longer 
necessary or convenient for school purposes and specifying the terms and manner of the sale. 

• Board Policy EBB (2):  Safety acknowledges the board’s responsibility to providing a healthy and safe 
workplace and work environment. 

• Administrative Regulation EBB-R (1): Safety outlines the provisions for a Safety Committee and the 
addressing of a safe workplace. Most of this regulation addresses security.

• Policy EBD:  Heating and Lighting addresses the responsibility of the district to conserve energy and 
natural resources.  

• Administrative Regulation ECF-R:  Equipment Maintenance addresses lost, stolen, or broken equipment 
and the procedures for reporting such losses.
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• Board Policy EBI:  Building and Grounds Management Maintenance states, “The Construction and 
Facilities Director develops and administers the maintenance of all school property, buildings and 
grounds.”

• Board Policy FDC:  Naming Facilities provides the process for naming any new facilities.

An expectation of the audit is that the district will have a comprehensive facilities plan or planning process in 
place to maintain and improve the quality of facilities needed to provide an appropriate environment for student 
learning.  The audit establishes eight planning components as critical characteristics of a master facilities plan or 
process.  For a plan or process to be judged adequate, approximately 70 percent or six of the eight components 
must be present.  These components and the auditor’s assessment of facility planning efforts are presented in 
Exhibit 5.2.1.

Exhibit 5.2.1

Analysis of Long-Range Facilities Master Plan
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Components of a Comprehensive Long-Range Facilities Plan
Auditors’ Rating

Adequate Inadequate
1. Philosophical statements that reflect community aspirations and the 

educational mission of the district and their relationship to short- and long-
range facilities goals.

X

2. Enrollment projections that take into account any known circumstances that 
may change the pupil population. X

3. The current organizational patterns of the district and identification of possible 
organizational changes necessary to support the educational program. X

4. Identification of educational programs considered by designers of capital 
projects for renovation or addition of school facilities. Partial*

5. A detailed evaluation of each facility, including assessment of structural 
integrity, mechanical integrity and efficiency, energy efficiency, operations and 
maintenance, and health and safety requirements.

X

6. Prioritization of needs for renovation of existing facilities and the provision of 
additional facilities. Partial*

7. Cost analysis of potential capital projects to meet the educational needs 
of the district, including identification of revenues associated with capital 
construction.

X

8. Procedures for the involvement of all stakeholders of the school community in 
the development and evaluation of the long-range facilities plan. X

Total 4 4
Percentage 50%

*Partial ratings are tallied as inadequate.
©2013 CMSi

As rated in Exhibit 5.2.1, the Facility Plan, board policy related to facilities, the strategic plan, and other 
district provided documents met four of eight components (50 percent), and, therefore, failed to meet the overall 
planning criteria.  The following provides a brief discussion of each of these eight criteria and the auditors’ 
assessment of the associated district plan.

Criterion 1:  Philosophical Statement (Inadequate)

While community aspirations and goals were clearly evident in the comments of public meetings, including 
board meetings, the Facilities Plan is more focused on the purposes and uses of bond funds.  This document 
contains an overview of the district’s status and needs and then addresses educational program standards.  The 
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discussion of these standards is limited to space issues, that, while important, do not address instructional 
flexibility that would serve students and teachers well in a wide range of possible program configurations.  
Neither this plan document nor board policy include comprehensive specifications likely to support a wide 
range of instructional designs, methodologies, or innovative instructional strategies.

Criterion 2:  Enrollment Projections (Adequate)

The Facilities Plan developed in 2014 provided a five-year FTE projection based on the past four years (2010-11, 
2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14) and projected the next five years for 2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-
19.  Additionally, the plan provided new FTE projections by grade range compared to last year’s projections.  
The third projection was FTE by grade for five years with indication in change.

Criterion 3:  Organizational Changes to Support Educational Programs (Adequate)

The auditors reviewed the facilities plan, board policies, district strategic plan, and school improvement plans 
for consideration of organizational changes to support the educational programs of the district. The rationale 
listed in the Facilities Plan overview states, “Griffin-Spalding County School System continues to believe that 
the most effective instructional organizational pattern is K-5, 6-8, and 9-12.” All other documents were silent 
with regard to organizational changes, including adequacy of facilities with regard to enrollment projections.  

Criterion 4:  Educational Program Needs Considered When Planning School Renovations and Additions 
(Partially Adequate)

The development of a capital facility plan for a school district has as its purpose the support and development 
of student learning.  The development of plans and schedules for renovations and new construction thus include 
opportunities for the input of educational leaders, typically school principals and the district administrative 
officer in charge of facilities.  This is important because the identification of educational program needs is 
critical to the appropriate design of capital projects whether those projects be new construction or renovation/
re-purposing of existing school facilities.  Interviews indicated that renovations were planned by the facility 
director and staff with minimal input by the school staff. The majority of input was through an architectural 
firm.

Criterion 5:  Facility Needs Assessment (Adequate)

Existing plan documents were examined to determine whether there was a detailed assessment of each district 
school and all support facilities, including evidence of a systematic assessment of facilities and mechanical 
systems across the district.  Components looked for in this plan or documents also included assessment of 
structural integrity, mechanical integrity and efficiency, energy efficiency, operations and maintenance, and 
health and safety requirements.  Board policy did not call for the type of comprehensive preventative or deferred 
maintenance plan or describe a comprehensive process in its place to provide a mechanism for monitoring 
facilities’ functionality, anticipate resource allocations to maintain that functionality, or provide a process for 
examining facility needs in the future.  The Facility Plan detailed each school with specific renovation details, 
including costs for immediate renovation and 10-year maintenance costs.

Criterion 6:  Renovation and New Construction (Partially Adequate)

The Facilities Plan 2014-2019 provided a detailed list of renovations and additions for the district.  It contained 
no new construction projections.  This plan, although it listed the 18 schools and the specific renovations needed, 
listed a priority list with no explanation of the process for prioritization.  As noted previously, no method or 
strategy for prioritizing identified projects, such as inequity in building function or space, for example, was 
found in board policy or in documents provided to the auditors.  In fact, the district does develop or revise a 
facilities plan every five years, but although renovation and construction projects are identified, the method or 
strategy for prioritizing identified projects was not described in the plan. During interviews, auditors learned of 
a projected Career Academy, which was not included in the Facilities Plan.
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Criterion 7:  Capital Cost Analysis (Adequate)

Cost analysis information for capital projects was identified by the auditors in reports developed by the district 
in conjunction with their planning for the most recent bond election and regularly updated in the periodic 
revisions of the district capital facilities plan.  The establishment of construction estimates was evident in 
the documentation.  Furthermore, monitoring and reporting of progress on the various projects were frequent 
as noted by the board meeting minutes. These practices will no doubt support the success of future district 
renovation projects owing to the pattern of accountability established with the SPLOST bond building program.  

Criterion 8:  Stakeholder Involvement (Inadequate)

While feedback to the community through all phases of the last major phase of construction was clearly 
documented, the planning for the projects themselves, as with the current facilities planning effort, was largely 
a district staff and consultant function.  No planning documents or process were identified that included a means 
for obtaining broad community involvement in facilities development or renovation decisions or evidence that 
there was a standard practice for obtaining community input regarding what projects were to be included, their 
order of completion, or their design and functionality goals. Interviews with the facilities director and staff 
provided information that the plan is developed by the facilities department with an architectural firm that 
assists in developing the plan.  They walk through a building and make recommendations.  From that walk 
through and feedback, a detailed statement of needs is developed.  The plan is sent to the state department, who 
send out a team to review the plan and make recommendations.  After the state signs off on the plan, the local 
board and state board approve.

Facilities Condition and Capacity

With regard to building long-term maintenance and detailed condition reports, the Facilities Plan provided 
current comprehensive reviews of each of the district’s schools and ancillary facility. Auditors were not given 
preventive maintenance schedules and associated budgets amounts and sources for the implementation of 
a long-term capital maintenance plan.  The Facilities Plan was the only document provided to the auditors 
detailing projected renovation costs for each school; however, other related processes such as regular health 
and safety inspections, major repair/replacement priority plans, a maintenance work order system, and energy 
efficiency reviews do not exist in this plan.  In sum, auditors did not identify or have the opportunity to review 
a comprehensive facilities preventive or deferred maintenance plan.  In addition, auditors did not observe a 
comprehensive process in place to provide a mechanism for monitoring ongoing facilities functionality or for 
anticipating resource allocations (i.e., deferred maintenance plan and associated DM account), to maintain that 
functionality into the future.  

During site visits to the schools, the auditors noted some classrooms with deteriorated doors, cracks in hallway 
floors, and chipping/separation in exterior walls.  A number of instances were observed in which separations 
in the playground safety padding was evident, limiting their protective function and posing a trip hazard. One 
of the middle schools has three different types of brick that do not match. Auditors heard reports of seasonal 
building flooding, lack of flexible instructional space in some schools, and ground water saturation resulting in 
damaging buildings.  Rodent infestations and security concerns in some schools regarding classroom external 
doors were also noted.  
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Care of existing facilities as they age is a continuing challenge in the district.  Exhibit 5.2.2 provides a summary 
of the work orders for maintenance for the past four years.  

Exhibit 5.2.2

Summary of Work Orders
Griffin-Spalding County School System

July 2012 – February 2016

Dates Number of Requests Number Completed Percent
July 2012- Dec 2012 2,411 2,107 87.4%
Jan 2013- Dec 2013 4,800 3,336 69.5
Jan 2014- Dec 2014 4,682 609 13
Jan 2015- Dec 2015 4,609 7 <0.1

Jan-Feb 2016 460 0 0
Total 16,962 6,059 35.7%

Data Source:  Griffin-Spalding Maintenance Department 2/24/2016

From Exhibit 5.2.2, the following is noted:

• For the six months in 2012, 87.4 percent of the work orders were completed.

• In 2013, 69.5 percent of the work orders were completed.

• In 2014 only 13 percent of the work orders were listed as completed.

• Since 2012, the number of work orders completed has decreased.

• Overall, 35.7 percent of the work orders requested since July 2012 have been completed.

During interviews and building visits, auditors inquired about the satisfaction with maintenance.  Most building 
administrators expressed satisfaction with the facility and maintenance as indicated by the following quotes:

• “The flat roof does cause some leaks, but it is addressed in a timely manner.”

• “We recently added a building to take the place of a trailer.”

• “We don’t have major problems.  We have what we need from a facilities standpoint.”

• “We are in the five-year facilities plan as we have five classrooms out in a trailer.”

• “We do not currently have facility issues as we were just refurbished.”

• “Seasonally we have to change the thermostats.”

Comments regarding facilities and maintenance from additional interviews and survey data include the following:

• “I have a belief that the schools should be the nicest places in the community.  Some of ours are the 
crappiest place to be in the community.”  (District Administrator)

• “We want to assure that our facilities are as safe as they can possibly be.” (District Administrator)

• “SPLOST has funded most of our five-year facilities plans.”  (District Administrator)

• “We are in our fifth round of SPLOST that has brought in about $43,000,000 over a five year period.” 
(District Administrator)

• “Micromain is down and that is where our work requests are logged.  It has been down since January.”   
(District Administrator)

• “I would love to see more parent involvement.”  (District Administrator)

A review of board meeting minutes revealed that monthly reports were given regarding maintenance and 
facilities.  Auditors reviewed these reports and found them to be fairly comprehensive regarding the maintenance 
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work in the district and updates on facility projects. Additionally, the auditors were provided with a listing of 
maintenance requests for the district.  A review of these requests found them to be increasing for some buildings 
and to be a drain on the maintenance staff such that delays occurred in the response to such requests.

Mainstay Campus carpets in need of repair

Summary

Auditors concluded that, overall, Griffin-Spalding County School System facilities are adequate to support the 
educational program and are well maintained.  Maintenance requests are not being completed annually, due to 
addressing renovations in the facilities plan.  Plans exist to equip classrooms with computers and interactive 
technologies, but these have not been incorporated into the comprehensive master plan. The district has plans 
for a new career center, but due to delays with constructional renovation issues, the building will not ready for 
the 2016 opening and will be housed in a temporary community facility. This program was not included in the 
2014-2019 Facilities Plan. The district Technology Plan identifies the need for adequate infrastructure to support 
21st century instructional needs, but the retrofit of existing facilities has not been integrated into the long-range 
facility plans for the district. 

Finding 5.3:  While some interventions in use in the district meet audit criteria for aspects of planning 
and implementation, the district lacks a comprehensive process for selecting, planning and implementing, 
monitoring, and evaluating student achievement results for specific program interventions over time 
within the same or reduced costs.

Increased productivity, whether it has to do with production or student learning, involves improving results 
with the same or reduced resources.  Over time, an organization such as a school system is expected to make 
better use of its resources as experience is gained in its area of expertise.  The most limited and ultimately 
irreplaceable resource is time.  While no student benefits from exposure to sub-optimal curriculum and 
instructional approaches, students already behind in their achievement of learning goals are at even greater risk 
given less effective approaches.  A substantial number of students in the Griffin-Spalding County School System 
are performing below state expectations in spite of the efforts of skilled and dedicated educators.  In school 
systems, productivity improvements generally come in response to interventions that change specific programs, 
practices, processes, or strategies in response to needs identified through data collection and analysis.

A school district requires a systemic method for identifying needs and addressing them in order to improve 
its capacity to achieve instructional goals for students.  The audit defines this process as intervention.  An 
intervention is a purposeful system response to the data received from various feedback sources.  Interventions 
contribute to improved productivity by effectively developing specific actions to improve student performance.  

Effective interventions will positively affect student achievement and will address planning, implementation, and 
evaluation.  The intervention will increase the productivity of teachers as well as the performance of students.  
Effective interventions are connected to the system’s needs, are well planned, adequately funded, and fully 
implemented.  The process of designing and implementing an effective intervention includes the following steps:
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• Access the current situation;

• Diagnose data collected;

• Propose and examine alternatives;

• Select an alternative that best addresses the problem;

• Develop a formal plan with goals and measurable objectives to address the problem;

• Provide the fiscal and human resources needed;

• Implement the plan with well-defined mechanics for monitoring progress;

• Evaluate the plan with sound and appropriate techniques;

• Adjust the program as needed based on the data gathered through the evaluation process;

• Implement the program based on adjustments needed; and

• Reassess and repeat the process for continual improvement.

Interventions that do not follow this process often do not address system needs, priorities, and goals, and do not 
sustain productivity.  The implementation of interventions is a complex process that enables staff to address the 
changing needs and requirements of the system to improve student performance.

Effective school systems employ carefully selected, well designed, comprehensively evaluated interventions 
that are implemented with fidelity to bring about improved student achievement within the same or reduced 
resource parameters.  Efforts that produce improved results at less cost allow the district to reallocate fiscal 
resources to meet other needs.  External dollars, especially those that are short-term in nature, are seldom 
adequate for the support of wide-ranging change efforts, and, thus, major interventions usually require that they 
be implemented within the existing resources of the district (i.e., as replacements for existing efforts judged 
to be less effective).  However, if external funds are used, they need to be those that are considered long-term, 
such as the annual Title I Grant or those that are sufficient to accomplish intervening action in a relatively short 
period of time, such as an intensive staff capacity-building endeavor.

The auditors examined board policies, district- and school-level planning documents, district program documents, 
and other documents related to district interventions.  In addition, auditors interviewed board members, district 
administrators, school administrators, teachers, and parents about the adequacy and effectiveness of the district’s 
program interventions targeted at improving student achievement.

The auditors found many programs in place in the Griffin-Spalding County School District intended to support 
learning and address gaps in student achievement; however, board policies were weak in directing a planned 
system or systematic approach to their selection, implementation, or evaluation.

The auditors examined board policies relevant to the implementation and evaluation of program interventions.  
The following policies were identified by auditors as containing references to program interventions:

• Board Policy IA/BA:  Philosophy states as part of the district mission that “All resources and programs 
must align to meet the challenges and opportunities our students will encounter in school.”  The policy 
notes that “Students learn in different ways and should be provided with a variety of instructional 
approaches to support their learning; and effective research and supportive data are used to design, 
implement, and evaluate our learning practices.”

• Board Policy IDDF:  Special Education Program mandates that the board of education “will provide 
opportunities for students to participate in community based instruction, related vocational instruction, 
and any other programs which they are determined eligible to prepare them to function independently 
as adults in the community.”

• Board Policy IDCA: Summer Session Programs provides “an opportunity for extended educational 
experiences including supplemental and remedial instruction.”
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• Board Policy IHFA:  Handicapped Students provides “equal opportunity to all students to participate in 
and benefit from all programs and activities available in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.”

The Griffin-Spalding County School System board policies were judged inadequate for providing direction 
for the development and implementation of program interventions.  While the expectation of providing and 
implementing adequate and appropriate interventions for students exists within the system, board policies were 
considered weak in requiring a planned process for implementing interventions, identifying and allocating 
necessary resources, and requiring evaluation criteria based on district and program goals.

Many different programs and interventions have been implemented in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System.  School administrators submitted an inventory of programs and interventions used at their school 
so that auditors could determine the scope and type of interventions and programs being used in the district. 
Auditors noted that many of the interventions listed on the school surveys included district-adopted textbooks 
for core courses, instructional strategies and activities, and technological equipment ordinarily used by all 
students. Although these items could be used to enhance or modify instruction within the classroom, they 
were not included in the intervention listing.  Exhibit 5.3.1 displays a listing of programs identified by school 
administrators, grade and tier level of targeted students, and schools documenting the use of that program or 
intervention in their school.

Exhibit 5.3.1

System-Wide and School-Based Intervention Programs
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

# Program Grade 
Level Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Campus

1 100 Easy Lessons Elem.  x x Cowan Elem
2 AAA Math Elem.  x x Orrs Elem

Moreland Elem
3 ABCya.com Elem. x   Moore Elem

Jordan Hill Rd Elem
4 Adapted Mind Math Elem.  x x Futral Rd Elem
5 ALEKS Elem.

MS
 x x Mainstay Academy

Cowan Elem
Anne St.

6 Bootcamp Elem. x   Cowan Elem
7 CAMS & STAMS Elem.  x  Beaverbrook Elem
8 Cloze Passaes Elem.  x x Orrs Elem

Moreland Elem
9 Copy/Copy/Compare(Math) HS  x  Spalding HS
10 Directed Instruction Elem. x   Jackson Rd Elem

Crescent Rd Elem
Cowan Rd Elem

11 Elkonin Boxes Elem.  x x Orrs Elem
Moreland Elem
Anne St. Elem

12 Flashcards Elem.  x x Orrs Elem
Moreland Elem
Moore Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Jackson Rd Elem
Futral Rd  Elem
Crescent Rd Elem
Cowan Elem

13 FLP MS  x x Cowan Rd MS
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Exhibit 5.3.1 (continued)
System-Wide and School-Based Intervention Programs

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

# Program Grade 
Level Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Campus

14 I Wonder series Elem. x   Beaverbrook Elem
15 iRead Elem. x x x  Anne St. Elem

Cowan Elem
Crescent Rd Elem
Futral Elem
Jackson Rd Elem
Jordan Hill Elem
Moore Elem
Moreland Elem
Orrs Elem

16 Istation Elem.  x x Orrs Elem
Moreland Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Futral Rd Elem
Cowan  Elem

17 IXL Elem. x   Moore Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Carver Rd. MS

18 Kidware Elem.  x x Cowan Elem
19 Lakeshore Reading Kits Elem.  x x Cowan Elem
20 Language Master Elem.  x x Orrs Elem

Moreland Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Jackson Rd Elem
Cowan Elem

21 Learnzillion Elem. x x x Jackson Rd Elem
22 Math 180 MS

HS
 x x Kennedy Rd MS

Griffin HS
Cowan Rd MS
Carver Rd MS
AZ Kelsey

23 Math Magician MS  x x Cowan Rd MS
24 Moby Max Elem. x x x Jackson Rd Elem

Futral Rd Elem
25 My Access MS x   Rehoboth Rd MS
26 My ON Elem. x   Crescent Rd Elem

Cowan Elem
27 Number Talks Elem. x   Orrs Elem

Moreland Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Jackson Rd Elem
Futral Rd Elem
Cowan Elem

28 Otter Creek Elem.  x x Jackson Rd Elem
29 PBIS Elem. x   Anne St. Elem
30 Picture Me Reading Elem.  x  Anne St. Elem
31 Raz Kids Elem.  x x Cowan Elem
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Exhibit 5.3.1 (continued)
System-Wide and School-Based Intervention Programs

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

# Program Grade 
Level Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Campus

32 Read 180 All  x x Spalding HS
Orrs Elem
Rehoboth Rd MS
Moreland Elem
Moore Elem
Mainstay Academy
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Jackson Rd. Elem
Anne St Elem
AZ Kelzey
Carver Rd MS
Cowan Rd MS
Crescent Rd Elem
Futral Elem
Griffin HS
Cowan Elem
Atkinson Elem
Beaverbrook Elem

33 Read Theory MS  x x Rehoboth Rd MS
34 Read Works MS x x x Rehoboth Rd MS

Carver Rd MS
35 RESA Math Manipulatives MS

HS
x   Mainstay Academy

36 Saxon Phonics Elem. x x x Jackson Rd Elem
Futral Rd Elem

37 Say-Ask-Check (Montague,1992) HS  x  Spalding HS
38 SRA Math and Reading All  x  Mainstay Academy

Cowan Elem
39 Scholastic Reading Inventory HS x   Spalding HS
40 ST Math Elem.  x x Futral Rd Elem

Orrs Elem
Moreland Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Cowan Elem

41 Starfall Elem.  x x Moore Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Crescent Rd Elem
Cowan Elem 

42 STEEP All x x  Spalding HS
Mainstay Academy
Jackson Rd Elem
Cowan Rd MS
Anne St. Elem

43 Strategic Note-Taking (Boyle, 2013) HS  x  Spalding HS
44 Study Island Elem.

MS
x   Crescent Rd Elem

Cowan Elem
Carver Rd MS
Anne St. Elem

45 Super Phonics Elem.  x x Crescent Rd Elem
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Exhibit 5.3.1 (continued)
System-Wide and School-Based Intervention Programs

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

# Program Grade 
Level Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Campus

46 Teach Town Academics MS
HS

  x Mainstay Academy

47 Ten Marks MS  x x Rehoboth Rd MS
48 Tim Rasinski’s Fluency Elem.  x x Cowan Elem
49 Touch Math All  x x Mainstay Academy

Jordan Hill Rd Elem
50 Van De Walle Elem. x   Jackson Rd Elem
51 Write Score MS x   Cowan Rd MS

Carver Rd MS
52 Xtramath Elem.

MS
 x x Orrs Elem

Rehoboth Rd MS
Moreland Elem
Moore Elem
Jordan Hill Rd Elem
Futral Rd Elem
Cowan Elem
Anne St. Elem

As can be noted in Exhibit 5.3.1:

• A total of 52 different programs were identified by site administrators as in place in one or more schools 
in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.

• Twenty-six (26), or 50 percent, of the 52 programs, were in place at only one school.

• Of the 52 programs identified, site administrators reported that 25 (48 percent) were intended only for 
Tier 2 and Tier 3 students.

• Fourteen (14), or 27 percent, of programs and interventions are used only for Tier 1 students.

• Four of the programs (eight percent) are used at all grade levels, elementary, middle, and high school.

• Read 180 was the most widely identified program in place in Griffin-Spalding County School System 
schools.

An academic intervention is a well-planned deliberate approach focused on helping students develop new 
skills and knowledge or build fluency in acquired skills.  Interventions are focused, intentional, explicit, and 
structured in a way that engages students.  The effectiveness of an academic intervention is based on how well 
the intervention is tailored to individual student learning needs, how quickly the intervention is provided, how 
effective the intervention is in meeting student immediate needs, and at what costs.

To determine the adequacy of intervention design in the Griffin-Spalding County School System, auditors 
selected Read 180 for review to determine if the intervention design was sufficient for improving student 
performance.  Read 180 was selected because it was the most frequently identified program in place in full 
implementation.  Read 180 is used in the Griffin-Spalding County School System as an online intervention that 
provides reading comprehension strategies, tools, and assessments for grades 4-12.  

Auditors used seven curriculum audit criteria for intervention design to determine whether Read 180, as 
implemented by Griffin-Spalding County School System, had a high likelihood of successful implementation.  
Exhibit 5.3.2 lists the seven review criteria along with auditors’ assessment of the Read 180 program with 
regard to each of the criteria.  In order for an intervention design to be considered adequate, it must meet five 
(70 percent) of the review criteria.  A detailed discussion of the ratings follows the exhibit.  
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Exhibit 5.3.2

Comparison of the Read 180 to Audit Intervention Design Criteria
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Intervention Design Audit Criteria
Auditors’ Rating

Evident Not 
Evident

1. The intervention relates to a documented district need—current situation had been 
assessed, diagnosed, and analysis data collected and considered in the selection of 
the intervention.

X

2. There is evidence that a problem has been identified from data analyses, 
several alternatives proposed and examined, and one of the better alternatives to 
address the problem selected. 

X

3. A formal plan with goals and measurable objectives is in place to address 
the identified problem. Documentation exists to define the purpose of the 
intervention, why it addresses the system need/problem, and how it will impact 
student achievement.  A plan for design, deployment, and implementation of the 
intervention is in place.

X

4. Evidence exists that a strong deployment approach was designed, 
including identification of staff proficiencies needed to implement the 
intervention, appropriate staff development around the proficiencies, and a clear 
communication plan for appropriate audiences.

X

5. Human, material, and fiscal resources needed to initiate the intervention 
(short-term) and to sustain the intervention (long-term) are identified and in place. X

6. Formative feedback and summative evaluation criteria are identified and are 
tied to intervention goals, objectives, and expectations. X

7. A plan for monitoring the ongoing deployment and implementation of the 
intervention is in place and involves appropriate individuals to carry out this plan.  X

Total 2 5
Percentage Evident 29%

©2013 CMSi

Exhibit 5.3.2 shows only two (29 percent) of the seven intervention design criteria were rated adequate by 
auditors.  The following is a discussion of what auditors found regarding the criteria as it related to the Read 
180 program implemented in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.

Criterion 1:  Establishment of Need (Adequate)

 Georgia Milestone assessments indicated that students were performing below acceptable proficiency levels 
in core content areas, preventing some schools from making adequate yearly progress as required by the state.

Criterion 2:  Selection of Alternatives and Rationale (Inadequate)

The school improvement plans did not provide any documented evidence to show that alternatives were 
examined to determine that Read 180 was the most productive choice. Auditors were not presented any other 
documentation from the district indicating that different intervention options were evaluated or considered.

Criterion 3:  Plan, Definition of Purpose, Direction, and Rationale (Inadequate)

No formal plan was found for the implementation of Read 180 as a planned intervention.  No documentation 
was provided auditors indicating the purpose for implementing Read 180, the desired student outcomes, or the 
goals against which the program’s effectiveness would be measured.
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Criterion 4:  Staff Development and Communication Plan (Inadequate)

While training and staff development were provided to district staff in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System, the choice to use the program was left to the discretion of individual school administrators.  Utilization 
of Read 180 varied across the district depending on the emphasis placed on its implementation at a particular 
school.  Teachers who experienced changes in their school administrator or who transferred to a different 
campus after the initial implementation of Read 180 reported differences in utilization and working knowledge 
of the program.

Criterion 5:  Provision of Resources (Adequate)

 Funding for the implementation of Read 180 is provided by existing school, Title 1, and Title IIA funds for 
students in grades 4 through 12.  Long-term funding was not addressed for the intervention process.

Criterion 6:  Feedback and Evaluation (Inadequate)

Goal alignment between Read 180 and the Georgia Standards of Excellence is not readily apparent.  In order 
for a teacher to effectively use Read 180 data they must have sufficient knowledge of the GSE to make the 
necessary cross-connections.  Absent sufficient knowledge limits the ability of teachers to effectively use Read 
180 feedback to inform classroom instruction.  No specific expectations or goals were noted associated with the 
implementation of Read 180 as a learning intervention.

Criterion 7:  Monitoring (Inadequate)

While there is intent to continue the use of Read 180 as an intervention in the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System, no plan was provided auditors indicating how the program would continue to be implemented into the 
future, how the use of the program would be monitored for effectiveness, or how use of the program would 
be modified in response to student achievement results.  Read 180 is just one of many interventions campus 
administrators may choose to utilize if they wish.

In summary, the approach to intervention design in the Griffin-Spalding County School System did not 
meet review criteria and was considered inadequate.  No documentation was provided that Read 180 had 
been purposefully selected based upon specific goals that had been established against which the program’s 
effectiveness could be measured.

The next area examined by auditors was intervention delivery.  The auditors selected Read 180 to examine 
in terms of six specific deployment and implementation criteria.  For an intervention to receive an adequate 
delivery rating, at least four of the six criteria must be met with full evidence.  Exhibit 5.3.3 lists the criteria and 
the auditors’ rating of the district’s approach.  A detailed discussion of the ratings follows the exhibit.

Exhibit 5.3.3

Comparisons of the Read 180 to Intervention Implementation Criteria
Griffin-Spalding County School System

February 2016

Audit Criteria for Intervention Implementation
Auditors’ Rating

Evident Not 
Evident

1. A formal plan with goals, measurable objectives, and processes is in place and is 
being implemented. X

2. Implementation of the intervention is both strategic and purposeful.  The staff 
proficiencies needed to implement the intervention are clearly defined.  Appropriate 
staff development based on these proficiencies takes place every year as new 
personnel are hired and as additional needs are identified.  Continued goals 
for implementing the intervention and frequent progress reports are clearly 
communicated to all appropriate personnel.

X
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Exhibit 5.3.3 (continued)
Comparisons of the Read 180 to Intervention Implementation Criteria

Griffin-Spalding County School System
February 2016

Audit Criteria for Intervention Implementation
Auditors’ Rating

Evident Not 
Evident

3. The human, material, and fiscal resources needed to initiate and sustain the 
intervention are identified and allocated. X

4. Feedback from formative and summative evaluations that are tied to intervention 
goals, objectives, and expectations are systematically administered. X

5. Monitoring implementation of the intervention is taking place; responsibilities 
and procedures for monitoring are clearly defined and assigned to the appropriate 
individuals to carry out this plan.  

X

6. The intervention is being modified and adjusted as needed, based upon monitoring 
of formative and summative evaluation data, to ensure continued quality control. X

Total 1 5
Percentage Evident 17%

©2013 CMSi

As can be noted in Exhibit 5.3.3, implementation of Read 180 as an intervention program met one (17 percent) 
of the six criteria for implementation; therefore, the delivery rating is inadequate.

The following is a discussion of what the auditors found regarding each of the delivery criteria as it relates to 
the Read 180 intervention program.

Criterion 1:  Plan Implementation (Inadequate)

There is no evidence of a formal plan with goals, measurable objectives, and process in place for the 
implementation of Read 180.  The idea that students will move from Tier III and Tier II interventions to Tier 
I interventions as a result of students interacting with the Read 180 program is insufficient as a program goal.

Criterion 2:  Staff Development and Communication (Inadequate)

The implementation of the Read 180 program at individual schools as an intervention is optional.  There is no 
specific district strategy associated with the implementation of Read 180, even though it is referenced in some 
of the individual school improvement plans.  While staff training was provided upon the initial deployment of 
Read 180 in the district, deployment is a site-based consideration influenced by the amount of emphasis placed 
on the use of Read 180 in a particular building. No plan is in place to systemically address ongoing training as 
school administrators are replaced in Read 180 schools and as teachers are transferred into schools that have 
adopted the use of Read 180 as an intervention.  

Criterion 3:  Resource Adequacy (Adequate)

The adoption of Read 180 came with funding from Title I and Title IIA.  However, a plan for sustaining the 
resources needed to continue the use of Read 180 should this funding cease was not evident.

Criterion 4:  Assessment Data Availability (Inadequate)

 Read 180 is capable of providing district, school, and grade level teachers and campus administrators with a 
significant amount of student data aligned with national standards.  Auditors reviewed no evidence of formative 
feedback or summative evaluations.  There was no documentation of collecting and using formative feedback 
to make program changes.
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Criterion 5:  Monitoring (Inadequate)

Monitoring the use of Read 180 as an intervention is left to the campus administrators in charge of the individual 
campuses.  Even so, reviewers were not provided with any evidence to verify that the implementation of Read 
180 has been consistently monitored and evaluated at any level.

Criterion 6:  Program Modifications Based on Data (Inadequate)

No formative assessment had been completed at the time of the audit; therefore, no adjustments or modifications 
were reported.  Because the district was not evaluating the Read 180 model of intervention as per program 
evaluation, auditors found the use of data to be inadequate.

Overall, the deployment and implementation of the Read 180 program as an intervention were inadequate.  
With one of the six implementations satisfied and five criteria not in evidence, the Read 180 model did not 
satisfy audit criteria for sound implementation of an intervention.

Beaverbrook Computer Lab utilized as storage room

Summary

An effective intervention program is one that is tied to district goals, based on student learning needs, effective 
in supporting student learning, and evaluated consistently against measurable outcomes and defined costs.  In 
the Griffin-Spalding County School System, auditors found over 50 programs implemented on one or more 
campuses with the intent of improving student achievement and closing gaps in student achievement.  Despite 
over 50 interventions in place, however, the district has little student achievement results to celebrate.  Across 
the school district, interventions are being treated as curricula instead of strategies for the delivery of a strong 
curriculum that clearly defines the skills and knowledge students are expected to master.  Board policies, 
which call for the use of interventions to ensure students are performing on grade level, are weak in providing 
expectations for the identification, implementation, assessment, and evaluation of intervention and enrichment 
efforts in the district. Without a formal program evaluation in place, students could be spending time engaging 
in an intervention strategy that is having no impact.  Overall, the auditors found that the formal processes and 
procedures necessary to promote effective selection, implementation, and evaluation of interventions have not 
been established on a system-wide basis in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PDK-CMSi CURRICULUM AUDIT™ TEAM FOR 
THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE GRIFFIN-SPALDING COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM
Based on the three streams of data derived from interviews, documents, and site visits, the PDK-CMSi 
Curriculum Audit™ Team has developed a set of recommendations to address its findings shown under each of 
the standards of the audit.

In the case of the findings, they have been triangulated, i.e., corroborated with one another.  In the case of the 
recommendations, those put forth in this section are representative of the auditors’ best professional judgments 
regarding how to address the problems that surfaced in the audit.

The recommendations are presented in the order of their criticality for initiating system-wide improvements.  
The recommendations also recognize and differentiate between the policy and monitoring responsibilities of the 
board of education, and the operational and administrative duties of the superintendent of schools.

Where the PDK-CMSi audit team views a problem as wholly or partly a policy and monitoring matter, the 
recommendations are formulated for the board of education.  Where the problem is distinctly an operational or 
administrative matter, the recommendations are directed to the superintendent of schools as the chief executive 
officer of the school system.  In many cases, the PDK-CMSi audit team directs recommendations to both the 
board and the superintendent, because it is clear that policy and operations are related, and both entities are 
involved in a proposed change.  In some cases, there are no recommendations to the superintendent when only 
policy is involved or none to the board when the recommendations deal only with administration.

Audit recommendations are presented as follows: The overarching goals for the board and/or the superintendent, 
followed by the specific objectives to carry out the overarching goals.  The latter are designated “Governance 
Functions” and “Administrative Functions.”

Recommendation 1:  Review, revise, adopt, and implement board policies to provide for a sound system 
of curriculum management and control.  

A comprehensive set of policies is a prerequisite for sound curriculum management and local quality control.  
These policies enable the board to effectively carry out its legal function of ensuring compliance to state and 
federal statutes and regulations and providing oversight for the system.  Without current, definitive policies, a 
board of education cannot ensure program focus, effectiveness, or consistency.  Policies promote constancy of 
purpose in the district operations by providing reference points for recurring decisions.  Sound policies:

• Establish clear direction for the system;

• Provide for consistency of actions over time as members of the board and administration change office, 
establishing a historical base for the district;

• Guide professional staff in their efforts to improve direction in the school district;

• Establish a framework for monitoring progress in the attainment of district learning goals; and

• Provide a framework for the evaluation of district employees.

The current board policies of the Griffin-Spalding County School System are inadequate in scope and inadequate 
in quality to direct many critical functions necessary for curriculum control and operational functions (see 
Finding 1.1).  The current set of board policies in Griffin-Spalding County School System is inadequate to direct 
the design, delivery, and assessment of the curriculum, as well as control over other organizational efforts and 
initiatives (see Findings 1.1 and 2.1).  For example, current policy does not require curriculum in all subject/
learning areas (see Finding 2.2) and contains no quality expectations for curriculum guides (see Finding 2.3).  
Similarly, policy lacks specificity in providing guidelines and expectations for monitoring of the curriculum, 
which is a vital component of curriculum management (see Finding 3.3), and gives minimal guidance for 
provision of programs (see Finding 2.4). 

Board policy contains expectations for professional development, but fails to direct professional development 
directly aligned to the curriculum and assessment programs, provide for a clearinghouse function to monitor 
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and ensure alignment, or require evaluation of professional development for impact (see Finding 3.2). Board 
policy fails to address the vertical and horizontal articulation and coordination from classroom to classroom, 
course to course, and school to school (see Finding 3.3).  Board policy is inadequate and fails to address the 
implementation of student and program assessment (see Findings 4.1 and 4.3); moreover, there is no policy 
requirement for assessment in all subject/learning areas (see Finding 4.2).  Additionally, no board policy 
requires use of assessment data to provide feedback for curriculum improvement (see Finding 4.3), analysis of 
student achievement for improvement (see Finding 4.3), or analysis of professional development for teacher 
instructional improvement (see Finding 3.2).

Board policy for Griffin-Spalding County School System does not require the development of standard criteria 
for program adoption, implementation, and evaluation (see Findings 4.1 and 5.3).  

The auditors’ recommended actions address the primary needs in the area of policy as identified through audit 
analysis.  Additional recommendations in this report identify specific areas of policy weakness, as well.  The 
actions need to be addressed during the next 12 months in order to establish clear parameters for operations and 
job performance and to communicate expectations for follow-up.

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Board of Education of Griffin-Spalding 
County School System:

G.1.1:  Establish a timeline for the review of existing board policies and the development of a comprehensive 
set of board policies that will provide a unifying, clear philosophical framework for the district’s approach to 
curriculum development and delivery. Key policies that meet the criteria outlined in Exhibits 1.1.3 through 
1.1.7 should be developed and adopted within the next 12 months. Review all current board policy that has not 
been reviewed within three years for accuracy and compliance and provide review/revision dates.

G.1.2:  Establish a clear distinction between what a board policy is and what constitutes an administrative 
regulation.

• Board policy establishes what the board considers the general goals and acceptable practices for the 
school district.  Through its policies, the board exercises it statutory duties and powers to govern, 
control, and manage the affairs of the school district, including strategic direction, organizational 
structure, curriculum, assessments, finances, facilities, and performance standards.  In addition, through 
policy, the board delegates authority to and through the superintendent to administer the school district.  
The superintendent and district employees are responsible for implementing the policies of the board.  
Policies are generally written in clear, succinct terms; generally are legally binding; and once adopted, 
provide a system of accountability for the board and superintendent.  Policies are formally adopted by 
the board.

• Administrative Regulation is the superintendent’s direction to school district employees on how to 
implement board policy, laws, and regulation in the day-to-day operations of the school district.  
Regulations provide the details of policy implementation, assign responsibility and accountability, and 
establish the standards of performance.  They are developed and implemented by the superintendent in 
partnership with district administration, faculty, and staff.  Administrative regulations are generally not 
adopted by board action.

G.1.3:  Direct the superintendent to prepare an administrative regulation outlining a process for board policy 
that includes the following:

• Identify triggers that would require development of a new board policy or revisions to an existing board 
policy, including:

 ○ Changes in the external operating environment,

 ○ Changes in governmental statutes or regulations,

 ○ Review of the district’s strategic directions,

 ○ New initiatives within the district, or 
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 ○ Need for consistency across the district.

• Authorize the superintendent to draft new policy or revise existing policy.  In its authorization the 
board will clearly define the desired purpose and outcomes for the policy and make a preliminary 
determination of the scope of the policy (to whom the policy would apply).

• Establish a board policy committee to review draft policies submitted by the superintendent for the 
following:

 ○ Is the content of the policy within the scope of the board’s authority?

 ○ Does the policy support the district’s mission, vision, core values, and strategic direction?

 ○ Is the policy reasonable?

• Initial Reading.  Based on the recommendation from the Board Personnel/Policy Committee, the draft 
policy is placed on the board’s agenda for initial reading.  At that time, the full board has the opportunity 
to discuss the policy or redirect the policy back to the Board Policy Committee for additional refinement 
based on the questions, comments, and suggestions obtained during the initial reading.  The policy will 
be re-presented to the board for an initial reading.

• Final Reading.  The period between the initial and final reading allows time for concerned persons to 
ask questions, make comments, and offer suggestions for changes and improvements to the policy.  At 
this time, the full board has the opportunity to discuss the policy or to redirect the policy back to the 
Board Personnel/Policy Committee for additional refinement based on the questions, comments, and 
suggestions obtained after the initial reading.  If revised, the policy will be represented to the board for 
an initial reading.

• Adoption.  Upon adoption the policy will be posted to the district’s web-based policy archive, and staff 
will be notified.

• Revise Board Policy BDE to establish criteria and specific procedures for policy review.

G.1.4:  Direct the superintendent to prepare and present for review and adoption drafts of revised and new 
policies that will meet the criteria outlined in Exhibits 1.1.3 through 1.1.7 and address policy deficiencies 
identified in the findings of this report.  Specifically:

• Develop a policy to explicitly require the development of  system-wide long-range plans that are 
congruent and incorporate student achievement targets and require written plans in the areas of 
curriculum, assessment, professional development, school improvement planning,  intervention and 
program selection, and technology. Establish the expectation linking the use of disaggregated student 
achievement data to the evaluation of key district functions, including curriculum design, curriculum 
delivery, intervention programs, professional development, and budgeting. Establish in policy an 
expectation that the superintendent and staff will collectively discuss the future and implementation of 
change processes.

• Develop a board policy for curriculum development, and revise Board Policy IGFA to include the 
following requirements:

 ○ A planned curriculum review process that includes review of instructional resources and assessments.

 ○ Board adoption of the written curriculum.

 ○ The alignment of the district’s curriculum with national standards and high stakes testing and 
increased rigor of district curriculum beyond that required by state and national standards.

 ○ The alignment of the district’s assessments with the district’s adopted curriculum.

 ○ The alignment of all textbooks, instructional resources, and online and software applications with 
the district’s curriculum.
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 ○ The inclusion in all curriculum guides of clearly stated learning objectives, a state of prerequisite 
skills or knowledge, suggested instructional strategies, and strategies to assess learning.  Require 
the number of learning targets to be feasible to ensure mastery of essential learnings within allocated 
instructional time.

 ○ A statement requiring vertical articulation and horizontal coordination of the curriculum within 
schools, across grade levels, and among schools. 

• Develop a board policy addressing current and new programs to include a statement requiring new 
programs to be reviewed annually with reports to the board during the first three years of implementation.  
Require the use of pupil performance results to inform changes in programs over time in order to show 
consistent improvement.

• Incorporate into the drafted curriculum policy an expectation that teachers are responsible for the 
delivery of the board-adopted curriculum.  Include a statement that mastery learning practices be 
employed at all grade levels and for all content areas, including electives.

• Develop a board policy on assessment to include the following requirements:

 ○ The entire taught curriculum is measured for effectiveness.

 ○ Student achievement data are used to identify subject areas that require additional emphasis and 
budgetary support.

 ○ District assessments go beyond that which is required for state accountability and are more rigorous 
than external high stakes assessments.

 ○ Formative assessments are used to inform the effectiveness of curriculum delivery and to guide 
teacher monitoring of student progress.

 ○ Summative assessments evaluate curriculum design and appropriateness for the district population.

 ○ The use of assessment data is required to evaluate the effectiveness of existing programs and 
services at all levels of the system on a cyclical basis to ascertain cost-benefit.

• Revise Board Policy GAD and Administrative Regulation GAD-R to include the following requirements:

 ○ The superintendent must establish, implement, and maintain a multi-year professional staff 
development/learning plan that is aligned with district goals, priorities, and adopted curriculum, 
and that supports improved student learning.

 ○ Professional learning plans must be linked to district long-range plans and annual district goal 
priorities and be incorporated into school improvement plans.

 ○ Professional learning needs should be identified, prioritized, and coordinated at the district, school 
site, and individual level.

 ○ Professional learning needs must be based on a careful analysis of student achievement results and 
aggregated professional summative evaluation ratings.

 ○ Professional learning plans should be evaluated based on the evaluation of teachers using the 
TKES, improvement in instructional practices, and the impact on increased student achievement.

 ○ Professional learning plans should provide professional learning opportunities that use research-
based approaches in both content and delivery.

 ○ Professional learning plans should provide for organizational, collegial, and individual development 
that includes follow-up, monitoring, and on-the-job application to support acquisition and 
application of instructional strategies.

 ○ Professional learning plans must be funded sufficiently to obtain the desired professional learning 
goals.
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• Develop a board policy to require annual benchmarks be used for monitoring program effectiveness.

• Create a board policy to require job descriptions to include, as an essential function where appropriate, 
accountability for the design and delivery of curriculum, including gains in student achievement. In the 
policy require that job descriptions be maintained for all positions depicted on the organizational chart. 
Job descriptions should be aligned with the evaluation system.

• Create a board policy to include an expectation that building principals are responsible for monitoring 
the delivery of the adopted curriculum on a weekly basis and ensuring gains in student achievement.

G.1.5:  Direct the superintendent to draft for review and adoption policies that meet the curriculum management 
characteristics for sound quality control.  These include the following:

• Require systematic planning for district and school continuous improvement.

• Include philosophical statement of curriculum approach.

• Require accountability through roles and responsibilities with current job descriptions.

• Require a periodic review of the curriculum.

• Require textbook/resource alignment to curriculum and assessment.

• Require a policy that lists district expectations for teaching and learning.

• Require content area emphasis.

• Require program integration and alignment.

• Require articulation and coordination of curriculum across content areas and grade levels.

• Require integrated staff development linked to student achievement, curriculum, and evaluation.

• Require components of a district student and program assessment plan.

• Require the use of data to determine curriculum/program effectiveness and the effectiveness/efficiency 
of all district operations and functions.

• Require specific practices for monitoring the delivery of the curriculum.

• Require the establishment of budgeting procedures to ensure that planning priorities are reflected in 
budgeting and spending.

• Require technology to be integrated into the educational process with appropriate staff development.

• Require district support systems to focus on the mission of the organization.

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent:

A.1.1:  Assist the board of education in developing the recommended policies in G.1.1 through G.1.5 above.

A.1.2:  Develop a set of administrative regulations (guidelines) that detail the specific procedures necessary to 
implement the policies of the school board and to provide oversight in areas beyond board policy.

A.1.3:  Disseminate adopted policies and regulations to all administrators with copies available for staff in an 
efficient manner.  Place the updated policies and administrative guidelines on the district website as soon as 
feasible to enable ready internal and external access to the most current policies and guidelines.

A.1.4:  Require oversight accountability for each administrator for the implementation of policy and for keeping 
his/her staff, various committees, and/or task forces aware of and following policy by making this a function of 
the personnel evaluation system. 

A.1.5:  Include discussions of adopted policies and administrative procedures in leadership meetings as 
adoptions and revisions are completed.  
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This recommendation should drive all other recommendations.  Thus, it should commence immediately with 
administrative procedures developed to direct the implementation of revised board policy.  While it is recognized 
that the revision of board policy and administrative procedures is an ongoing process, this recommendation 
should be in place within one year.

Recommendation 2: Revise, adopt, and implement a table of organization with corresponding written 
job descriptions that will provide sound management of the Griffin-Spalding County School System with 
focus on the design and delivery of quality curriculum and programming to assist in attaining higher 
achievement for all students.

Successful organizations have a table of organization and accompanying job descriptions that provide the 
structure and work parameters for a well-organized, focused, and efficient administrative team.  Quality 
control and productivity depend upon the clear communication of responsibilities and relationships within the 
organization.  This organization provides the articulation and coordination required for the implementation of 
curriculum programming. 

The Griffin-Spalding County School System’s current table of organization does not meet the principles of 
sound organizational management (see Finding 1.2).  The auditors’ analysis revealed issues related to span of 
control, scalar relationships, logical grouping of functions, separation of line and staff, and full inclusion.

Board policy fails to require job descriptions for all positions be reviewed as organizational structure changes 
(see Finding 1.1).  The district has job descriptions, but they are not current, updated on a systematic basis, and 
fail to address job qualifications specific to the job and linkages to the curriculum. The auditors found that not 
all positions depicted on the table of organizations had job descriptions (see Finding 1.2).  Some of the existing 
job descriptions listed more than one supervisor for a reporting relationship.  A number of key job descriptions 
did not meet audit expectations for appropriate link to the curriculum (see Finding 1.2).  Auditors found that 
alignment between job descriptions, day-to-day operations, and the table of organization was inconsistent.  
There were no policies governing the management of job descriptions.  It was not clear if job descriptions 
had been presented to the board for approval or what the process was for development of job descriptions.  
There was no common format for job descriptions, and there was no inventory of existing documents.  All job 
descriptions were kept in the human resources office, but were not necessarily available for each staff member.  
Procedures to systematically update job descriptions and keep them aligned with the table of organization and 
the district’s mission were not well documented, and job descriptions were not organized so as to facilitate a 
reliable system of retrieval and review.  Further, a review of job descriptions revealed several job descriptions 
contained similar job responsibilities for curriculum, assessment, professional development, and program 
evaluation (see Finding 1.2).  Without some delineation and hierarchical responsibility, confusion over who has 
the ultimate responsibility will occur, and accountability for the job cannot be designated (see Findings 1.2, 1.3, 
2.1, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3).    

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Board of Education.

G.2.1:  Direct the superintendent to prepare a revised organizational chart that meets audit criteria and to develop 
a three-year plan for implementation. Direct the superintendent to include in both the table of organization and 
associated job descriptions the following functions (see Finding 1.2):

• Specific responsibility to coordinate and clear for board approval all district planning, including the 
adoption of building-level and system-wide goals that are specific, measurable, and time bound (see 
Finding 1.3 and Recommendation 3).

• Specific responsibility to coordinate and evaluate against intended outcomes all programs and 
interventions to determine their effectiveness (see Findings 2.4, 4.3, and 5.3).  

• Specific responsibility to coordinate and ensure alignment to district goals of all professional learning 
activities especially related to the evaluation system and professional learning plans (see Findings 1.2, 
3.1, and Recommendation 6).
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• Specific responsibility to ensure that grants and federal programs are aligned to mission and system 
objectives and to evaluate them against intended outcomes (see Findings 2.4, 3.3 and 5.3).

• Specific responsibility to coordinate data management, interpretation, and usage (see Findings 4.1, 4.3 
and Recommendation 5).  It is through the effective use of data that the system will be able to determine 
its progress towards meeting established benchmarks and goals and to evaluate the efficacy of the 
written, taught, and tested curriculum (see Findings 2.3 and 4.3).

G.2.2:  Adopt the revised table of organization as board policy.

G.2.3: Direct the superintendent to provide annual reports on the table of organization as it pertains to the 
following:

• Accuracy in depicting reporting relationships,

• Effectiveness in improving student achievement, and

• Cost-benefit analysis.

G.2.4: Direct the superintendent to conduct a cost-benefit analysis of all certified and non-certified positions, 
assessing the functions of every position relative to their support of the teaching and learning process.

G.2.5: Direct the superintendent to review the format and timeline for the creation of job descriptions that meet 
audit criteria for every position in the system, and that are reviewed at least every two years for updating and 
adjustment.  Develop a board policy based on this directive.  At a minimum, job descriptions should include the 
following elements:

• Date approved or most recently revised.

• Titles that are descriptive of the duties associated with the position.

• The physical demands of each position.

• Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) status—exempt or non-exempt, including placement on a board-
adopted salary schedule and the number of days to be worked each year.

• The criteria included in Finding 1.2:

 ○ Qualifications consistent with the duties and responsibilities of the position.

 ○ Immediate links to the chain of command.  A statement identifying the supervisor and a statement 
identifying all the positions supervised by the employee holding the position or that the employee 
has no supervisees.  No employee should have more than one supervisor to which he or she is 
accountable.

 ○ A detailed explanation of the functions, duties, and responsibilities of the position.

 ○ Relationship to the curriculum (where relevant), for example, expectations regarding design, 
delivery and/or evaluation of the curriculum.

G.2.6: Direct the superintendent to revise administrative procedures so that they are current and can be used as 
first source documents in providing for direction and control and decision making.

G.2.7:  Review all job descriptions to be inclusive of decision-making responsibilities for the curriculum and 
assessment program.  Include in site administrator job descriptions roles and responsibilities for monitoring 
curriculum at the building level.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System’s Superintendent of Schools.

A.2.1: Prepare for board consideration and adoption a policy governing job descriptions that require written 
job descriptions for all employees and a periodic review of those documents to be sure they are accurate, 
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complete, and consistent with the table of organization and linked to the appraisal professional growth plan.  At 
a minimum, job descriptions should include the elements identified in G.2.5.

A.2.2: Review and revise the set of job descriptions for all employees for consistency with the requirements in 
Finding 1.2.

A.2.3: Establish and maintain an up-to-date inventory of these documents, and submit them to the board for 
approval to be effective for the beginning of the 2016-17 school year.

A.2.4: Prepare for board consideration and adoption a revised table of organization based upon sound management 
principles (see Finding 1.2 and Exhibit 1.2.2).  As part of this policy establish guidelines (including a formula 
or ratio) regarding the maximum span of control for supervisors.  If a maximum span of control of 12 is not 
financially feasible, then recommend to the board a number that approximates that ratio as closely as possible, 
and then apply it consistently.

A.2.5: Include in both the table of organization and associated job descriptions the functions identified in 
G.2.5 (see Finding 1.2).  These functions are critical to the overall success of the system.  Consequently, 
responsibilities of lesser importance may have to be delegated or deferred in order to provide key leadership 
sufficient time to carry out these high priority functions.  

A.2.6: Develop administrative procedures that are current and can be used as first source documents in providing 
for direction and control.

A.2.7: Provide an annual status report to the board regarding the alignment of the table of organization, job 
descriptions, and achievement of the system’s intended outcomes.

This recommendation should begin as soon as possible and be completed within six months.

Recommendation 3:  Initiate efforts to incorporate planning for all functions under the umbrella of 
the comprehensive planning process to ensure linkage of organizational efforts and to support shared 
purpose.  Review and revise the 2016-2021 District Strategic Plan, the Technology Plan 2013-2016, and 
the Facilities Plan 2014-2019 to meet audit criteria.

Organizational purpose and effectiveness are enhanced when various planning functions occur in concert with 
a guiding plan that provides central focus to the work.  Planning the short-term and long-range goals and 
objectives for operational divisions/departments and school sites should support the organization’s umbrella 
mission and goals.  

Comprehensive, long-range planning is essential in organizing and focusing district resources to meet student 
needs in the Griffin-Spalding County School System.  Such planning provides a systemic means of sustaining 
constancy of purpose as the district works toward achieving its goals.  Constancy of purpose is critical to the 
improvement of educational enterprises.  This benefits the students by increasing the probability that effective 
programs, practices, and schooling arrangements will be available to them and their achievement will improve.

Comprehensive system-wide planning is especially critical in districts that face enrollment increases or 
declines and/or in districts whose population profiles are changing.  A comprehensive plan allows the board and 
administration to see all needs of the district in relationship to each other.  This enables the planners to prioritize 
and schedule those initiatives that logically fit together.  This type of planning produces the greatest return for 
the time, energy, and money invested.

Through curriculum management planning, a school district can achieve and maintain a quality, aligned 
curriculum that produces desired results.  When the plan and its timelines are adhered to, the district is able 
to place quality curriculum in the hands of all teachers well in advance of state assessments and/or standard 
changes.  Therefore, improved student achievement is more likely.  The Griffin-Spalding County School System 
needs to design and implement a comprehensive plan for curriculum management, including procedures for 
student assessment and program assessment.  It should be directed by school board policy and be used to inform 
the design and delivery of curriculum.  This plan must also address not only technology integration and facilities 
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needs, but also issues of equity so that all students have equal access to benefits the school system offers.  The 
plan can also assist in the closure of gaps between subgroups.

Auditors found planning in the Griffin-Spalding County School System centered on the 2009-2015 District 
Strategic Plan, 2016-2021 District Strategic Plan, 2009-2015 District Improvement Plan, and school 
improvement plans, as well as the required Title I plans.  Annual priorities and goals were routinely written and 
approved without linkage to the budget process, to professional learning, or to district student data.  Auditors 
also noted congruence between the district improvement plans and school improvement plans; however, 
evaluation methods for most plans lacked specificity so that results could be measured (see Findings 1.3, 4.1, 
and 5.3). There was insufficient planning to guide curriculum management within the district, as well as no 
comprehensive plan for curriculum development and implementation, assessment, and program evaluation (see 
Findings 2.1, 2.4, 4.1, and 5.3)

The district professional learning process did not provide clarity and consistency for professional learning in the 
district with linkages to school improvement plans and staff evaluation (see Findings 1.2 and 3.2).  As districts 
find it more and more challenging to meet the needs of all students, the growth and professional expertise of 
staff contribute to the success of the district.   Adequate implementation of the written curriculum requires 
regular monitoring by principals, as well as other professional staff.  However, auditors found the monitoring of 
the delivery of the curriculum to be inadequate (see Findings 2.1, 3.2, and 5.3).  Brief snapshot data collected 
by auditors in the classrooms within the district fell short of being congruent with district expectations for the 
delivery of the curriculum and verbal expectations of parents, administration, and others (see Findings 2.3 and 
3.2).  Additionally, auditors noted disparities in student achievement based on ethnicity (see Findings 3.1 and 
4.3).  

Given the findings related to the status of district planning efforts in Griffin-Spalding County School System, 
the audit team makes the following recommendations to the governance and administration of the Griffin-
Spalding County School System.  Additional recommendations are made with regard to policy, curriculum 
planning, staff development, and student and program assessment, (see Recommendations 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8).

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Board of Education:

G.3.1:  Create and adopt policies to require comprehensive planning in the district.  Include a planning calendar 
in the policy that will enable the board to approve all planning activities prior to the approval of the district’s 
budget.

G.3.2:  Direct the superintendent to design a five-year comprehensive plan that addresses the findings and 
recommendations included in the curriculum audit and that focuses and aligns organizational efforts at all levels, 
including classroom, department, grade level, building, and district, toward achieving the student learning goals 
established by the board.  The audit findings and recommendations represent significant organizational change 
that will require time to implement and incorporate into the school district’s organizational culture.

G.3.3:  Review and fully implement board policies in the series relative to student and program assessment so 
that a comprehensive system of student and program assessment establishes the purpose, scope, and direction 
for assessing student progress at all grade levels and in all content areas.  Pay close attention to the oversight 
and review process designed to monitor and ensure student progress and program effectiveness and linkage to 
school plans.

G.3.4:  Require the superintendent to make periodic reports to the board on the results of the assessment process 
to ensure that data are linked to the district long-range plan and the school improvement plans.  

G.3.5:  Require reports from the superintendent that disaggregate all data so that equal access to a quality 
curriculum is assured for all students.  Provide additional resources to create equity in delivery of services if 
data presentations identify areas needing attention.

G.3.6:  Commit adequate resources to support the curriculum development and review cycle and the training 
needed to assist staff in designing and delivering a high quality curriculum to all students of the district.
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G.3.7:  Require school improvement plans to be aligned with the district strategic plan and improvement plan, 
based on school student achievement data as well as teacher and staff evaluations, and monitored and reviewed 
frequently with data reports.

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent of Schools:

A.3.1:  Lead the district in formulating a comprehensive, long-range strategic plan for the district.  This plan 
should span at least three to five years and have all components identified in Finding 1.2.  Ensure that the long-
range plan is updated annually in order to reflect community growth and changes in student needs. Review 
current draft strategic plan for compliance with this action.

A.3.2:  Assist the board with the revision or creation of board policies.

A.3.3:  Assess the current curriculum through a specifically designed evaluation procedure.  Areas requiring 
attention include:  definition of the student objectives to the grade level so that teachers at different grade levels 
know exactly what to teach within similar content, congruence of the district curriculum objectives to the state 
curriculum objectives, K-12 articulation, and the alignment of programs and interventions with the district 
curriculum objectives.  Ensure that curriculum maps are accessible to all teachers on the district web page, and 
updates are posted immediately after curriculum review and revision.

A.3.4:  Assess all district programs on a scheduled basis.  Create an evaluation process that provides adequate 
data regarding the delivery of the program, costs relative to the program, numbers of students served, impact 
of the program in terms of student progress, and cost-benefit analysis. Review and revise program plans as 
necessary.

A.3.5:  Develop a process whereby all school plans are integrated into one focused plan that is aligned with 
district initiatives. Require goals that are specific, time bound, and measurable. In the process, provide for 
monitoring of the plan for feedback and consistency. Have schools report frequently on the progress of action 
steps and objectives in the plan, especially those that  connect to other schools and the district for congruency.

A.3.6:  Develop and implement a comprehensive curriculum and assessment plan to ensure maximum student 
achievement.  The purpose of a cohesive and comprehensive curriculum management plan is to establish a 
systematic process for curriculum development in all areas, to coordinate supporting functions for overall 
efficiency and effectiveness, and to devise a process to monitor and ensure revisions of the curriculum that will 
lead to improved student achievement. Such a plan brings order to the development of a comprehensive, aligned 
curriculum and provides the district with a framework to manage the design and delivery of the curriculum.  A 
comprehensive plan is critical to the effectiveness of a learning organization, and to the quality of the teaching-
learning process (see Recommendations 4 and 5).

A.3.7:  Revise and implement a comprehensive professional learning plan that is designed on the basis of 
clearly identified curriculum, assessment, student achievement, and job performance needs.  A professional 
learning plan should establish a clear focus on student learning and the improvement of student achievement.  
A comprehensive professional learning plan and a related action plan are necessary if the school district is to 
eliminate student achievement gaps and improve academic achievement for all students.  It is imperative that 
the professional learning plan build the capacity of teachers to effectively teach students representing a variety 
of cultures, races, and economic conditions.  The professional learning plan should help teachers examine their 
own cultural values, develop an understanding of the values of others, and apply what they learn about cultural 
differences to the improvement of classroom practices.  The professional learning plan must anticipate and 
take into account the needs of teachers as they move to integrate different practices and innovations in their 
individual classrooms (see Recommendation 7).

Sub-recommendation 1—Technology planning:  revise the existing district technology plan to address the 
quality criteria for an instructional technology program.

The auditors’ findings reveal that the current technology plan is not adequate to guide the instructional use 
of technology as a tool for advancing student learning (see Finding 3.3).  The absence of quality planning 
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documents leads to inefficiencies and inconsistencies.  A quality planning document for the area of technology 
presents a clear vision of how technology is expected to be used to support teaching and learning.  The plan calls 
for a needs assessment to accurately determine areas of need relative to the use and integration of technology.  
Specific action steps in the plan address the areas identified through the needs assessment.  The action steps 
must be designed to lead to measurable student outcomes.  The plan includes teacher training that should be 
evaluated through the use of TKES outcomes for teachers.  

The current technology plan is not aligned with other school district planning documents (see Finding 1.3).  The 
plan addresses the use of SPLOST funds, but not other funding utilized by the schools. Current board policies 
were lacking in terms of providing direction in the area of technology integration and use (see Findings 1.1 and 
3.3). The technology plan needs to be revised to address these issues.

Governance Functions; The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Board of Education:

G.3.8:  Work with the superintendent to create school board policies and administrative regulations requiring the 
development, review, and revision of a comprehensive technology plan and the monitoring of its implementation.

G.3.9:  Work with the superintendent to generate a clear and comprehensive board policy requiring the 
development of a technology plan, which is aligned with other district plans and school plans and adequately 
addresses the criteria shown below:

• Board policy and/or administrative regulation for instructional technology;

• Clear statement of program philosophy/vision;

• Comprehensive view of technology;

• Needs assessment;

• Measurable student goals and objectives;

• Ongoing student assessment; 

• Ongoing program assessment;

• Comprehensive staff training with measurable standards;

• Equipment;

• Application;

• Integration;

• School site equipment standards;

• Internet access standards;

• Role of school media center;

• Implementation budget;

• Maintenance budget;

• Site plans aligned with district plan.

Administrative Function:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent:

A.3.8: Work with the board of education and school district administrative staff to create board policies and 
administrative regulations requiring the development, review, and revision of a comprehensive technology plan 
and the monitoring of its implementation.
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A.3.9: Work with district and school level administrators to develop a clear and comprehensive technology 
plan, which is aligned with other school district and site plans and adequately addresses the criteria shown in 
G.3.9.

A.3.10:  Hold the appropriate district and school level administrators accountable for developing, revising, and 
implementing a comprehensive technology plan by using accountability measures as part of their respective 
performance evaluations.

Sub-recommendation 2—Facilities planning:  Review and revise the current facilities plan to address the 
components of a comprehensive long-range facilities plan with other district planning documents.

A comprehensive long-range facility plan allows district personnel to make appropriate decisions regarding 
the allocation of current resources, not only to address current needs but also to allocate those resources in 
such a way that they complement and support future expenditures for facility improvements.  In the absence 
of a comprehensive plan, administrators might make short-sighted decisions, which may appear to be the best 
solution for the immediate need, but may be counterproductive with respect to future needs.  Without the 
guidance of a quality comprehensive facility plan, funds may be spent remodeling a campus in an area that 
population trends indicate will be declining to the point where remodeled or maintained facilities may not be 
necessary.

The auditors found the school district has a facilities plan that provides good data regarding each school facility, 
age, and possible maintenance needs.  However, the current facilities plan fails to incorporate some key elements 
of a comprehensive long-range facility plan.   The maintenance and facility department submits a report to the 
board each month on maintenance and facility issues, which may or may not be incorporated into the current 
facilities plan.

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Board of Education:

G.3.10:  Work with the superintendent to create school board policies and administrative regulations that require 
the development of a comprehensive facilities plan and the monitoring of its implementation. 

G.3.11:  Work with the superintendent to create a clear and comprehensive board policy that requires the 
development and review of a facilities plan, which is aligned with other school district plans and adequately 
addresses the criteria shown below:

• Philosophy statements that reflect community aspirations and the educational mission of the district and 
their relationship to short- and long-range facilities goals.

• Enrollment projections, which take into account any known circumstances that may change the pupil 
population.

• The current organizational pattern of the district and the identification of possible organizational 
changes necessary to support the educational program.

• Identification of educational program needs to be considered by designers of capital projects for 
renovation or addition of school facilities.

• A detailed evaluation of each facility including:  assessment of structural integrity, mechanical integrity 
and efficiency, energy efficiency, operations and maintenance, and health and safety requirements.

• Prioritization of needs for renovation of the existing facilities and the provision of additional facilities.

• Cost analysis of potential capital projects to meet the educational needs of the district, including 
identification of revenues associated with capital construction.

• Procedures for the involvement of stakeholders of the school community in the development and 
evaluation of the long-range facilities plan.
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Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent:

A.3.11:  Work with the board of education and administrative staff members to create board policies and 
administrative regulations that require the development and revision of a single comprehensive long-range 
facilities plan and the monitoring of its implementation. 

A.3.12:  Work with district and school level administrators to review the current comprehensive long-range 
facilities plan and ensure that it is aligned with other school district plans and adequately addresses the criteria 
shown in G.3.11.

All current plans should be reviewed within the next two months relative to this recommendation.  A 
comprehensive planning process should be designed, communicated, and monitored within the next year.  A 
comprehensive district long-range plan for three to five years should commence immediately following the 
receipt of the audit and be available for the 2016-17 year.

Recommendation 4:  Develop and implement a comprehensive curriculum management plan to provide 
system-wide direction for design, delivery, monitoring, and evaluation of the curriculum.

A school district can improve curriculum design and delivery through the development of comprehensive 
curriculum management processes and a sound plan to implement that system.  The purpose is to establish 
a systematic process for curriculum development in all areas, to coordinate supporting functions for overall 
efficiency and effectiveness, and to devise a process that is guided by board policy and includes procedures 
to direct the design and delivery of curriculum.  This process should ensure that a set of cohesive, vertically-
articulated learning objectives, as well as student assessments constructed to reflect students’ achievement of 
those objectives, are in place.

Through curriculum management planning, a school district can achieve and maintain a quality, aligned 
curriculum that produces desired results.  When the plan and its timelines are adhered to, the district is able 
to place quality curriculum in the hands of all teachers well in advance of state standards and assessment 
changes.  Therefore, improved student achievement is more likely to occur.  This planning must address not 
only technology integration but also issues related to students who are not demonstrating achievement.

Once curriculum and assessments are designed, delivery occurs through classroom instruction that focuses on 
mastery by all students of the district’s learning objectives.  Alignment of all three ingredients—written, taught, 
and tested curriculum—is essential if district personnel are to be successful in raising student achievement to 
higher levels.

The auditors found that board policy provides little guidance concerning curriculum management functions; 
no policy requires a comprehensive plan for curriculum development (see Findings 1.3 and 2.1).  Current 
curriculum documents are inadequate in scope and quality to direct teaching and learning in the Griffin-
Spalding County School System (see Findings 2.2 and 2.3).  Teachers’ access to comprehensive curriculum 
guides was inconsistent, and available guiding documents were inconsistent in format, inadequate in content, 
and lacked sufficient internal consistency between learning objectives and instructional strategies and practices 
(see Finding 2.3).  

An analysis of a sample of programs found some programs to be adequately aligned with course criteria 
mandated by the Georgia Board of Education, while others were inadequate to promote student mastery of 
those standards (see Finding 2.4).

Governance Functions:   The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding School System 
Board of Education:

G.4.1:  Direct the superintendent to develop for board consideration a comprehensive curriculum management 
policy that provides direction for the development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of curriculum.  
Include the following:

• A requirement for alignment of the written, taught, and tested curriculum.
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• A requirement that all courses offered at every grade level, beginning with the four basic core courses, 
be supported by quality written curriculum, including:

 ○ The expectation of K-12 articulation of learning goals and objectives,

 ○ A consistent format for the design of quality curriculum guiding documents, and

 ○ A process for the integration of technology with the design and delivery of curriculum.

• A requirement for differentiation and program integration and alignment in the written curriculum.

• A requirement of equitable curriculum access and delivery to all students.

• A requirement that all courses offered at every grade level, beginning with the four basic core courses, 
be assessed by the district for student learning.

• A requirement for a curriculum management plan that includes procedures for the design and delivery 
of the curriculum, a periodic review of the curriculum, professional development needs, timelines, 
responsibilities, monitoring, evaluation, and budgeting.

• A requirement of accountability for the design and delivery of the adopted curriculum through roles and 
responsibilities in current job descriptions.

• Formal board adoption of all curricula prior to implementation.

G.4.2:  Require that planning within and among departments be aligned to the curriculum management plan.       

G.4.3:  Require school-level planning be linked to the implementation of the district’s curriculum management 
plan and district goals.

G.4.4:  Establish through policy that curriculum and assessment are system-wide decisions, and the delivery of 
the curriculum is a site-based decision.  

G.4.5:  Approve funding for any program only as part of the budgeting process and after assurances that the 
program is based on identified student needs, is aligned with the district curriculum, and will be evaluated for 
positive effects on student achievement.

G.4.6:  Commit adequate financial resources to support the curriculum development cycle and the training 
needed to assist staff in designing and delivering high quality curriculum.

Administrative Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent:

A.4.1:  Assist the school board in developing a policy that provides direction for development and implementation 
of a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan as described in governance action G.4.1.

A.4.2:  Develop a curriculum management plan that includes the following components:

• A philosophical framework for the design of the curriculum:  The philosophical framework is key in 
communicating the expectations of staff regarding teaching and learning in the district.  The same 
philosophical framework should be used throughout the district to ensure consistency.  The framework 
should include such directives as standards-based, results-based, competency-based, alignment of the 
written, taught, and tested curriculum, as well as approaches expected to be used in delivering the 
curriculum.  

• A periodic cycle of review:  Continuous improvement is accomplished through a periodic cycle that 
includes identifying a time for every subject area, every course, and every grade level to be systematically 
reviewed.  A written curriculum guide must be available for every course.  The district needs procedures 
for the review and revision of curriculum to ensure consistency across the district in what is expected 
for every course, courses are up to date and relevant, and the expected level of rigor is evident to 
those delivering the curriculum.  Additionally, resources to be used in delivering the courses should 
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be assessed for rigor, relevance, and be aligned to the expected content standards and formative and 
summative assessments.

• Stages of curriculum development:  The stages of curriculum development should be defined and clearly 
communicated, with directions for developing and revising curriculum.  The district should focus on 
deep alignment of the curriculum.  See Deep Curriculum Alignment: Creating a Level Playing Field for 
All Children on High-Stakes Tests of Educational Accountability (English, Steffey, 2001) as a resource.

• Roles and responsibilities:  Each person in the district should know their roles and responsibilities 
relative to curriculum management in the district.  The mission of the school system is to prepare 
each student for college and career by providing a quality, character and standards-based education.  
The expectation is that design, implementation, and evaluation of the curriculum will result in high 
student achievement, allowing students to graduate from the system ready for college and a career.  It 
is imperative that everyone know their role in actualizing this district focus, including:

 ○ The board of education, providing direction through policy and monitoring system performance.

 ○ District administrators, working with teachers to develop quality and appropriate curriculum, which 
uses a consistent course format, has high level strategies and aligned resources and assessments for 
the content, and is accessible to students throughout the system; and providing appropriate training 
for the monitoring and delivery of curriculum.

 ○ Campus level administrators, monitoring the delivery of curriculum, providing support to 
ensure quality instruction, including engaging delivery, and ensuring campus-level professional 
development is provided to building staff.

 ○ Teachers, delivering the curriculum.

• Format components of curriculum documents:  Communicate the required components that are to be 
included in each curriculum guide.  Required components ensure consistency across content areas and 
grade levels.  The minimum components that should be included in curriculum guides are listed in 
Exhibit 2.3.1.  

• Curriculum approach:  Determine what approach the district will use in aligning curriculum.  The two 
approaches to curriculum design are back-loading, a process where the high-stakes test determines 
what is taught in the curriculum, and front-loading, a process where the curriculum is written first and 
then assessment items are written.

• Student objectives/student expectations:  Student objectives and student expectations should be 
available for every course in the system.  Curriculum is designed and delivered based on what students 
should know and be able to do.  The Georgia Performance Standards and the Georgia Standards of 
Excellence and assessments should form the basis for developing student objectives and expectations.  
Most core areas are using the GPS and GSE as a foundation, but not all courses have student objectives 
and student expectations in a written curriculum document.  Administrators must require objectives that 
are specific, measurable, and able to be covered within a reasonable time frame, and ensure teachers 
understand how to deliver the objectives so that students master the content.

• Dimensions of content, context, and cognition:  It is imperative that students receive content that 
includes multiple contexts and is cognitively engaging at high levels.  A student’s ability to transfer and 
assimilate information into other content areas and real life situations will be limited if instructional 
approaches do not include the ability for students to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate, which are high 
levels of Bloom’s taxonomy of knowledge, across and within content areas.  Student objectives and 
student expectations must include the three dimensions of content, multiple contexts, and rigorous 
cognitive engagement.

• Assessment of curriculum effectiveness:  A robust written curriculum management plan is aligned 
with the assessment plan of the district and the district’s professional development plan.  The plan will 
contain the district’s beliefs about assessment, procedures to determine curriculum effectiveness, and 
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how data are to be used in the district.  The plan details how formative and summative assessment will 
be used to assess the effectiveness of curriculum.  

• Differentiation of instructional approaches:  Differentiation of instructional strategies addresses the 
needs of individuals or groups of children.  District administrators must define differentiation and provide 
support, including training, to help teachers meet the needs of diverse learners in their classrooms.  
Whole group and instructional approaches not targeting the varied instructional skill levels of students 
as a consistent mode of instruction leave many students’ academic needs unmet.  Curriculum that 
supports differentiation ensures that students who need prerequisite concepts, knowledge, and skills are 
moved ahead at an accelerated pace and that students who have mastered the objectives are also moved 
ahead at a challenging pace.

• Use of assessment data:  District administrators must provide procedures they are expecting teachers 
and other administrators to follow when they use data to make instructional decisions and to strengthen 
the written curriculum.

• Formative and summative evaluation of programs:  District administrators must provide procedures for 
conducting evaluation of programs and their corresponding curriculum content.  Both formative and 
summative evaluation of programs must be included.

• Staff development program:  District administrators must ensure that a staff development program is 
developed and linked to curriculum design and delivery.  The staff development program must include 
professional development offered at the district level, as well as professional development that is 
campus-based.  

• Monitoring the delivery of curriculum:  District administrators must establish procedures for monitoring 
the delivery of curriculum.

• Communication plan:  District administrators must establish a communication plan for the process of 
curriculum design and delivery.  The communication plan must give clear and consistent information 
that the curriculum management is a district mandate on how curriculum will be designed, implemented, 
and evaluated in Griffin-Spalding County School System.

A.4.3:  Establish and implement a four-year curriculum review cycle that includes the design of curriculum 
guides.  During the initial review cycle, develop local curriculum guides for every instructional offering in the 
district.

A.4.4:  Review the format for curriculum guides to ensure the format is functional, user-friendly, and incorporates 
the following components:

• Content standards and benchmarks,

• Prerequisite learnings,

• Content or learning objectives,

• Criteria and standards for determining mastery,

• Sample assessment items that present or simulate real life application of the learnings,

• Suggested teaching strategies,

• Suggested approaches for reteaching,

• Suggested extended strategies,

• Suggested interdisciplinary strategies, and

• Suggested instructional resources.

A.4.5:  Establish a timetable for developing, over the initial four-year review/development cycle, a scope and 
sequence of skills, Pre-K-12, that need to be mastered, along with academic pacing calendars and comprehensive 
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curriculum guides for each subject and course offered.  Base the development of the scope and sequence on 
national content standards, state content standards, and curricula developed by other school systems.  Organize 
objectives using a downward spiral of student learning objectives from grade 12 down to pre-kindergarten

A.4.6:  Establish curriculum review teams to critique the curriculum guides as they are drafted and revised by 
the design team.  In addition to teachers who teach the discipline under review, include principals, teachers 
trained in the integration of technology, special education teachers, gifted education teachers, and district 
leaders responsible for curriculum development and design.  Also, consider using external consultants to 
validate curriculum content.

A.4.7:  Submit curriculum to the board for adoption.

A.4.8:  Train all instructional personnel in the delivery of the board-adopted curriculum.

A.4.9:  Develop a district-wide, Pre-K-12 assessment plan (see Recommendation 5) that incorporates 
administration and use of feedback from the following to evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum in terms 
of student achievement:

• Assessments mandated by the state of Georgia.

• Criterion-referenced tests.  Create classroom benchmark assessments that can provide feedback about 
individual objectives regarding performance of individual students.

• Provide staff development for classroom teachers in the development and use of sound classroom 
assessment strategies that match district learning objectives and provide students with practice in a 
variety of assessment formats.

A.4.10:  Establish a committee comprised of key district instructional leaders to develop an instructional model 
to be used in the district.  This model, whether adopted from existing models or created by district staff, should 
include the following:

• Ensuring that learning objectives are evident to students and that students understand what they should 
be able to know and do.

• Implementing higher-order questioning that helps students develop a deeper understanding of the 
concepts, knowledge, and skills being taught.

• Differentiating instruction to meet the individual needs of all students.

• Using small group activities, paired tasks, and cooperative learning strategies.

• Comparing/contrasting new concepts, knowledge, and skills with concepts, skills, and experiences 
already familiar to students.

• Engaging students in experimental inquiry, problem-solving, and investigation—all hands-on methods 
of applying or discovering new knowledge and concepts.

• Having students set their own learning goals, developing strategies for attaining them, and monitoring 
their own progress toward meeting those goals.

• Engaging students in metacognitive activities, whereby they analyze their own thought processes in 
approaching test questions, assignments, new information, etc.

• Using nonlinguistic ways to support comprehension of, identification with, and the retention of new 
concepts of knowledge, such as pictures, graphic organizers, outlines, etc.

• Tailoring instruction to the cultural, economic, and linguistic diversity present in every classroom, 
recognizing and valuing differences and similarities, and emphasizing the benefits of cultural and 
linguistic pluralism.

A.4.11:  Develop a four-year staff development program for teachers, administrators, and other stakeholders as 
an integral part of the curriculum development, implementation, and assessment process that is reviewed and 
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revised annually.  Hold staff accountable for its implementation, including monitoring of curriculum delivery 
by district and site administrators.

A.4.12:  Develop a system for consistent monitoring of curriculum implementation throughout the district.  Site 
administrators should observe the curriculum being taught in the classroom on a regular basis.  The following 
strategies are recommended for the structure of curriculum monitoring in the system:

• Determine the curriculum objective that is being learned in the classroom and the cognitive type of 
thinking that is being employed.

• Compare taught objective to the district curriculum guide for congruence.

• Determine the alignment of activities/resources to the objective(s) being taught.

• Determine effective teaching practices taking place with attention to differentiated instruction to meet 
students’ needs.

• Note other objectives and teaching practices observed throughout the classroom.

• Plan when and how feedback will be given to teachers to assist them in growing professionally.

A.4.13:  Develop a communication plan to assist staff in understanding the curriculum design and delivery 
process so that coordinated curriculum implementation will occur.  Ensure clarity in the roles for ongoing 
coordination, monitoring, and support of curriculum implementation.

A.4.14:  Require ongoing professional development for teachers and building administrators in research-based 
effective instructional strategies for delivering a challenging curriculum to all students.

A.4.15:  Hold campus administrators accountable for monitoring and coaching curriculum implementation and 
classroom teaching.  Provide training for campus administrators to strengthen their skills in assessing the extent 
to which an aligned curriculum is being taught by all teachers.

A.4.16:  Conduct a review, based on adopted program evaluation procedures, of all programs in the district, 
focusing on their purpose, impact on student learning, and cost effectiveness.  Create a panel of teachers, site 
administrators, and district administrators to recommend which programs will be maintained as is, which need 
to be modified, and which need to be eliminated based on evaluation data.

A.4.17:  Provide additional learning and practice opportunities for students who need extra time for mastery.

The development and implementation of a comprehensive curriculum management plan that includes all policies 
and procedures related to curriculum design, implementation, linkage or multiple programs to curriculum 
vertical and horizontal alignment, equity, and clear expectations will improve focus and continuity as the district 
strives to increase academic achievement for all students.

Recommendation 5:  Develop a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation system that 
provides for the systematic collection, analysis, dissemination, and use of data to monitor the effectiveness 
of the district’s programs and practices at all levels, ranging from the academic progress of individual 
students to the long-term effectiveness of district-wide programs and goals.

A system-wide student assessment and program evaluation process provides district and school level staff 
with information upon which they can make instructional decisions, ranging from the individual student to the 
overall design and delivery of curriculum and effectiveness of programs and interventions.  As discussed in 
Findings 4.1, 4.3, and 5.3, the student assessment effort has not provided the necessary link between assessment 
results and instructional decision making at the school and district levels.  The district is beginning to implement 
data analysis tools that have the potential for providing the kind of actionable performance data necessary for 
determining whether instructional delivery is aligned with the written curriculum and whether instruction itself 
is having the desired overall impact on student learning outcomes.  However, its use is in the beginning stages, 
and additional staff training, technology systems deployment, and buy-in are needed (see Findings 1.2, 3.2, 3.4, 
4.1, 4.3, 5.1, and 5.3).
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While the capability to organize and derive meaning from a wide variety of assessment information is essential 
for providing feedback for system improvement, the district’s assessment analysis capability has not yet 
been thoroughly incorporated into the teaching and learning process at the schools.  In addition, the lack of 
a comprehensive assessment plan that includes provisions for the formal assessment of all courses as well as 
procedures for implementing the evaluation of programs also serves to hinder the potential benefits of any 
assessment data software or processes that may be available or planned (see Findings 1.2, 4.1, 4.2, 4.4, and 5.3).  
Failure to provide an overall methodology and expectations for the use of the results of student assessment not 
only impacts the quality of instruction, but also hinders district decision makers in their attempts to select new 
programs and interventions to improve overall system performance (see Finding 5.3).  In the larger context of 
district resource allocations, the lack of actionable student performance data indicates that district administration 
and the board of education have little basis to judge the merits of the various instructional efforts and allocate 
funds accordingly (see Findings 4.1, 5.1, and 5.3).  

School systems need strategies to ensure quality improvement in student learning and the achievement of system 
goals and objectives.  Such improved results over time are a measure of school district productivity.  More 
specifically, educational productivity is stated in terms of improved student achievement as measured by district 
or state assessments, improved student attendance, diminished disciplinary incidents, and similar outcomes.  
Often, school officials seek new strategies to address old and new problems perceived as impediments to the 
improvement of student learning and the attainment of goals and desired system outcomes.  The audit refers 
to such efforts as interventions.  To have a strong possibility of success, an intervention should focus on an 
identified problem or set of problems defined in the district and site plans.  Evaluation data should be used 
for needs identification as well as for monitoring implementation progress.  Overall, program interventions 
should be needs-based, well planned, financially supported, implemented with fidelity, monitored, and assessed 
regularly.

After examining documents and considering other information, the auditors concluded that although the district 
staff is now working to implement a fully aligned student assessment and data analysis process, components 
of plan documents that exist are inadequate for guiding the implementation of such efforts, and, by extension, 
the evaluation of interventions.  In addition, insufficient numbers of instructional staff have thus far made a 
commitment to use these tools in their instructional decision making.

As a result, the leadership of the Griffin-Spalding County School System needs to consider assigning a high 
priority to developing and putting into place a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan.  
Once developed and implemented, it can serve as a means to use information, especially student learning data, 
to guide instructional planning, to inform teachers about the strengths and weaknesses of student programs, and 
to determine instructional methodology and program effectiveness.  In addition, the use of district instructional 
software and leadership in this effort can make accessible a full range of student assessment data, allowing 
leadership to make critical decisions regarding all educational program practices and budget allocations based 
on proven program efficacy.

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Board of Education of the Griffin-
Spalding County School System:

G.5.1: Adopt board policy that directs the superintendent to develop a comprehensive student assessment and 
program evaluation plan. 

G.5.2: Direct the superintendent to develop implementation regulations to provide specific direction to staff 
regarding the purpose, scope, and approaches for assessing curriculum at all grade levels and subject areas and 
for the evaluation of programs and interventions.  Regulations should also require a comprehensive evaluation 
of all programs at least every three years and require that these evaluations include the assessment of both the 
quality of implementation (fidelity) and program impact (learner outcomes).

G.5.3: Adopt a policy requiring that qualitative and quantitative results from a variety of assessment and 
survey sources be used in all levels of program development and implementation.  Include the expectation 
that data regarding student outcomes will be used to help decide on the fiscal allocations committed to these 
programs.
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G.5.4: Commit adequate resources to support the development, implementation, and maintenance of a 
comprehensive, system-wide student and program assessment or evaluation plan.

G.5.5: Make explicit in policy that programs/interventions be evaluated annually and include a cost analysis 
and program effectiveness methodology based on student achievement.  Direct the superintendent to propose 
implementing regulations.

G.5.6: Allocate sufficient funds for personnel, resources, staff development, and facilities to provide effective 
program interventions for student learning that are productive over time.  District-wide programs are to be 
funded at the district level and campus-based programs included in campus budgets.

G.5.7: Require all program interventions to show a link between district and school mission, goals, and 
objectives, as well as coordination and alignment among special program efforts and instructional efforts 
undertaken in support of the general curriculum.

G.5.8: Require reports on the evaluation of programs and interventions, including the cost and the effectiveness 
(student gains) on an annual basis.

G.5.9: Direct the superintendent to establish administrative guidelines for program interventions designed for 
both general and all subpopulations, including the requirement that effectiveness and intervention linkage be 
documented and shared with the board on a regular basis.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
Systems Superintendent:

Student Assessment and Program Evaluation

A.5.1: As directed by the board, develop, revise or expand existing policy to provide appropriate guidance 
for the development of a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation plan.  Develop supporting 
regulations that include the following attributes: 

• Describes the philosophical framework for the design of the program and student assessment plan 
(formative as well as summative components, alignment with district curriculum, inclusive of all 
subjects/all grades, and linked to the mission).

• Gives appropriate direction through board policy and administrative regulation.

• Provides ongoing needs assessment to establish goals of student assessment and program evaluation.

• Provides for assessment at all levels of the system (organizational, program, student).

• Identifies the multi-purposes of assessment, types of assessments, and appropriate data sources.

• Provides a matrix of assessment tools, purposes, subjects, student groups tested, and timelines to assure 
adequate scope of assessment and timeliness of the resulting data.

• Controls for common sources of assessment bias (e.g., cultural bias).

• Specifies the roles and responsibilities of the board, central office staff, and school-based staff.

• Directs the relationship between district and state assessments.

• Specifies overall assessment procedures to determine curriculum effectiveness and specifications for 
analysis.

• Directs the feedback process; assures proper use of assessment data.

• Specifies how assessment tools will be placed in curriculum guides or equivalent.

• Specifies equity issues and data sources.

• Identifies the parameters of program evaluation.

• Provides appropriate ongoing training for various audiences on assessment.
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• Presents procedures for monitoring assessment design and use.

• Establishes a communication plan for the process of student and program assessment.

• Provides ongoing evaluation of the assessment plan.

• Specifies facility and housing requirements.

• Describes budget ramifications and connections to resource allocations.

A.5.2: Take appropriate steps to ensure that the student assessment and program evaluation plan meets board 
policy requirements and is included in both curriculum planning and a Comprehensive Assessment Plan.

A.5.3: Provide sufficient funding to support implementation training for the assessment development and 
analysis software currently in use in the district.  Provide training to teachers and principals on the interpretation 
and use of resulting test data.

A.5.4: Direct district instructional support leaders to provide training and support to principals so that they can 
assist teachers in the use of assessment data in order to make classroom instructional decisions that enable them 
to differentiate instruction while still moving forward in the curriculum.

A.5.5: Direct district instructional support leaders and the technology department to collaborate to ensure that 
data will be available to all teachers and site administrators to support instructional planning decisions.  

A.5.6: Direct district instructional support leaders and the technology department to collaborate with site-based 
instructional staff to determine the types and formats of data and data reports needed for decision making and 
planning and for professional development on accessing and interpreting data.  This is especially important as 
the district moves forward with the implementation of new assessment data collection and analysis capabilities 
and tools.  

A.5.7: Direct district curriculum and instructional leaders to evaluate the level of use of assessment data within 
the schools and the district, and determine the perception of staff members at all levels of the organization 
about how well these data are retrieved, communicated, understood, and used to guide instruction and program 
evaluation. 

A.5.8: Develop a process for the consistent monitoring of data used by administrators and teachers, using well-
defined methods attached to administrative evaluation criteria.  Require the inclusion of test data analysis and 
data-based recommendations in all school department and district level reports.

Program Management System

A.5.9: Assist the board of education in establishing policies for program/intervention implementation, 
coordination, and adoption.

A.5.10: Design administrative procedures for planning, adopting, and implementing programs and interventions 
and an accountability procedure for monitoring, evaluating, and reporting progress.

A.5.11: Ensure that for each program intervention that is proposed or currently being offered, the following 11-
step process is initiated:

1. Assess the current situation;

2. Interpret the data collected;

3. Specify the problem;

4. Propose and examine alternatives;

5. Select an alternative that best addresses the problem;

6. Develop a formal plan and evaluation methodology (with goals and measurable objectives) to address 
the problem;

7. Provide fiscal and human resources as needed through the redistribution of the resources;
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8. Implement, with well-defined mechanisms for monitoring progress;

9. Periodically evaluate the activity;

10. Adjust activity as needed, based on data gathered; and

11. Implement, based on adjustments needed.

A.5.12: Conduct an evaluation of all program interventions currently in the district to determine if programs 
are effective and assure they are not duplicative.  Use the audit criteria for implementing interventions or new 
programs outlined in the 11-step process in A.5.11.

A.5.13: Designate one central office professional staff member to coordinate all intervention programs 
and maintain a file of all program interventions being offered in the district.  Information regarding these 
interventions should include the professional staff members responsible for particular programs, the goals of 
the programs, specific academic needs being addressed, the student population being served, a list of campuses 
where programs are being delivered, and how the programs are funded.  This designee will be responsible for 
appropriate staff development related to program interventions.

A.5.14: Design an evaluation and reporting format including cost analysis and program interventions 
effectiveness.  Present a report to the board on an annual basis.

A.5.15: Allocate appropriate funding that reflects the performance of particular interventions and the resulting 
commitment of the board to support each program intervention over time.

It is recommended that appropriate policies and regulations be developed and/or expanded over the next six 
to 12 months.  Full development and implementation of these recommendations should be in place in the next 
two years.

Recommendation 6: Establish procedures for formal monitoring of district instructional practices to 
promote consistency across all levels of the school district.  Provide training in curriculum and instruction 
monitoring for elementary and secondary level administrators.

Effective, successful organizations provide the structure and work parameters for well organized, focused, 
and efficient decision-making practices.  Quality control of primary district functions depends on clear 
communication of roles and responsibilities within the organization.  Included in the primary functions of 
a school district is curriculum management, which includes monitoring expectations for curriculum delivery.

Monitoring, feedback, and continuous evaluation must take place to determine if instructional practices 
are meeting the needs of all student groups.  Communicating expectations of monitoring classroom practices 
or curriculum delivery and providing professional development based on that information afford school 
district personnel the opportunity to adjust for learner differences, thus impacting student achievement results 
(see Recommendation 9).  The absence of monitoring procedures leaves curriculum delivery to individual 
interpretations of district goals. 

Monitoring instructional practices was taking place in the Griffin-Spalding County School System during the 
audit, but lacked sufficient focus to improve curriculum delivery (see Finding 3.3).  One board policy referenced 
monitoring through development, use, and review of lesson plans.  The GSCSS Strategic Plan 2009-2015 included 
various requirements for monitoring.  The job description for principals called for supervision of the work of 
teachers, and evaluation instruments referred to monitoring in terms of formal supervision responsibilities.  The 
reviewed documents did not outline a consistent monitoring process to assess teaching strategies in terms 
of student learning in the district. 

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Board of Education.

G.6.1: Direct the superintendent to revise and develop policies for board adoption to align the monitoring of 
curriculum delivery and the employee evaluation system with district expectations for student outcomes.  The 
purpose of monitoring and evaluation should be clearly defined in terms of student achievement.
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G.6.2:  Develop the district philosophy of monitoring curriculum delivery.  Appropriate monitoring is more 
than a checklist.  Determine the necessary components (e.g., teacher evaluation and related walkthroughs) as 
well as the role of the building principal as the instructional leader. 

G.6.3:  Direct the superintendent to develop and implement a uniform process for district and building 
administrators and content specialists (see Finding 3.3) to use in monitoring the delivery of the curriculum as 
well as provide a predictable experience for teachers.

G.6.4:  Direct the superintendent to revise system plans, job descriptions, and evaluation instruments to reflect 
the newly created monitoring requirements.  State clearly that all teachers will be evaluated based upon teaching 
competency and that only high quality instruction is acceptable.  Identify specific roles and responsibilities 
of each position responsible for monitoring, and include these responsibilities in related job descriptions (see 
Finding 1.3 and Recommendation 2).  Further, the primary role of the evaluator is to facilitate and improve the 
instructional program through growth-producing feedback.  Include a process to update these documents on a 
regular cycle.

G.6.5:  Direct the superintendent to develop processes whereby school administrators collaborate with specialists 
in curriculum, program specialists (e.g., special education, ESOL, and Gifted and Talented) to better understand 
what classroom instructional differentiation should look like.

G.6.6:  Direct the superintendent to provide focused professional development (see Recommendation 8) to 
implement and provide ongoing support for monitoring of classroom practices and the use of the teacher 
evaluation system.  Design continued training for new administrators as they join the district. 

G.6.7:  Commit adequate resources to support ongoing walkthrough and monitoring training as well as 
professional development for all administrators on providing feedback to teachers for the continued improvement 
of instructional practices.

G.6.8:  Require the superintendent to formulate administrative regulations to address all new and revised board 
policies (see Recommendation 1).

G.6.9:  Require a yearly report to the board on the improvement of teacher monitoring and evaluation efforts 
in relation to student achievement.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent.

A.6.1:  Recommend to the board policies that reflect comprehensive monitoring and evaluation programs for all 
employees that support the delivery of the district curriculum.  In these policies, address the principal evaluation 
requirement for documentation of principals’ success or failure to meet measurable state goals used to evaluate 
student and school success.  If this component is to be included in the new policy revision, establish effective 
measures to review principal evaluations to determine that they are in compliance with the documentation 
requirements.  Monitor the implementation of the newly developed and refined board policies when approved.

A.6.2:  Recommend to the board draft policies that define individual, building, and system responsibilities for 
monitoring and teacher evaluation.  The policies should indicate what principals should expect to see when they 
monitor in classrooms.  Monitor the implementation of the newly developed and refined board policies when 
approved.

A.6.3:  Recommend to the board policies that link the teacher evaluation instrument to specific and defined  
instructional practices and supervisor evaluation instruments to appropriate monitoring.

A.6.4:  Revise system planning documents, job descriptions, and evaluation instruments to reflect the newly 
created district monitoring requirements.  Include a process to update documents on a regular cycle.

A.6.5:  Develop and implement a system-wide comprehensive walkthrough process with accompanying 
ongoing training for all supervisory staff to include the following characteristics:
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1. It is a research-based model that addresses the difference in the skill level of teachers through direct, 
dependent, and independent responses.

2. It focuses on the delivery of the curriculum as well as on expected instructional strategies.

3. It utilizes frequent short classroom observations.

4. It is not dependent upon an activity checklist.

5. It provides for reflective thought and dialogue.

A.6.6:  Require district administrators to monitor the principals they are supervising to ensure that classroom 
instructional monitoring and evaluation occur following district procedures, and that monitoring and evaluation 
data are analyzed in terms of student achievement.

A.6.7:  Schedule opportunities for school administrators to collaborate with curriculum and program specialists 
(e.g., special education, ESOL, and Gifted and Talented) to better understand what classroom instructional 
differentiation should look like for students with special needs.

A.6.8:  Design professional development to monitor curriculum delivery and include the employee evaluation 
program.  Include the following characteristics specifically:

• Mandate district-wide training for all supervisory personnel in district monitoring techniques and 
procedures.  Hold all personnel accountable for implementation and maintenance of a consistent, 
systematic monitoring program for instructional strategy implementation that includes, but is not 
limited to, observation, coaching, and providing growth feedback.

• Provide comprehensive professional development on what to look for specifically when monitoring in a 
regular classroom where GT students are present or an advanced classroom (GT pullout, Honors, AP).

• Provide comprehensive professional development on what to look for specifically when monitoring in 
a classroom where students with disabilities are present (special education self-contained, resource, co-
teaching) and/or where core content interventions are being implemented (e.g., Read 180, Math 180).

• Provide comprehensive professional development on what to look for specifically when monitoring a 
classroom for teacher and/or student technology use.

• Provide professional development for the appropriate use of the formal evaluation process, including 
the role of the principal as the instructional leader.

• Utilize organized administrator and principal meetings to refine monitoring and evaluation skills and 
practices.

• Provide ongoing differentiated professional development for administrators in monitoring practices 
and evaluation techniques.

• Provide professional development in the monitoring and evaluation programs for new administrators 
as they join the district.

A.6.9:  Develop a comprehensive communication plan to assist staff in understanding the necessity of a 
coordinated monitoring and evaluation process.

A.6.10:  Write administrative regulations to be congruent with revised and/or new board policies.

A.6.11:  Report to the board of education on at least a yearly basis the progress of the monitoring procedures 
and employee evaluation program in relation to increased student achievement.

The planning and policy portions of this recommendation should be in place in six months.  The complete 
design for the actual monitoring model (including processes, procedures, and documents) should be completed 
within 12 months, followed by full implementation throughout the district in the following year.



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 373

Recommendation 7: Develop and implement both short-term and long-range strategies that will identify 
and eliminate disparities and inequities affecting students’ learning success in all schools.

A well-organized school system provides all students equitable access to the programs, services, and learning 
opportunities provided by the district, while acknowledging that variations in delivery approaches might best 
meet diverse needs.  Fairness to all students is apparent in areas such as access to curriculum that leads to 
high student achievement, to a consistent program throughout district schools, and to comparable educational 
resources and facilities.  A diverse student population requires equitable resources and staff understanding of 
multiple cultures if all learners are to be given an equal opportunity to achieve at their highest levels.  Students 
of all ethnic backgrounds need role models, and all staff members need to develop multicultural understanding 
to build positive relationships.

The auditors found that the Griffin-Spalding County School System (GSCSS) had few policies and planning 
documents addressing equitable access to the district’s curriculum, programs, and services.  These documents 
lack adequate detail and clarity to provide guidance and direction regarding issues of equality and equity (see 
Findings 1.1, 1.2, and 3.1).  In the absence of strong and specific district direction and plans, campus-based 
personnel implement practices and supplemental programs that lead to widely varied student learning outcomes.  
The challenge for district leadership is to begin and sustain the process of analyzing and using multiple data 
sources to identify specific steps that need to be taken to achieve the optimal educational outcomes for all 
students.  While several messages of intended success for all students are present in district and school plans 
and related documents, disparities based on ethnicity or economic background exist in areas such as student 
retention, disciplinary actions, achievement results, and graduation rates (see Finding 3.1).  Additionally, the 
minimal quality and lack of consistent implementation of the district’s written curriculum have lowered the 
instructional level and negatively affected student readiness as more advanced grade levels and courses are 
pursued (see Findings 2.3, 2.4, and 3.3).

The auditors found that the curriculum lacks articulation and coordination, which contributes to inconsistent 
delivery of the curriculum from classroom to classroom and from school to school (see Finding 2.1). 

Numerous programs and initiatives have been implemented to address student needs, but far too many students 
continue to drop out of school before graduation (see Findings 3.1 and 5.3).  Analyses reveal persistent 
achievement gaps between subgroups of students (see Finding 4.3).  Inequalities exist on the basis of ethnicity, 
socioeconomic status, and even gender in the identification and participation of students in programs such as 
special education and the Gifted and Talented program. 

Disciplinary actions reflect disproportionate involvement of certain subgroups of students.  Griffin-Spalding 
County School System students don’t have access to teacher role models of their same ethnicity (see Finding 
3.1).

Instruction for students identified as gifted and talented is minimally implemented in regular classrooms for 
kindergarten through grade 5, with a pullout program once a week (Program Challenge).  At the middle and 
high school levels GT instruction is through Honors and AP courses only.  Special education instruction and 
support varies in approach across the school levels, focusing on pullout service in primary grades with the use of 
an inclusive co-teach model in upper grades in some elementary schools.  The middle schools use the co-teach 
inclusion model and contained classrooms for more severe disabilities (see Finding 3.1).  An additional problem 
that surfaced in the review of services to students with special needs was the prevalent mixed understandings at 
the campus level of district expectations for Response to Intervention (RTI) at all schools.  Services for limited 
English proficient students are limited due to scheduling of just five ESOL teachers across all 18 schools (see 
Finding 3.1).

The auditors also noted inequities in the availability of library resources among schools (see Finding 3.1).  
Auditors were provided no information on library resource improvement plans. 

The auditors have recommended several steps the district should take to address the problems of inequities and 
disparities so that all students have equitable access to the curriculum and to the quality instruction sought by 
the district.
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Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Board of Education of the Griffin-
Spalding County School System:

G.7.1: Involve stakeholders in developing and expanding understanding of equal access and equity for 
consideration in decision making at both the district and school levels.  Establish a practice of communicating 
the board’s position on establishing educational fairness and quality as a priority to move the district toward the 
goal of success for all students.

G.7.2: With the help of the superintendent, develop and adopt board policies and regulations that provide clear 
expectations and direction for the following:

• Equal opportunity for all students in the Griffin-Spalding County School System to access the district-
mandated curriculum, supplemental and advanced academic programs, co-curricular opportunities, and 
facilities;

• A commitment to end the achievement gaps based on ethnicity and socioeconomic status and to change 
or eliminate any practices that impede the district’s response to eliminate the achievement gap;

• The equitable distribution of allocated and discretionary resources (e.g., technology, library resources, 
and supplemental funds where needed);

• The expectation that any campus-based programmatic and curricular modifications be approved by the 
district administration to protect equal access for students across schools; and

• Careful consideration regarding purchase of intervention types of “packages” in decision making with 
emphasis on instructional improvement.

G.7.3: Establish and communicate high expectations for all students at every opportunity, including, but not 
limited to, official board meetings, community events, informal conversations, and media interviews.

G.7.4: Direct the superintendent to systematically monitor all reports, budgets, planning documents, assessment 
data, and plans to ascertain the equitable treatment of all school sites and all students and to support appropriate 
consistency in consideration of intra-district student mobility.

G.7.5: Direct the superintendent to undertake a system-wide effort to engage campus administrators and staffs 
in meaningful understanding of and support for students of all ethnicities and economic backgrounds to help 
reduce the disparities noted in disciplinary actions and school dropouts.

G.7.6: Direct the superintendent to provide frequent and annual updates regarding efforts and progress in 
eliminating inequalities and inequities within the district.

G.7.7: Direct the superintendent to develop and bring forward for board approval a plan to provide appropriate 
implementation of Managed Performance - Empowerment to ensure that any autonomy provided to campuses 
will not impede attainment of a quality district-wide curriculum or students’ equal access to the curriculum, 
general and special education services, and opportunities for advanced learning experiences.  Given the intra- 
district mobility of students, consistency rises to particular importance.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Superintendent of Griffin-Spalding 
County School System:

A.7.1: Assist the board in obtaining stakeholders’ commitment to equal access to comparable learning 
experiences and equitable allocation of resources.  Take steps identified in data review and staff outreach to 
ensure that all students can succeed regardless of ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or primary language.

A.7.2: Prepare drafts of the new board policies recommended in G.7.2 for board review, critique, and approval.

A.7.3: Establish administrative regulations clarifying, interpreting, and expanding the new board policies 
addressed in G.7.2.  Share new administrative regulations with the board, and ensure that all district and school 
administrators who have responsibility for implementing the regulations are appropriately informed and trained.
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A.7.4: Oversee all reports, budgets, planning documents, assessment data, programs, and interventions to 
determine the equitable treatment of all students at all school sites and alignment with district goals.  For 
example,

• Require that activity accounts and all school budgets reflect equitable distribution of resources.

• Take immediate and ongoing steps to eliminate inequities that currently exist.

• Adopt a performance-based budget development process (see Recommendation 9) that considers the 
equitable allocation of resources to areas of greatest need.

• Regularly analyze data pertaining to all district practices and programs to determine disparities and 
inequities.

• Assign a district administrator the responsibility and accountability for monitoring equity improvement 
practices in both implementation and outcomes.

• Provide annual or more frequent reports to the board and public (as determined appropriate) indicating 
progress on students’ equitable access to all district programs and services and the reduction of 
disparities identified in this audit report.

In this process, encourage all planners to continue the strategies and actions in existing plans that have already 
been launched and that clearly respond to the audit recommendations in ways that will enhance progress toward 
meeting district and school goals.

A.7.5: Review three years of information regarding activity account revenues and PTA/Booster Club or similar 
financial contributions to each school to determine disparities in support and opportunities for students.  If 
inequities in activity accounts are found in schools with higher needs and less capacity to raise funds, identify 
ways to offer district support to equalize contributions as much as possible, and support schools where highest 
needs exist.

A.7.6: Develop and implement accountability measures to ensure employment of student identification 
procedures with fidelity and eliminate disparities in participation in the special education and Gifted and 
Talented program.

A.7.7: Conduct ongoing review of all practices related to services for students identified as Gifted/Talented to 
ensure that the district is meeting the intentions of the State Gifted and Talented Plan, and that GSCSS students 
are receiving at all levels the intended services and support.

A.7.8: Conduct ongoing review of practices related to services for students identified as needing special 
education support to ensure that the district is meeting legal requirements, and that GSCSS students are 
receiving the intended services and support.  In that process, also ensure that a consistent approach to Response 
to Intervention (RTI) is implemented at all schools.

 A.7.9: Work with district staff to develop a plan for refining the scheduling of ESOL teachers across schools to 
increase effectiveness of services for limited English proficient students.

A.7.10: Work with the board, district staff, local business, community agencies, and foundations to develop a 
proposal for a major initiative that will increase student achievement and/or provide an incentive for students 
to graduate.

A.7.11: Revise teacher and administrator recruitment and retention procedures to include the following:

• Provide a hiring bonus or other appropriate incentives to attract minority and male teachers to the 
district.

• Provide retention bonuses or other appropriate incentives to attract and retain the district’s most 
highly effective teachers in low performing and/or disadvantaged schools.  (Such an incentive may be 
necessary in order to equitably staff such schools.)

• Include minority staff and community members as part of the recruitment team.
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• Recruit in high minority, declining enrollment school districts. 

• Establish relationships with human resource staff in declining enrollment districts so they can 
recommend Griffin-Spalding County School System when reducing their teacher work force.

• Assign highly qualified minority mentors to newly hired minority staff members.

A.7.12: Identify from GSCSS school sites and other school districts the most effective information and/or 
training to enhance all staff members’ understanding of and ability to relate positively to students of poverty and 
diverse racial and/or cultural backgrounds.  Share information on the findings, and reduce the possible plethora 
of options so that there are data-supported strategies used in common across local schools.  As the diversity 
of the GSCSS student population continues to increase, mastery of relationship and communication skills, in 
addition to instructional differentiation skills, will enhance the ability of all professionals to work with parents 
in an inviting way and with students in a supportive and encouraging way.  Both those efforts are critical to 
attainment of the district’s goal for all students to experience success.

The planning and policy portions of this recommendation should be in place in six months.  The complete 
design for the actual equity programs (including processes, procedures, and documents) should be completed 
within the next 12 months, with full implementation in the following two years.

Recommendation 8:  Develop a district professional learning plan that incorporates emphasis on growth 
in curriculum design, writing, and delivery; effective classroom strategies to engage the variety of 
learners; and skilled data use for instructional and curricular decision making.  Include a process for 
review of implementation and subsequent evaluation of the quality and effectiveness of both district and 
site-based professional learning.

A high quality professional learning program results from a comprehensive plan that addresses short-term and 
long-range needs.  Such a plan must be linked to the goals outlined by the district, be based on identified needs, 
be designed for long-term implementation, and provide opportunities for meaningful practice and follow-up.  
Operational professional learning programs are focused on the effective delivery of curriculum and include 
multiple evaluation methods that will determine quality of implementation and impact on student achievement.  
They should be supported during implementation and monitored to ensure institutionalization within the system 
over time.

A comprehensive district-wide professional learning plan does not exist (see Findings 1.2 and 3.2).  Teacher 
and principal survey responses indicated inconsistent support for professional learning.  During classroom visits 
auditors noted primarily large group learning arrangements. Most lessons or activities observed generated recall/
reproduction in student thinking. Auditors observed little differentiation to meet the diverse needs of students. 
Technology was seldom seen being used by teachers or students. The auditors found that monitoring and 
evaluation of professional learning are lacking in quantity, quality, consistency, and systemic coordination (see 
Recommendation 6).  The auditors developed a series of actions recommended for the board and superintendent 
to address the needs identified in the audit.

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Board of Education of Griffin-Spalding 
County School System:

G.8.1: Direct the superintendent to develop and present for adoption a comprehensive board policy to define the 
purpose of staff learning as well as roles and responsibilities to centralize and coordinate district- and campus-
initiated professional learning efforts.  The policy should be congruent with Georgia Department of Education 
regulations and district expectations regarding professional growth and improved student performance.  Align 
the board policy with the 18 Quality Criteria for Professional Development found in Exhibit 3.2.3, including 
the following characteristics:

• Establish a professional learning mission, vision, goals, and priorities aligned with district goals and 
needs.

• Require a formal process for determining professional learning needs.
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• Include responsibilities for systemic planning that incorporate professional learning communication, 
prioritization of efforts, implementation, and evaluation of the impact of efforts on student learning 
(see Finding 1.2).

• Define the mechanism for rational coordination of professional learning efforts to ensure appropriate 
training and prevent duplication and gaps in required training. 

• Require that professional learning activities be directly linked to the teacher appraisal system.

• Require that all professional learning be evaluated in terms of student learning and growth of professional 
educators in the design, writing, and delivery of curriculum.

• Require systematic monitoring of instruction specifically to determine if skills acquired through the 
professional learning program are being applied (and correctly) in the classroom.

G.8.2: Direct the superintendent to develop a comprehensive long-range professional learning plan.  The plan 
must cover at least three years with annual updates and revisions to ensure connectivity to system priorities.  
Include the following quality criteria for staff learning found in Exhibit 3.2.3 in the plan:

• Policy that directs staff learning efforts, fosters an expectation for professional growth, and is for all 
employees.

• Based on and driven by a careful analysis of data.

• Provision for system-wide coordination with a clearinghouse function in place. Centralization of 
professional learning efforts is especially important for the 2016-17 school year as more professional 
learning days are scheduled in order to ensure a positive impact on teaching and learning.

• Identification of the necessary funding to carry out professional learning goals.

• A professional learning mission in place.

• Incorporation of a long-range planning approach.

• Provision for organizational, unit, and individual development in a systemic manner.

• A focus on organizational change with staff learning efforts aligned to district goals.

• Based on proven research-based approaches that have been shown to increase productivity.

• Incorporation of the three phases of the change process: initiation, implementation, and institutionalization.

• Based on human learning and development and adult learning; use of a variety of professional learning 
approaches.

• Provision for follow-up and on-the-job application necessary to ensure improvement.

• Expectation that each supervisor will be a staff developer of staff supervised.

• Requirement of an evaluation of process that is ongoing, includes multiple sources of information, 
focuses on all levels of the organization, and is based on actual change in behavior.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Superintendent of Griffin-Spalding 
County School System:

A.8.1: Assist the board of education in the development of the recommended policy in G.8.1 that establishes 
standards for district professional learning and expectations that are aligned to identified needs.  Ensure that 
professional learning is mandatory for all professional staff, including all administrators.

A.8.2: Assign one district administrator responsibility for overall oversight and coordination of district and 
school-based professional learning and for establishing a clearinghouse function.  Revise the job description for 
this position to reflect the new responsibilities.
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A.8.3: Assign the administrator responsible for professional learning the responsibility for developing a 
comprehensive long-range professional learning plan to support district priorities and an aligned curriculum 
and to build staff capacity to increase student achievement.

A.8.4: Create or update the job descriptions of site administrators and all other supervisors of instructional 
personnel to include the expectation that they be staff developers (see Finding 1.2).

A.8.5: Empower the administrator responsible for professional learning with the authority and responsibility to 
approve, monitor, and evaluate all district and campus professional learning activities in consultation with the 
associate superintendents of elementary, middle and high schools, department directors, or building principals.

A.8.6: Assign to the director of leadership and professional learning the responsibility to develop and present an 
annual report to the board on the status and outcomes of trainings based on student performance data resulting 
from the professional learning plan and offerings.  This report should include the following:

• A review of identified professional learning and student needs;

• A review of critical learning outcomes with specificity to outline what the training should have 
accomplished;

• An overview of all major learning initiatives at both the district and campus levels;

• The alignment of learning initiatives in relation to performance goals; and

• The evaluation procedures used to measure the effectiveness of professional learning in relation to 
improved instructional practices and student achievement.

A.8.7: Align the district professional learning plan with the district strategic plan and district and school 
improvement plans.

A.8.8: Determine priority areas for professional learning across the district after developing the district 
instructional model and reviewing the data contained in this report.  Based on the prioritized list, create a 
schedule for professional learning offerings (specifying which are mandatory and which elective) over the 
course of the next three years.  Collect data concerning the effectiveness of offerings and subsequent impact on 
student achievement to make adjustments to professional learning offerings.  Focus areas should include, but 
not necessarily be limited to, the following:

• Training in the instructional model adopted by the district—what this looks like at the classroom level 
across content areas and grade levels.  The model should minimally address how teachers group for 
individualized instruction, how they plan for different and varying academic needs, how they assess for 
those needs, etc.  The model is not about what strategies to use, but how to accommodate for varying 
student needs found in every single classroom so that no one is left behind and those who can are moved 
ahead at an accelerated pace.

• Training in instructional differentiation that not only incorporates different types of activities to engage 
students with different learning styles and preferences, but focuses intensely on how to group students 
fluidly for needs-based instruction or reteaching.  Such grouping strategies are critical at all grade levels 
to support student learning in the most effective way, especially with student populations that have 
historically been underperforming and for those students who benefit from extending their learning. Re-
teaching or remediation needs to accelerate teaching those concepts and skills that students are missing, 
so they can catch up to on-level peers, but it must take place in small groups so that those who don’t 
need it aren’t hindered in their own learning progress.  This is, in part, a component of the RTI model, 
but with a more sophisticated approach.  Multiple levels of student ability in a classroom may demand 
grouping students differently several times in just a few weeks’ time.

• Training in effective use of technology to enhance student learning.

• Training for school administrators on procedures for effectively monitoring curriculum and instruction 
in classrooms (see Recommendation 6).
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• Training in data collection and analysis concerning the grade level and cognitive rigor of materials 
used in the classroom.  Teachers must be informed consumers concerning the types of activities and 
materials they use with students; too many passive, low-level activities result in low-level learning and 
students who are not prepared for test success.

• Training in how to use the district curriculum guides most effectively.  What are the components that 
are tightly held (objectives for students, assessments)?  What are loosely held (recommended strategies/
approaches)?  How can the teacher use the guides within the context of the district-adopted instructional 
model?

A.8.9: Ensure that all school and district curriculum administrators attend prioritized trainings to support the 
instructional leadership and monitoring functions across the district.

A.8.10: Design a multi-year professional learning plan that addresses the quality criteria for staff learning, as 
well as the following:

• Incorporation of a multi-year plan that is reviewed and updated annually in response to student 
achievement data and changing district and building professional learning needs.

• Congruence with the district’s staff performance appraisal system.

• Ongoing assessment of the effectiveness of professional learning initiatives using multiple data sources.

• Employment of data from curriculum monitoring, staff performance appraisals and annual reviews, 
student assessment and achievement, student equity issues, program evaluations, and assistance in 
curriculum implementation or classroom management needs.

• Classroom follow-up support to ensure transfer of learning from professional learning programs.

The multi-year professional learning plan should evolve from consideration of the following factors:

• The goals established in the district’s strategic plan;

• The goals established in individual school improvement plans;

• District policy that directs staff learning;

• Congruence with the district’s staff evaluation criteria;

• Findings of building administrators in annual staff evaluations and ongoing conferences;

• Curriculum monitoring data;

• Analysis of past student achievement trend data;

• Staff requests for assistance in curriculum or classroom management tasks;

• The design of the district’s curriculum management system;

• The design of assessments used to measure student achievement;

• Ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness of the professional learning initiatives, using multiple data 
sources;

• Clear goals and purposes for professional learning, based on a comprehensive analysis of performance 
data;

• Classroom-based follow up support to ensure transference of teaching strategies into effective classroom 
practice; and

• Direct linkages to the budget development process.

A.8.11: Limit the focus of the district professional learning program to no more than four goal areas, aligned 
with the district improvement plan and/or the district strategic plan and directly focused on increasing the 
capacity of teachers and administrators to deliver the written curriculum and enhance student achievement.
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A.8.12: Provide a framework to coordinate all professional learning efforts in the district to ensure that efforts 
are aligned with identified district goals and needs.  All program efforts need a well-designed process so that 
the system is not overloaded by building and department level initiatives that may not be coordinated and that 
compete for financial resources, time, and attention of teachers.  The professional learning framework should 
also address the facilitated transfer of learning and the use of regular and constructive feedback to inform 
individual progress.

When fully implemented, this recommendation will sharpen the district’s focus on professional learning, which 
is designed to enhance the professional capacity of teachers by connecting content and pedagogy with the 
impact of the instructional practices of teachers on student achievement. 

The planning, policy, and coordination portions of this recommendation should be in place in six months.  The 
complete design of the actual professional learning program (including processes, procedures, and documents) 
should be completed within the next two years.

Recommendation 9: Adopt a three-year plan for implementation of a performance-based budgeting and 
allocation system for all Griffin-Spalding County School System schools, departments, programs, and 
services.

The district’s official budget documents and annual financial audit reports reviewed by the district’s certified 
public accountant reveal that the fiscal resources of the Griffin-Spalding County School System are prudently 
managed and legally compliant. The auditors found that the Griffin-Spalding County School System largely 
funds schools on revenues driven by enrollment (student head count) and state formulaic allocations. The 
auditors also found that there are many programs or “interventions” funded by the district, which are designed 
to address needs of schools, but which are ineffectively planned or evaluated.  

The auditors also found that the GSCSS Board and district top administrators control the funds for the system, 
but allocations are generally made without solid information about expectations, costs, and planned results. 
(See Finding 5.1). The auditors found that many of the programs and services funded were not implemented in a 
way to evaluate benefits received from the cost of the program. Cost-benefit information is a critical component 
of sound financial management and budget development.

The GSCSS Board and superintendent need to not only develop a budget that is within legally established limits 
and guidelines, but also that responds to the needs of its clientele, with a budget that reflects the educational 
priorities of the district and organizes funding along programmatic needs instead of following enrollment or 
formulas that ignore differences among schools or students. Of course, allocations for programs and services 
need to be made within the boundaries of available and accessible resources, but the use of prioritization 
strategies makes the budget process more effective and equitable based on differential needs.

The challenge is to be able to determine not so much what the funding is, but rather what the funding does. Only 
then will the Board and the GSCSS community be able to ascertain whether or not it is getting maximum “bang 
from the buck.” The audit found that currently it’s difficult to tell whether a program is producing satisfactory 
results prior to allocating funds.

Given the need to monitor results discussed in other recommendations of this audit report, such results must 
be used in determining budget priorities. Using the resources within the district to link curricular expectations, 
adopted goals and objectives, and testing and performance feedback data, it would be possible to move ahead 
with programmatic performance-based budgeting.3  

Tangible connections are needed between the costs and the resultant benefits that accrue from the funded activities 
of the system. Programmatic budgeting processes, tailored specifically for the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System, can offer an efficient way for the Board of Education, the Superintendent and the GSCSS leadership 
team to determine how well funds were being used in addressing system needs.  

3  For detailed information about the performance-based budgeting process, the following reference is recommended:  
SCHOOL BUDGETING for Hard Times: Confronting Cutbacks and Critics. (Poston, W., Corwin Press, 2011).
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To do this, all programs and activities of the organization must first be evaluated and reviewed based on 
performance and cost. An annual budget, built anew each year, is recommended for use for the basic instructional 
and support areas of the budget, and linkages are needed with performance (or results) information.  

The major steps of installing programmatic budgeting include the recommended actions that follow. 

Governance Functions: The following actions are recommended for consideration by the Giffin-Spalding 
County School System Board of Education: 

G.9.1: Review programmatic intervention recommendations, evaluate priorities, establish goals for programs 
and services, and monitor feedback of results. 

G.9.2: Confer with the Superintendent to identify key components for a Board policy requiring improved quality 
control with a performance-based budgeting process, facilitating cost-benefit information about programs and 
services for data-driven decision making in budget planning and implementation. 

G.9.3: Once information is available on the impact of allocations based on needs and results, share such 
information with the community as to system performance in periodic reports, such as a newsletter. Within such 
a budgeting system, both finances and curriculum are monitored simultaneously. It is important to note that such 
a system should not be implemented hastily, nor put into place overnight. 

G.9.4: Use a planned approach in the transition to performance-based budgeting and allocation system by 
setting reasonable timelines to address the change. Begin by selecting one or two curricular areas to start 
the transition from a function/object budget to a program-defined budget. In succeeding years, add additional 
program areas to the process. Budgeting for capital outlay, purchased goods, and maintenance should begin at 
zero, which past practice in the district would support. Allocations then would be justified on the basis of need, 
cost-savings, and elimination of redundant activities.

Administrative Functions: The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent: 

A.9.1: Identify various educational activities or programs and group them into broad areas of need or purpose 
served. Examples might be “elementary instruction - personnel, gifted education, district governance (board 
and superintendent functions), high school instruction, counseling, and guidance, K-3 Reading, etc.” Try to 
divide the organization into the most logical (but least number necessary) subgroups (or system-wide programs) 
possible based on the existing operating structure. 

A.9.2:  Build budget “packages” within each of the subgroups that incrementally (or increasingly) deliver the 
objectives of the area of need or purpose. Any given program could be defined and packaged into units that 
provide programs and services at different levels of quality and cost. For example: 

1. Ninety (90) percent of last year’s budget, which allows recovery or savings of previous allocations if 
better used elsewhere; 

2. One hundred (100) percent of last year’s budget, which continues the allocation at the current or existing 
level; and 

3. One hundred five (105) percent of last year’s budget level, which helps increase allocations for program 
improvement if needed and it can be evaluated thoroughly both formatively and summatively. 

A.9.3: Have program managers prepare packages for their areas with each package representing a level of 
activity that stands alone but builds sequentially on the previous package. Budget packages should be concise 
and meaningful. Examples might be: minimal services, optimal services, and improved services. 

A.9.4: Define a tentative program structure after grouping and compilation of budget packages. 

A.9.5: Include in each program area (package group) a goal statement with subordinate objectives, which 
clearly express the purpose of the program or activity served. Compile goal statements and budget packages, 
and give to appropriate staff to gather data to best describe service levels, program outputs, and cost benefits. 
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A.9.6: Define and establish procedures for (1) gathering organizational performance data, (2) appropriate 
involvement of staff (including principals and teachers), (3) current and desired services, and (4) program 
objectives. Prepare guidelines and recommendations and give them to those who will develop the program 
budgets. 

A.9.7: Compile budget packages, including costs, into a work sheet with instructions for evaluating and ranking. 
Priorities must be set among competing intentions to facilitate allocations up to the predetermined funding 
levels. Couple past cost information, especially expenditure percentages, with performance data and develop 
recommendations to guide preliminary budget-building estimates. 

A.9.8: Give budget program packages to the appropriate program directors and staff for evaluation and ranking, 
and publish compiled results in a tentative budgeted program package list in order of ranked priority. The 
evaluation and ranking process is also recommended to include representatives from the following community 
groups:

• Teachers: one each of elementary, middle, and high school teachers and one special education teacher

• Parents: four parents who are recommended by governing board members or who are officers in local 
parent organizations

• Support staff: at least two representatives from support staff (transportation, clerical, custodial-
maintenance, etc.)

• Teachers’ professional association/union:  the president or representative of the major teacher 
organization

• Community: at least one each representative from a major local community organization interested in 
financial matters of the community (Chamber of Commerce, service clubs, etc.)

The group evaluating and ranking budget packages is recommended to be supported by the chief financial officer 
(for accurate information) but chaired by the chief academic officer, reporting directly to the superintendent. 
Recommendations from the budget advisory team are made to the Superintendent for transmittal to the Board 
for decision making.

A.9: Make final decisions in allocation priorities based upon measured effectiveness of programs elements, 
revenues available, the appropriation levels to be authorized, and the program funding priorities and rankings 
by the budget ranking team, and recommended to the Governing Board for funding and budget approval as 
required by law. 

Given this approach to budgeting, the process of changing funding or allocation levels is based on “how well is 
this program or activity doing?” instead of “how much did we spend last year?”  

Top management, the Board of Education, and the GSCSS community will have a more complete idea of what 
is funded (and what is not) in operations, programs, and services of the Griffin-Spalding County School System. 
Tangible connections between results and costs will be abundantly evident, and productivity stands a greater 
likelihood of improving. 

Summary

The Griffin-Spalding County School System needs a credible rationale and an effective system for appropriating 
and/ or reallocating finances, especially from aged, obsolescent, or unproductive programs and activities to 
new, emerging programs or activities of high priority based on organizational effectiveness, changing needs of 
clientele, or produced results. 

Moreover, valid linkages need to be identified among organizational objectives, results, and costs in the process 
of improving quality control and system prudence with its financial resources. It will be far easier to explain 
why certain portions of the budget are increasing (and perhaps why certain portions are decreasing) each 
year. Again, it is important to stress that it may take three or more years to develop such a budgetary system, 
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and the budget’s cornerstones must be curriculum unity (across the system) and monitored performance for 
programmatic allocations in the Griffin-Spalding County School System. 

Recommendation 10:  Develop and implement a system for selecting, planning, implementing, monitoring, 
and evaluating program interventions.

An effective school system carefully identifies and selects intervention programs that align with the curriculum 
in response to needs assessments based on student performance data.  Evaluation strategies are determined in 
advance, and implementation of such programs is monitored at regular intervals.  Progress reports are provided 
on a periodic basis to help guide modification or elimination of the intervention.  Well planned interventions 
are also adequately funded.  Auditors were provided with lists of program interventions, which were currently 
being used on campuses across the district.  Auditors focused on the Read 180 program.  No written procedures 
were provided to auditors that specified how this program would be introduced, approved, continued, evaluated, 
or terminated if not successful, and there is no board policy that directly and comprehensively controls this 
intervention.  The auditors found a lack of formal systematic planning and evaluation, overall (see Findings 1.3, 
4.1, and 5.3).

Governance Functions:  The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Board of Education:

G.10.1:  Direct the superintendent to draft a policy outlining criteria for selection and evaluation of interventions 
at the district and school levels.  Include criteria for piloting, modifying, continuing, or eliminating interventions.

G.10.2:  Require through the policy described above in G.10.1 that a schedule be established for reporting 
evidence of the effectiveness of interventions to the board and other decisions makers.  Require that effectiveness 
be calculated in terms of impact on student achievement.

G.10.3:  Approve funding for interventions based on complete needs assessments, information regarding 
alignment with curriculum, and student performance data.

Administrative Functions:   The following actions are recommended to the Griffin-Spalding County School 
System Superintendent of Schools:

A.10.1:  Draft the policy recommended in G.10.1 above.

A.10.2:  Establish administrative regulations for developing, adopting, implementing, and monitoring 
interventions that are aligned to system priorities and student learning goals and are responsive to student 
assessment data.  Program proposals should include the following components:

• A description of the intervention that states the purpose, students served, and costs per student.

• Needs assessment and/or other performance data supporting the need for the intervention.

• A statement of alignment with established district priorities and clear alignment with the district 
curriculum.

• Relationship to other programs operating in the district.

• A listing of required resources and funding sources that includes space needs, staffing and materials 
costs, and potential for long-term funding.

• A budget for the proposed intervention that includes implementation costs as well as sustained costs.

• A plan for professional development for all staff responsible for implementing, monitoring, and 
evaluating the program.  This plan should include both initial professional development costs as well as 
costs to maintain delivery effectiveness over time.

• A method of evaluation for both formative monitoring and summative purposes.

• Evaluation results reported on a regular basis to staff and the board.

A.10.3:  Design an evaluation and reporting system for interventions that includes the following components:
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• The source of student performance data used for evaluation of the intervention.

• The alignment of the curriculum goals to program assessments.

• The criteria used to measure effective implementation.

• The data analyses applied to measure program effectiveness based on student performance data.

A.10.4:  Establish an annual schedule for the review of program evaluations.

A.10.5:  Develop and implement procedures for eliminating interventions that are not working.

A.10.6:  Provide professional development for program administrators on selecting, designing, monitoring, and 
evaluating intervention effectiveness.

A.10.7:  Compile an interventions list to determine what is currently being done and which programs should 
be evaluated.

A.10.8:  Allocate funding to effectively design, implement, and assess programmatic interventions.  Provide 
future funding based on performance results.  Use or reallocate resources from existing budgets or long-term 
external funding sources.

This recommendation should start immediately and will be a continuous process.  However, the policy and 
process should be completed within one year.
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V. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A Curriculum Audit™ is basically an “exception” report.  That is, it does not give a summative, overall view of the 
suitability of a system.  Rather, it holds the system up to scrutiny against the predetermined standards of quality, 
notes relevant findings about the system, and cites discrepancies from audit standards.  Recommendations are 
then provided accordingly to help the district improve its quality in the areas of noted deficiency.

The auditors conducted a Curriculum Audit of the Griffin-Spalding County School System (GSCSS) during 
February 2016.  GSCSS policies, plans, curriculum, access to the educational programs and activities, student 
achievement, program and intervention evaluations, and productivity of the support offices and programs were 
analyzed and evaluated against a set of predefined standards and indicators of quality, noting any discrepancies 
from the standards. These constitute the findings of the audit.  The auditors then provided recommendations 
to help the district address the discrepancies noted in the report.  The recommendations represent the auditors’ 
“best judgment” about how to address the discrepancies disclosed in the report.  It is expected that the 
superintendent and his staff will review the findings and recommendations and make decisions regarding how 
and when to address the suggested steps for resolving the discrepancies in relation to the audit standards. The 
recommendations serve as the starting point for a discussion of how to deal with the documented findings.

Standard audit practice is that the superintendent and the district’s board of education receive an audit, but they 
do not accept or approve it.  After review of the audit report, the board requests the response of its superintendent 
of schools to the audit recommendations.  When the superintendent’s response is received, then the board makes 
a determination regarding how it will act upon the recommendations.  In this manner, the superintendent and the 
board are always accountable for what occurs in the school system after an audit report.

Overview: The Griffin-Spalding County School System (GSCSS) is a school district approximately 40 miles 
from the metro Atlanta area and is comprised of a large African American student population. GSCSS has many 
issues related to student achievement, which is challenged by Georgia State Standards and Georgia Milestones 
assessments. The district had decentralized, allowing each school decision making autonomy in the areas of 
finance, curriculum, programs, and professional learning. However, the system has noted serious achievement 
gaps among various student subgroups, and the goal of equal success in learning for all students has not been 
realized.

The superintendent and board of education had established goals for the Griffin-Spalding County School System 
for 2009-2015, which are transitioning to the new draft Strategic Plan goals for 2016-2021. However, plans 
within the school system currently utilize the 2009-2015 goals.  The District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 
identified actions in five strategic areas:

• Strategic Goal 1—Student Achievement

• Strategic Goal 2—Student and Stakeholder Engagement

• Strategic Goal 3—Teacher Effectiveness

• Strategic Goal 4—Reliable Organization

• Strategic Goal 5—Learning and Growth

The District Strategic Plan 2016-2021 (draft) identified four strategic areas:

• Student Performance

• Family and Community Engagement

• Organizational Effectiveness

• High Performing Staff

The Griffin-Spalding County School System is facing strong challenges, among them closing the achievement 
gaps for special populations and socioeconomic groups.  Further, the district received the first scores from the 
new state-mandated assessment, and the district is scoring below the state average.
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The superintendent requested this curriculum audit as a launching point for initiatives included in the new 
five-year strategic plan covering school years 2016-2021. The district had a curriculum audit in late 1997 as an 
independent review of the instructional program and constructive feedback/recommendations deemed essential 
to charting a new course for the school system.  The district finds itself in a similar situation and, thus, requested 
this audit.

Included in the audit findings are issues pertaining to inadequacy in educational organization structures and 
job descriptions, absence of policy in several critical areas related to teaching and learning, shortcomings in 
uniform policy and procedures across the system, inequity in educational opportunity and success, incongruent 
educational programming across the system, insufficient quantity and quality of curriculum documents, 
ineffective use of feedback information in decision making, and inconsistent attention to individual client needs 
and services in instruction and the allocation of resources. 

The audit team visited all of the 18 schools and academies in the system, including the elementary Gifted 
Talented program. The team interviewed approximately 90 persons during the site visit, as well as conducted 
a survey with 462 teacher responses, 46 school administrator responses, and 45 parent responses.  The district 
provided approximately 400 documents for auditors’ review.  A list of the documents is found in the Appendix 
of this report.

The audit examined quality control and teaching and learning operations across the entire system in the standards 
or areas:

1. Control (governance, leadership, and organizational structures)

2. Direction (curriculum design and delivery)

3. Equity and Connectivity (equal access, equality of student success, and coherence of the system)

4. Feedback and Assessment (evaluation of programs, services, instruction, and operations)

5. Productivity (use of financial resources, nature of facilities and environments, and interventions).

An abbreviated summary of the findings for the five standards follows:

Control and Governance.  The auditors found policies and administrative procedures lacking in effectively 
guiding district leadership decisions.  There was no policy or administrative regulation outlining curriculum 
development, review, and evaluation. The policies were weak in assigning role responsibilities for curriculum 
development, review, and evaluation to specific positions.  Further, the policies and procedures were silent 
regarding monitoring the implementation of the curriculum. No policies directed time allocations for content 
area teaching or provided firm guidelines for the delivery of the curriculum by the teaching staff or the monitoring 
of the delivery of the curriculum by administration.  No policies were in place to require a strategic planning 
process, district improvement planning, and school improvement planning. Additionally, no policies provided 
direction for the integration of plans such as the technology plan, facility plan, budget plan, and federal program 
plans. Policy was absent regarding a student and program assessment plan, usage of achievement data, and 
evaluation of curriculum and programs.

Auditors also found that the district’s organizational structure violated the principles of sound organizational 
management.  Chain of command exceeded allowable limits for several key central office administrative 
positions, including the superintendent. Not all positions were included on the organizational structure. 
Additionally, some functions were not logically grouped.  Most of the job descriptions were adequate in design; 
however, they were not linked to current job functions and updated on a schedule. Additionally, job descriptions 
were weak in alignment to curriculum, and several persons reported to multiple supervisors.  Job descriptions 
basically served the purpose for advertising positions for employment, but were not integral to daily operations 
and teacher evaluation. The district uses the Georgia teacher and administrator evaluation process; however, 
this is not closely aligned with professional learning.

Auditors found multiple plans in the district, including a district strategic directions document, a district 
technology plan, federal program plan, a facilities plan, an assessment calendar, and school improvement plans, 
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as well as evidence of planning within individual departments and programs.  The district was operating under 
an old strategic plan designed for 2009-2015 and determined the audit would provide direction for strategic 
actions for the new strategic plan 2016-2021.   School improvement plans had started the process of aligning 
with the district strategic directions; however, the faculty has not yet made the move to focus school initiatives 
to district initiatives. No action plans are required.  The district has no systematic planning process in place and 
no district position managing the monitoring of plans within the system.

Curriculum and Direction.  Various system documents, including board policies, job descriptions, and system 
documents, provide limited direction for curriculum management functions.  However, the Griffin-Spalding 
County School System lacks a comprehensive written curriculum management plan to provide formal direction 
for the design, delivery, deployment, and revision of the system curriculum. Board policies lack sufficient 
content and direction to guide the development, implementation, and monitoring of curriculum. Multiple 
job descriptions contained reference to curriculum and assessment, but lack sufficient direction to clearly 
communicate system expectations and responsibilities for managing the district’s overall curriculum.

The auditors found that, overall, the system’s written curriculum documents did not meet audit criteria for the 
scope of the written curriculum.  Scope for core courses district-wide was 58 percent.  The non-core course 
scope was 67 percent for the district, with the middle school having the most written documents for the non-
core courses.  After reviewing all curriculum documents provided, the auditors found the scope of the written 
curriculum inadequate to direct instruction across all subject areas and courses in Griffin-Spalding County 
School System.  The auditors found the quality of the system’s written curriculum guides inadequate to provide 
minimum direction to teachers in how to teach important curricular objectives aligned with assessment.  Further, 
auditors found that the Griffin-Spalding County School System’s curriculum guidance documents contained a 
variety of problems in internal consistency across curricular areas.  

While online written curriculum guides exist for some core content areas, the overall quality of the online 
curriculum documents is inadequate to guide teaching. The online curriculum guides have varying formats and 
are at different stages of development. 

A further analysis was conducted in the areas of English language arts and mathematics to determine internal 
consistency complexity. When the content, context, and cognition of resources, assessments, and instructional 
strategies were compared to the instructional and performance objectives, alignment of internal consistency 
was, overall, partially adequate at best. Auditors, additionally, analyzed the congruence of two programs used 
in the Griffin-Spalding County School System with Georgia state standards and criteria mandated by the state 
and system.   An analysis of these two programs with Georgia state standards found the overall congruence of 
the programs to state standards and criteria inadequate.

Equity and Connectivity.   The auditors found disparities and inequities present in several areas of district and 
school operations and educational services.  An intentional plan to address inequities in programming, student 
access to the curriculum, and support service allocation had not been initiated. The primary concerns determined 
by data were related to both ethnicity and socioeconomic factors and included disproportional staffing ratios by 
ethnicity, disciplinary actions by gender and ethnicity, student graduation rates by ethnicity, enrollment patterns 
leading to pockets of isolation for especially students of poverty, enrollment in Advanced Placement courses, 
and assessment performance by ethnicity and economic disadvantage. Schools’ access to library resources was 
also identified as the source of some equity or equality problems. The auditors found that certain subgroups 
of students were over-identified for special education services and under-identified for the gifted and talented 
program. Enrollment of economically disadvantaged students was disparate across the district. Teaching staff 
are not representative of the student population. 

Griffin-Spalding County School System professional learning (professional development), although plentiful, 
was not guided by a clear vision of purpose. Planning for professional development was inadequate for 
coordinating efforts and ensuring quality of content and delivery. 

Classroom instruction was not consistent with district leadership expectations for rigorous and relevant 
instruction that results in improved student achievement.  Most instructional practices relied on whole-group 
instruction at the recall/reproduction or skill/concept level, and teachers and students did not use technology 
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effectively. Administrators engaged in monitoring practices, but processes were not well designed or used 
strategically to promote teacher growth and improve student achievement. 

Feedback and Assessment.  The district lacks comprehensive direction for student assessment and program 
evaluation planning to guide decisions for the improvement of student achievement over time.  In particular, 
auditors found little of no evidence that the documents and plans reviewed were adequate to direct the process 
of student assessment or program evaluation for purposes of instructional decision making.  Information 
concerning the quality of the assessment system is inadequate.

Overall, the auditors found that the kindergarten through grade 12 scope of assessment was inadequate in a 
number of subject areas to monitor student achievement across core curriculum offerings.  Furthermore, tests 
used for the formal assessment of non-core courses in social studies, the arts, health and fitness, and educational 
technology appeared only sporadically.  Auditors determined that the overall lack of formal course assessments 
and district planning documents to direct such assessment did not allow for the comprehensive evaluation of 
program efforts necessary for decision making regarding the continuation of these programs.  Also, teachers’ 
use of the available district interim assessments available was inconsistent as most used their own or team made 
assessments.

Auditors found that the overall academic performance of students in a number of district schools, as determined 
by the current state assessment system, was below the state’s proficiency averages. The achievement gap exists 
for subpopulations and is not being closed with current data and instructional decisions.

Resources and Productivity.  The auditors found that the district budget development and decision-making 
process yielded a budget document and a level of fiscal control that achieved a satisfactory level of fiscal 
compliance.  The state audits of the district for the most recent three-year period earned an unqualified opinion 
regarding the district financial statements with no material or otherwise reportable.  However, state auditor 
findings did identify deficiencies dealing with federal grants. While the district budget development and 
implementation process has been generally successful in meeting state audit criteria, the district budgeting 
processes and the budget decisions that result from those processes have not been fully guided by or aligned 
with the district mission, curriculum goals, or strategic priorities.  The current process also shows little evidence 
for the use of cost-benefit analysis to ascertain system or program productivity or the use of that data to inform 
budget decisions.  While evidence for the participation of key stakeholders is emerging as noted in documentation 
over the past several years, including minutes from board meetings and board study sessions, overall, the budget 
process remains a business function with instructional leaders providing information concerning the resource 
needs of their area of responsibility, which is then used to inform the budget development process. 

The schools were generally clean, in good repair, and well maintained.  The district completed a number of 
building renovations and additions with the assistance of the Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST) 
or the Educational Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (E-SPLOST), which is a major form of revenue 
for the school district.  Owing to the age of facilities not built or renovated in the past decade, district leaders 
use this form of revenue for renovation of facilities.  There were some facility concerns with regard to limited 
technology access for staff and students, inconsistent reliability of some infrastructure systems, and some 
general deterioration of external structures. As the facilities continue to age, the district facilities plan will need 
to be reviewed and revised to incorporate additional deterioration and renovation needs and consideration of 
the student population trend.

The auditors found that a number of district and site level programs, practices, and strategies have been identified 
and implemented in district schools to address various areas of perceived concern, including academic and 
social skills, as well as behavioral/emotional functioning.  In general, these programs came with little or no 
means for their evaluation other than the collection of antidotal notes or reviews of school level record keeping.  
Based on the information available from the principals’ program survey and other sources, the interventions are 
not being evaluated in a consistent fashion and, thus, information needed to document productivity gains over 
existing practices is not available. 
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The auditors provided recommendations to the governing board and the superintendent intended to ameliorate 
and improve the curriculum management system in the Griffin-Spalding County School System and to foster 
quality control in teaching and learning.  The key recommendations include the following:

Recommendation 1:  Review, revise, adopt, and implement board policies to provide for a sound system of 
curriculum management and control.  

Recommendation 2: Revise, adopt, and implement a table of organization with corresponding written job 
descriptions that will provide sound management of the Griffin-Spalding County School System with focus on 
the design and delivery of quality curriculum and programming to assist in attaining higher achievement for all 
students.

Recommendation 3:  Initiate efforts to incorporate planning for all functions under the umbrella of the 
comprehensive planning process to ensure linkage of organizational efforts and to support shared purpose.  
Review and revise the 2016-2021 District Strategic Plan, the Technology Plan 2013-2016, and the Facilities 
Plan 2014-2019 to meet audit criteria.

Recommendation 4:  Develop and implement a comprehensive curriculum management plan to provide 
system-wide direction for design, delivery, monitoring, and evaluation of the curriculum.

Recommendation 5:  Develop a comprehensive student assessment and program evaluation system that 
provides for the systematic collection, analysis, dissemination, and use of data to monitor the effectiveness of 
the district’s programs and practices at all levels, ranging from the academic progress of individual students to 
the long-term effectiveness of district-wide programs and goals.

Recommendation 6: Establish procedures for formal monitoring of district instructional practices to promote 
consistency across all levels of the school district.  Provide training in curriculum and instruction monitoring for 
the elementary and secondary level administrators.

Recommendation 7: Develop and implement both short-term and long-range strategies that will identify and 
eliminate disparities and inequities affecting students’ learning success in all schools.

Recommendation 8: Develop a district professional learning plan that incorporates emphasis on growth in 
curriculum design, writing, and delivery; effective classroom strategies to engage the variety of learners; and 
skilled data use for instructional and curricular decision making.  Include a process for review of implementation 
and subsequent evaluation of the quality and effectiveness of both district and site-based professional learning.

Recommendation 9: Design and implement a comprehensive, curriculum-driven budget process that links 
resources to instructional priorities to enhance student achievement.

Recommendation 10:  Develop and implement a system for selecting, planning, implementing, monitoring, 
and evaluating program interventions.

In summary, the superintendent and the board of education are working on a strategic plan to lead the Griffin-
Spalding County School System on a path to educational excellence.  To make sure they are focused in their 
efforts to achieve educational excellence, they held their own educational system up for public scrutiny, and 
they voluntarily requested this rigorous analysis of the quality and needs of the district.  The Curriculum Audit 
provides information that the board and superintendent can use in the coming months and years to fully achieve 
their goals, improving the academic performance of all students.  

The district is developing partnerships with the community where planning, management of resources, and 
quality of education for all students is imperative. The school board, the superintendent, administrators, and 
teachers have a window of opportunity to prepare themselves and the district to be responsive to the new set 
of challenges associated with a growing and changing student population.  With strong policy leadership by 
the school board, better central focus and coordination led by the superintendent and administrative teams, and 
stronger connections between central and school-level activities, the Griffin-Spalding County School System 
should be successful in responding to future mandates and challenges.  The potential of becoming a school 
district with an outstanding curriculum programs to meet the needs of all students can become reality as the 
District works to implement the recommendations of the audit.
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Appendix A

Auditors’ Biographical Data

Eve Proffitt, Lead Auditor

Eve Proffitt is the Co-Director of the P20 Innovation Lab at the University of Kentucky. 
She was the Dean of Education, the Associate Dean for Graduate Education and full 
Professor of Education at Georgetown College, Georgetown, Kentucky.  She is retired 
as Director of Student Achievement and Disability Law for the Kentucky School Boards 
Association.  Formerly, she was an Assistant Superintendent of Instructional Support, the 
Director of Special Education, a building principal, a federal grants writer, and a teacher 
for the Fayette County Schools in Lexington, Kentucky.  She has been a part-time professor 

at Eastern Kentucky University and LeHigh University.  She received her M.A. degree from Eastern Kentucky 
University and her Ed.D. from the University of Kentucky.  Dr. Proffitt received her ICMAC audit training in 
Tucson, Arizona, in January, 1989.  She is a lead auditor and a former CMSi board member.

Dr. Proffitt has extensive experience in educational administration, curriculum development, collaboration and 
inclusion, differentiated instruction, innovation and next generation learning, and disability law.  She has served 
as the Chairperson of the Governor’s Educational Improvement Advisory Committee in Kentucky as well as 
participated in Kentucky Leadership Academy, the Kentucky Education Reform Act Fellows Program, and 
the Regional Service Center Associates Program. She is Past President of Phi Delta Kappa, International.  She 
serves as a consultant statewide and nationally on special education curriculum, co-teaching, and differentiated 
instruction.

Betty Bates, Auditor

Betty Bates’ professional background includes over 30 years in Texas public education 
as a high school teacher, curriculum director, and an Adjunct Professor at Texas A&M-
Texarkana. Her experiences include conducting seminars and workshops in professional 
development and curriculum at the national, state, and local levels.  Ms. Bates currently 
serves as an educational consultant for staff development and curriculum design with 
numerous schools throughout Texas and several other states. Ms. Bates received a B.S. 
degree from Stephen F. Austin in Nacogdoches, Texas, a M.S. degree from Texas A&M, 

and completed specialized post-graduate work in curriculum development, advanced science curriculum, and 
science technology, and is a licensed provider of professional trainings for CMSi..  She received her audit 
training in San Antonio in 2000 and has served on curriculum audits in nine states.

Brian Ellis, Auditor

Brian Ellis is an educator and educational consultant who has spent his entire career in 
public education.  He current serves as Principal of York Suburban High School In the 
York Suburban School District (York, Pennsylvania).  Previously, Dr. Ellis served as an 
assistant principal, assessment and testing consultant, mathematics consultant, and also a 
teacher of mathematics and computer science in the Manheim Township School District 
(Lancaster, Pennsylvania).  Beyond his district responsibilities, Dr. Ellis has been active in 
the Advanced Placement computer science program, having served as an exam reader and 

contributor to AP Central.

Dr. Ellis received his undergraduate degree in mathematics and computer science from Gettysburg College, 
his master’s degree in computer science from Villanova University, and his doctoral degree in Educational 
Leadership and Management from Drexel University.  He completed his audit training in Tucson, Arizona. 
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Appendix A (continued)
Auditors’ Biographical Data

Penny Gray, Auditor

Penny Gray has been an educator for 40 years as a teacher and an administrator in Indiana 
and California. She taught elementary school for 20 years and was Director of Curriculum 
Services in the San Marcos Unified School District in California. She has taught graduate 
courses in educational leadership and supervised students in the Administrative Credential 
Program for San Diego State University. Dr. Gray co-authored articles on state testing 
programs and labor relations and three books, From Good Schools to Great Schools: What 
Their Principals Do Well, Leading Good Schools to Greatness: Mastering What Great 

Principals Do Well, and The New School Management by Wandering Around. She received her Ph.D. from 
Claremont Graduate School and completed her audit training in Burlingame, California, in 1998. Dr. Gray has 
served on curriculum management audits in 13 states and Bermuda. 

Rodney Rich, Auditor

Rodney Rich is the former (retired) Superintendent at Santa Cruz Valley Unified School 
District in Rio Rico, Arizona.  In this role Mr. Rich supervised elementary, middle, and 
high school principals in the district and oversaw curriculum and instruction, student 
assessment, professional development, special education, English acquisition services, 
and federal programs.  He was formerly the principal of middle schools in Rio Rico and 
Mesa, Arizona.  Prior to working in Arizona, Mr. Rich served as middle school principal 
in Wheaton, Illinois.

Mr. Rich received his undergraduate degree in social studies education and his master’s degree in counseling 
and personnel services from Purdue University.  In addition, he received his administrative endorsement from 
Purdue University.  In 2006 he was selected as the Arizona Middle School Principal of the Year.  He received 
his audit training in Philadelphia (2006) and Tucson (2007).
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Appendix B

List of Documents Reviewed
by the 

Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Team

Title of Document Date
2012-2015 Approved Budget 2012-2015
2015 District Improvement Plan 2015
2015 Title III District Improvement Plan 2015
2015-16 Administrative Services 3300 DIP 2015-16
2016 GSCSS Budget Memo to Departments 2/25/2015
2016 GSCSS Budget Memo to Departments 2/15/2015
2016 Professional Learning by Department 2/2016
Adopted Budgets Five Years FY12-FY 16
AdvancED Accreditation Recommendation News Release 11/16/2011
Advanced Placement (AP) Offerings for 2015-2016 No Date
Advanced Placement Data 2/2016
AdvancED Report of Quality Assurance Review Team for GSCSS 11/16/2011
ALEKS MATH Program No Date
Alternative Committee No Date
Anne Street Elementary Annual Review 2012
Anne Street Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Anne Street Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Anne Street Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Anne Street Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Anne Street Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Anne Street Elementary School Interventions 2016
Aspiring Leaders Program No Date
Assessment Data by School by Test 2015
Atkinson Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Atkinson Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Atkinson Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Atkinson Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Audit Statement by Superintendent No Date
Average ACT Scores for All Students 2010-2015
AZ Kelsey Academy Assessment Plan 2015-16
AZ Kelsey Academy Faculty Handbook 2015-16
AZ Kelsey Academy Master Schedule Dual Credit 2015
AZ Kelsey Academy School Improvement Plan 2012-13
AZ Kelsey Academy School Interventions 2016
AZ Kelsey Achievement Center School Improvement Plan 2012-13
AZ Kelsey Achievement Center School Interventions 2016
AZ Kelsey Master Schedule 2015-16
AZ Kelsey Program Survey 2015-16
Beaverbrook Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Beaverbrook Elementary  School Interventions 2016
Beaverbrook Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Beaverbrook Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Beaverbrook Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Board Meetings 2015-16
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
Board Policies and Administrative Regulations and Exhibits Various Dates
Boosting Student Performance and Closing the Achievement Gap:  A Strategic Plan for the Griffin-
Spalding County School System 3/2010

Carver Road Middle School Assessment Plan 2015-16
Carver Road Middle School Honor Courses 2015
Carver Road Middle School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Carver Road Middle School Interventions 2016
Carver Road Middle School Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Carver Road Middle School Master Schedule 2015-16
Carver Road Middle School Program Survey 2015-16
Class Size by School 2/1/2016
College Board National College Bound Seniors Report (SAT) 2015
Common Assessments 2015-16 Examples 2015-16
Compensatory and Selected Programs 2011-2015
Compensatory and Selected Programs 2/2016
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report GSCSS 2011
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report GSCSS 2012
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report GSCSS 2013
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report GSCSS 2014
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report GSCSS 2015
Comprehensive LEA Improvement Plan - District Federal Plan 2016
Comprehensive LEA Improvement Planning 2015
Computer Science Principles 2013
Consolidated Application 2016 Title II Part A 2016
Consolidated Application Title III-A 2015
Consolidated Student Performance Comparison Summary—by Subgroup CRCT 2013-14
Consolidated Student Performance Comparison Summary—by Subgroup EOC 2013-14
Cowan Road Middle School Master Schedule Honor Courses 2015
Cowan Road Elementary Annual Review 2012
Cowan Road Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Cowan Road Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Cowan Road Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Cowan Road Elementary School Employee Handbook 2015-16
Cowan Road Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Cowan Road Elementary School Interventions 2016
Cowan Road Middle School Assessment Plan 2015-16
Cowan Road Middle School Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Cowan Road Middle School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Cowan Road Middle School Interventions 2016
Cowan Road Middle School Master Schedule 2015-16
Crescent Road Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Crescent Road Elementary  School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Crescent Road Elementary  School Interventions 2016
Crescent Road Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Crescent Road Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Crescent Road Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Curriculum, Instruction & Assessment: Career, Technical and Agricultural Education No Date
Discipline by Race 2011-12
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
Discipline by Race 2013-14
Discipline Data 2/2016
District Improvement Plan 2009-2015 2009-2015
District Map No Date
Dropout Data 2/2016
Dropouts 2014-15
Dual Enrolled Career Pathways Available to High School Students 2015
Elementary Gifted Schedule Spring 2016 2016
Endorsement or ESOL No Date
Enrollment Demographics 2015-16
Enrollment in Special Programs 2013-2015
Entrepreneurial Ventures 2013
EOPA GSCSS AP Assessment Data Summary 2014-15
ESOL Approved Delivery Models of Instruction 7/14/2015
ESOL Services at Each School 2016
ESOL Teacher Instructional Model and Numbers/Grades of Students Assigned No Date
Fast Facts about the Griffin School District No Date
Futral Road Elementary  School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Futral Road Elementary  School Interventions 2016
Futral Road Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Futral Road Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Futral Road Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Futral Road Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
FY 16 District Title II Budget Plan 2015
FY 16 Full Budget Book 2015-16
FY 17 Schoolwide Planning Meeting Discussion Form 2015-16
FY School Wide Planning Process 1/14/2015
FY15 Budget Planning 1/27/2014
FY16 Annual Review and FY 17 Needs Assessment PPT 12/20/2015
FY16 Annual Review and FY17 Needs Assessment 12/15/2015
FY16 Budget and Schoolwide/School Improvement Plan Meeting 3/23/2015
FY16 Budget Planning District Title I 2/17/ 2015
FY16 DIP Administrative Technology 2016
FY17 Schoolwide Planning Meeting Discussion Form No Date
GaDOE Certified Experience Summary by Staff County—GSCSS 10/2015
GaDOE Division for Special Education Services and Support District Determination Rubric FY 
2016 for Spalding County 2014-15

GaDOE Hours Per Week in Primary—GSCSS 2015
GaDOE Implementation Resources Manual 3/2012
GaDOE Office of School Improvement Cross Functional Monitoring of LEA Programs 2015
GaDOE Related Service Hours by Primary Area—GSCSS 2015
GaDOE Student Enrollment by Grade—Spalding County 1/22/2016
GaDOE Title II Part A LEA Findings and Required Corrective Action 2015
GaDOE Title III Monitoring of Griffin-Spalding County Schools 2013
GA Rule IDDF 160-4-7-.07 Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) No Date
GA Rule IDDG 160-4-5-.02 Language Assistance: Program for English Learners (ELs) 7/16/2015
GaDOE ESOL/Title III Resource Guide 2015-16
GaDOE Gifted Students by Grade—Spalding County 10/27/2015
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
GaDOE State Rule 106.5.1.08 Class Size No Date
GaDOE Student Enrollment by Grade—Spalding County 10/24/2011
GaDOE Student Enrollment by Grade—Spalding County 10/26/2012
GaDOE Student Enrollment by Grade—Spalding County 10/25/2013
GaDOE Student Enrollment by Grade—Spalding County 10/24/2014
GaDOE Student Enrollment by Grade—Spalding County 10/27/2015
GaDOE 2013 4-Year Cohort Graduation Rate by Subgroups 4/21/2014
GaDOE 2014 CCRPI Content Mastery by Subgroup 2014
GaDOE 2015 Title II District Improvement Plan (2-Year, AMAO 3) 5/8/2015
GaDOE Certified Employee Race/Ethnicity and Gender 2014-2016
GaDOE District Determination Rubric – Special Education 2014-2015
GaDOE Federal Allocations to Schools No Date
GaDOE Free and Reduced Lunch – Fiscal Year 2016 Data Report 2016
GaDOE Gifted Delivery Model Report 2013-2016
GaDOE Student Enrollment by Grade 2015, 2016
GaDOE Title III Annual Self-Evaluation (ESOL) 2015
General Information:  http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us/pages/GSCSS_District-Central/General_Info/
Community/Community No Date

General Obligations Sales Tax Bonds Series 2015 7/8/2015
Georgia Board of Education Rule GAD 160-3-3-.04 Professional Learning 7/1/2015
Georgia Board of Education Rules by Rule Number Various Dates
Georgia CRCT Statewide and Building Scores
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/CRCT-
Statewide-Scores.aspx

2010-2014

Georgia Department of Education – LAPS Standards Reference Sheet Performance Standards and 
SAMPLE Performance indicators  7/1/2014

Georgia Department of Education – TAPS Performance Standards and Rubrics 7/1/2014
Georgia DOE Gifted Policies and Procedures 2015
Georgia EOCT Statewide and Building Scores
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/EOCT-
Statewide-Scores.aspx

Winter 2009 
through

Spring 2014
Georgia Milestones PowerPoint Presented for Aspiring Leaders 2015-16
Georgia Milestones Score Reports EOC and EOG 2015 2015
Georgia Milestones Statewide and Building Scores 
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Assessment/Pages/Georgia-
Milestones-Statewide-Scores.aspx

Winter 2014
Spring 2015

Georgia Parents Survey 2015-16
Georgia PBIS Yearly Implementation Plan for 2015-16 Griffin Spalding County Schools 8/2015
Georgia Standards of Excellence – ELA, Math, Science, Social Studies No Date
Georgia Standards.Org: Business and Computer Science No Date
Georgia Student Health Survey for Spalding County 2013-14
Gifted Data 2/2016
Governor’s Office of Student Achievement (GOSA) Student Data 2015

Governor’s Office of Student Achievement K-12 Public Schools Report Card Database (CRCT, 
EOCT, SAT, ACT, AP)

2010-2015
Data Retrieved 

February & 
March 2016

Graduation Data 2/2016
Grant Budget List for Federal Projects (16 grants) FY 14

http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us/pages/GSCS_District-Central/General_Info/Community/Community
http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us/pages/GSCS_District-Central/General_Info/Community/Community
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
Grant Budget List for Federal Projects (17 grants) FY 16
Grant Budget List for Federal Projects (18 grants) FY 15
Griffin High School Assessment Plan 2015-16
Griffin High School Dual Credit Schedules Master Schedule 2015
Griffin High School Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Griffin High School Honors Classes 2015-16
Griffin High School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Griffin High School Interventions 2016
Griffin High School Master Schedule 2015-16
Griffin High School Program Survey 2015-16
Griffin Region College and Career Academy Committee 2/23/2015
Griffin Regional Educational Service Agency (RESA) Catalogue 2015-2016
Griffin-Spalding County Comprehensive Local Education Improvement Plan 7/28/2015
Griffin-Spalding County School System 2014-15 Title I Information 2014-15
Griffin-Spalding County School System FY2015 Budget Discussion PowerPoint 2015
Griffin-Spalding County School System General Obligation Sales Tax Bonds 2015
Griffin-Spalding County School System School Calendar 2015-16
Griffin-Spalding County School System School Improvement Plan 2009-2015
Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategy Map 2016-2021
Griffin-Spalding County School System Strategy Map 2009-2015
Griffin-Spalding County School System Superintendent Audit Statement No Date
Griffin-Spalding County School System Three-Year Technology Plan 2013-2016
Griffin-Spalding District Strategic Improvement Plan—Draft 2016-2021
Griffin-Spalding Employee Handbook 2015-16
Griffin-Spalding Strategic Improvement Plan 2009-2015
Griffin-Spalding System Graduation Plan No Date
Griffin Spalding School Board Outline of Policies No Date
GSCSS Assessment Calendar 10/28/2015
GSCSS Assessment Calendar Revised 10/20/2015
GSCSS Gifted Performance on 2015 Georgia Milestones: Gifted achievement.pdf  No Date
GSCSS New Teacher Induction Program District Professional Learning Schedule 2015-16
GSCSS  Job Descriptions Various Dates

GSCSS 2015 School Wide Consolidation of Funds  - School Allocation Amended 
5/4/2015

GSCSS Administrative Meeting Dates 2015-16
GSCSS Administrator Salary Schedule 2015-16
GSCSS Advanced Placement Courses 2013
GSCSS Advanced Placement Courses 2014
GSCSS Advanced Placement Courses 2015
GSCSS Annual Report Daring to Do Better Final 2013
GSCSS Annual Report Final 2013 2012
GSCSS Annual Report Final 2014 2013
GSCSS AP Exam Results for Three Years By School 2012-2015
GSCSS Assessment Report Percent Gifted No Date
GSCSS Board of Education Meeting Dates 2015-16
GSCSS Certified Employee Handbook 2015-16
GSCSS Common Assessments 2015-16
GSCSS Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 6/30/2015
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
GSCSS CRCT Lowest Quartile Performance by Content Area 2010-2014
GSCSS CTAE  Programs: Griffin H.S./Spalding H.S. 2015-16
GSCSS CTAE Offerings 2015-16
GSCSS District Budget 2016
GSCSS District Enrollment Summary Demographics 1/2016
GSCSS District Improvement Plan Draft 2016-2021
GSCSS District Map No Date
GSCSS Employee Contracts No Date
GSCSS Employee Satisfaction Survey 10/2014
GSCSS Employee Work Calendars 5/22/15
GSCSS Enrollment in Compensatory Programs for Five Years 2010-2015
GSCSS Enrollment in Special Programs No Date
GSCSS ESOL Daily Master Schedule 2015-16
GSCSS ESOL Program Components 2015-16
GSCSS Fall Parent Questionnaire 2015-16
GSCSS Family 411 Newsletter 1/2016
GSCSS Federal Programs Policies and Procedures 2015
GSCSS For Year 2016 Full Budget Book 2015
GSCSS Forms for School Annual Reviews and Needs Assessments 2015-16
GSCSS Freshmen Course Planning Guide 2016-17
GSCSS FY 17 Schoolwide Planning Process –Title I PPT 1/14/2015
GSCSS Gifted Policies & Procedures 2015
GSCSS Gifted Resource Manual Revised 2015
GSCSS Gifted Services 2014-2016
GSCSS Gifted Services 2015-16 Information 2015-16
GSCSS Gifted Student Counts by School by Ethnicity by Gender FY 13 2013
GSCSS Gifted Student Counts by School by Ethnicity by Gender FY 14 2014
GSCSS Gifted Student Counts by School by Ethnicity by Gender FY 15 2015
GSCSS Guidelines for Fund Raising No Date
GSCSS High School Course Planning Guide to High School Basics 2016
GSCSS High School Planning Guide 2016-17
GSCSS List of Professional Learning Offerings by Department 2016
GSCSS Math Instructional Resources Adoption and Purchase Memo 6/20/2013
GSCSS Memo Re Purchase of ELA Instructional Resources 7/23/2014
GSCSS Middle and High Schools Grade Distribution Reports 1/27/2016
GSCSS Organizational Chart 2/2016
GSCSS Pre-Planning Calendar 2014-15
GSCSS Presentation to SACS Committee Power Point 11/14/2011
GSCSS Retained Students 2014 by Demographics No Date
GSCSS Retained Students for 2014, 2015, 2016 10/27/2015
GSCSS Sample Common Assessments---Selected Courses 2015-16
GSCSS School Activity Fund Handbook No Date
GSCSS Schools Contact Information  http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us/pages/GSCSS_District-
Central/Schools/GSCSS_Schools_Contact_Informati No Date

GSCSS Special Education Department Procedures Manual No Date
GSCSS Special Education Department Quick Guide No Date
GSCSS Special Education Rules Implementation Manual (GaDOE) No Date
GSCSS Special Education Student Data 2013, 2014, 2015 No Date

http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us/pages/GSCS_District-Central/Schools/GSCS_Schools_Contact_Informati
http://www.spalding.k12.ga.us/pages/GSCS_District-Central/Schools/GSCS_Schools_Contact_Informati
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
GSCSS Strategic Plan (New Plan) Draft 2016-2021
GSCSS Strategy Map 2016
GSCSS Strategy Map Flyer 2016-2021
GSCSS Student Count – Gifted/ED 2013-2015
GSCSS Student Count – Gifted/Gender 2013-2015
GSCSS Student Count – SWD/Gender 2013-2015
GSCSS Summary of Challenges Aligned with Initiatives and Necessary Waivers No Date
GSCSS SY2016 School Capacity Data 2016
GSCSS Teacher Evaluation Summary Ratings 2014-15
GSCSS Teacher Handbook 2015-16
GSCSS Teacher Salary Schedule 2015-16
GSCSS Teaching and Learning Website No Date
GSCSS Technology Plan 2013-2016
GSCSS Test Administration 2014-15
GSCSS Test Administration 2013-14
GSCSS Test Administration Plan 2015-16
GSCSS Title II Program Survey 2015-16
GSCSS Title III ESOL Program Evaluation 2015
GSCSS Title III ESOL-LEP Program Plan 2016
Guiding Questions for Schoolwide Planning FY 17 No Date
Guiding Questions for Title I Schoolwide Planning No Date
Healthcare Support Services 2013
High School Course Planning Guide 2016
History of Griffin-Spalding County School System No Date
Implementing Title I in Georgia Schools Handbook for Title I Directors FY 16
Important Dates for Induction Phase Teachers No Date
Induction Program Survey 2015-16
Internal Memo from HR re:  Teacher Evaluation 11/2015
Interventions by School 2/2016
i-Ready Instructional Usage Report—Math 2/24/2016
i-Ready Instructional Usage Report—Reading 2/24/2016
Jackson Road Elementary  Schoolwide Annual Review 2012
Jackson Road Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Jackson Road Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Jackson Road Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Jackson Road Elementary Needs Assessment 2012
Jackson Road Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Jackson Road Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Jackson Road Elementary School Interventions 2016
Jordan Hill Road Elementary Annual Review 2012
Jordan Hill Road Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Jordan Hill Road Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Jordan Hill Road Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Jordan Hill Road Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Jordan Hill Road Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Jordan Hill Road Elementary School Interventions 2016
Kennedy Road Middle School Assessment Plan 2015-16
Kennedy Road Middle School Faculty Handbook 2015-16
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
Kennedy Road Middle School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Kennedy Road Middle School Interventions 2016
Kennedy Road Middle School Master Schedule 2015-16
Kennedy Road Middle School Master Schedules Honors 2015
Kennedy Road Middle School Program Survey 2015-16
Leader Keys Effectiveness System Rating Form No Date
Leader Keys Summary Data 2014-15
Library Book Counts by School No Date
List of Current School Board Members No Date
List of Curriculum Strategies for Auditors 1/2016
List of GSCSS Board of Education Members 2003-2016
List of GSCSS Superintendents No Date
List of School Board Members since January 2003 No Date
List of Schools by North/South No Date
List of Software, Purpose, and Department Responsible 2016
List of Superintendents 1997-2016 No Date
Local Facilities Plan Griffin-Spalding County School System 2014-2019
Mainstay Academy Assessment Plan 2015-16
Mainstay Academy Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Mainstay Academy Master Schedule 2015-16
Mainstay Academy Program Survey 2015-16
Math 180 Course I Results Summary Report 2015-16
Math Inventory Growth Summary Report GSCSS 2015-16
Matrix of Assessments Administered GSCSS 2015-16
Memo from Accounting to Department Heads re: FY 2016 Budget Requests 4/10/2015
Memo from Human Resources to Board of Education re:  Class Size Waiver 4/7/2015
Memo from Parent Involvement Coordinator re:  State Superintendents Advisory Committee 2/1/0/2016
Memo from Superintendent to Principals re: January 4 No Date
Memo from Todd Harris to Principals re:  Transportation for Superintendent’s Advisory 2/8/2016
Memo—5th Grade Summer Work Documents 7/28/2013
Memo—Human Resources to Principals re:  TKEES and LKEES No Date
Memo—Instructional Technology to Board of Education re: Leased Fiber Proposal 12/1/2015
Middle School Advanced Content Guidelines No Date
Middle School Honors Rubric 2016
Middle School Placement Rubric English Language Arts No Date
Middle School Placement Rubric Science No Date
Middle School Placement Rubric Social Studies No Date
Mid-Year Personnel Analysis No Date
Mid-Year School Personnel Analysis 3/15/2015
Mission, Vision and Beliefs Statements—GSCSS No Date
Moore Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Moore Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Moore Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Moore Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Moore Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Moore Elementary School Interventions 2016
Moreland Road Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Moreland Road Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
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List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
Moreland Road Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Moreland Road Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Moreland Road Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Moreland Road Elementary School Interventions 2016
National Association for Gifted Children: Pre-K12 Gifted Program Standards 2010
New Teacher Induction 2016
New Teacher Induction Program New Hire Orientation 7/23/2015
NSBA Code GaDOE No Date
OCR Report 12/7/2015
Office of School Improvement Cross-Functional Monitoring of LEA Programs 2015
On Site PBIS Walkthrough No Date
Orrs Elementary Assessment Plan 2015-16
Orrs Elementary Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Orrs Elementary Master Schedule 2015-16
Orrs Elementary Program Survey 2015-16
Orrs Elementary School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Orrs Elementary School Interventions 2016
Out-of-School Suspensions and Expulsions 2013-14
Parents’ Guide to New Tests in Georgia 2013
PBIS Information No Date
PBIS Self-Assessment Survey Assessing and Planning Behavior Support in Schools 8/2009
PBIS Subject/Grade: Selected State Standards No Date
Percent of Enrollment by Race/Other Subgroups 2013-2015
Percentage of Enrollment by Race/Other Subgroups 2012-13, 2013-14, 2014-15 1/2016
Professional Development for GT, AP, Pre AP, Honors, ELL 2015-16
Professional Learning Catalog 2015-16
Program Report Math 180 SMI Growth Report 2015-16
Program Report Math 180 SMI Growth Report 2 2015
Program Reports-Current Usage iReady 2015-16
Program Survey for District Federal Programs 2015-16
Programming, Games, Apps and Society 2013
Promotion and Retention Policy 2015
READ 180 Reading Program No Date
Read 180 SRI Proficiency Growth Report 2015-16
Read 180 SRT Proficiency Growth Report 2 2015-16
Rehoboth Road Middle School Assessment Plan 2015-16
Rehoboth Road Middle School Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Rehoboth Road Middle School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Rehoboth Road Middle School Interventions 2016
Rehoboth Road Middle School Master Schedule 2015-16
Rehoboth Road Middle School Master Schedule Honors 2015
Rehoboth Road Middle School Program Survey 2015-16
Report of the Quality Assurance Review Team GSCSS 2011
RESA Professional Development Courses 2014-15
Response to Intervention 1 Fidelity Checklist 8/2015
Response to Intervention Progress Monitoring Graph  No Date
Response to Intervention Tier 2 Fidelity Checklist 8/2015
Response to Intervention Tier 3 Fidelity Checklist 8/2015
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
Response to Intervention Walkthrough Form No Date
Response to Intervention Walkthrough—Sample Form No Date
Retained Student’s Data by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 2011-15
Retention Information 2/2016
Rising 9th Graders Guide to Choosing the Right Courses 2016
School Climate and the CCRPI PowerPoint by GaDOE No Date
School Improvement Plans 2010-2015 2010-2015
Schoolwide Planning Process FY 17—PowerPoint 1/14/2015
Self-Assessment Survey 2009
Sixth Grade Accelerated Math Placement Rubric No Date
Software List 2/28/2016
Spalding County (726) Enrollment by Ethnicity/Race Data Report Guide 2016
Spalding County Enrollment by Ethnicity/Race, Gender and Grade Level (PK-12) 2015-16
Spalding High School Dual Credit Master Schedule 2015
Spalding High School Assessment Plan 2015-16
Spalding High School Faculty Handbook 2015-16
Spalding High School Honors Classes 2015-16
Spalding High School Improvement Plan 2012-13
Spalding High School Interventions 2015-16
Spalding High School Master Schedule 2015-16
Spalding High School Program Survey 2015-16
Special Education Department Quick Look Guide No Date
Special Education District Determination Rubric 2016
Special Education Procedures Manual No Date
Special Education Student Data 2/2016
Special Education Students by Race and Gender No Date
Special Education Students by Race and SWD No Date
SRI College and Career Proficiency Growth Report GSCSS 2015-16
Standards Based Report Cards—Information on GSCSS Website No Date
State Mandated Assessments No Date
Strategic Plan Committee 2014-15
Strategic Plan Presentation 2016
Strategic Planning Team Member List 2014-15
Student Enrollment by School with Demographics 1/21/2016
Student Growth by Grade and School 2015
Student Growth by Grade and School 2016
Student Growth Performance Guide GaDOE No Date
Student Handbook Elementary School 2015-16
Student Handbook High School 2015-16
Student Handbook Middle School 2015-16
Summary Report for PSAT for Four Years 2012-2016
Superintendent’s Advisory Council Members 2015-16
Superintendent’s Presentation on FY 14 Budget 6/18/2013
Suspensions/Expulsions 2014
SWSS/IE. Application 2015
SWSS-IE2 Public Hearing Power Point 10/5/2015
System Budget 2015
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Title of Document Date
System Summary of All Student Populations (Georgia Milestones Reports)
    End-of-Grade and End-of-Course Spring 2015

Teacher Academy Preparation and Performance (TAPP) Information No Date
Teacher Appraisal Performance System  Summative Ratings—GSCSS 2014-15
Teacher Data by Gender and Ethnicity 2012-2015
Teacher Job Description No Date
Teacher KEYS Effectiveness System Implementation Handbook 7/1/ 2015
Teacher Keys Effectiveness System Rating Form—Summative Assessment No Date
Teacher, Principal, Parent Online Survey 2/2016
Technology Inventory 2015-16
Technology Plan 2013-2016
Technology Plan Short Description No Date
Template for Fall 2012 Title III On-Site Audit 
Corrective Action Plan (CAP) for English Learners 2013

Test Data by Grade, Subject, and Subgroups—3 years 2012-2015
Title I Budgets for Each School 2015-16
Title I Programs—Middle and High School No Date
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Cowan Road Middle School 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Jordan Hill Road Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Kennedy Road MS 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Moore Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Anne Street Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—AZ Kelsey Academy 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—AZ Kelsey Achievement Center 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Beaverbrook Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Cowan Road Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Crescent Road Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Futral Road Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Griffin High School 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Jackson Road Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Moreland Road Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Orrs Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Spalding High School 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Atkinson Elementary 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Carver Road Middle School 2015-16
Title I Schoolwide Plan—Rehoboth Road Middle School 2015-16
Title II District Content Trainings 2015-16
Title III Initiatives and Professional Learning 2015-16
Title III On-Site Audit Corrective Action Plan for English Learners 2013
Vision for Public Education Equity and Excellence GSSA No Date
Web Page District Fact Sheet 2015
WIDA Common Core Alignment 2011
WIDA Standards Booklet 2012
Work Orders by Month 7/2012-1/2016

Curriculum Guides
Kindergarten ELA 2015
Grade 1 ELA 2013
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Curriculum Guides
Grade 2 ELA 2013
Grade 3 ELA 2013
Grade 4 ELA 2013
Grade 5 ELA 2013
Grade 6 ELA 2014
Grade 7 ELA 2014
Grade 8 ELA 2014
Grade 9 English 2015
Grade 10 English 2015
American Literature 2015
British Literature 2015
Journalism I 2013
Journalism II 2013
Oral/Written Communication 2013
Kindergarten Math 2015
Grade 1 Math 2015
Grade 2 Math 2015
Grade 3 Math 2015
Grade 4 Math 2015
Grade 5 Math 2015
Grade 6 Math 2016
Accelerated 6/7A Math 2015
Grade 7 Math 2016
Accelerated 7B/8 Math 2015
Grade 8 Math 2015
Foundations of Algebra 2015
Algebra I 2015
Coordinate Algebra 2015
Advanced Algebra 2015
Algebra II 2015
Geometry 2015
Analytic Geometry 2015
Accelerated  Geometry 2015
Pre-Calculus 2015
Accelerated Pre-Calculus 2011
Calculus 2011
AP Calculus 2015
AP Statistics 2015
Advanced Math Decision Making 2010
Mathematics of Finance 2010
Mathematics of Industry and Government 2010
Kindergarten Science 2007
Grade 1 Science 2007
Grade 2 Science 2007
Grade 3 Science 2007
Grade 4 Science 2007
Grade 5 Science 2007
Grade 6 Science 2007
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Curriculum Guides
Grade 7 Science 2006
Grade 8 Science 2006
Biology I 2006
Physical Science 2006
Chemistry 2006
AP Chemistry 2015
Physics 2006
AP Environmental Science 2015
Environmental Science 2006
Earth Systems 2006
Forensics 2006
Human Anatomy 2006
Kindergarten Social Studies 2008
Grade 1 Social Studies 2008
Grade 2 Social Studies 2011
Grade 3 Social Studies 2009
Grade 4 Social Studies 2008
Grade 5 Social Studies 2008
Grade 6 Social Studies 2007
Grade 7 Social Studies 2009
Grade 8 Social Studies 2007
American Government/Civics 2011
AP American Government/Civics 2015
U.S. History 2011
World History 2011
Economics 2011
World Geography 2011
AP Human Geography 2015
Psychology 2011
Sociology 2011
Grade 6 Theatre Arts 2009
Grade 7 Theatre Arts 2009
Grade 8 Theatre Arts 2009
Dramatic Arts/Film/Video & Television I 2009
Technical Theatre 2009
Theatre Arts Fundamentals  II 2009
Theatre Arts Fundamentals I 2009
Theatre Arts Fundamentals III 2009
Theatre Arts/Acting I 2009
Theatre Arts/Acting II 2009
Theatre Arts/Acting III 2009
Theatre Arts/Drama 1 2009
Theatre Arts/Drama 2 2009
Theatre Arts/Drama 3 2009
Theatre Arts/Drama 4 2009
Art Kindergarten 2009
Art Grade 1 2009
Art Grade 2 2009
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Curriculum Guides
Art Grade 3 2009
Art Grade 4 2009
Art Grade 5 2009
Art Grade 6 2009
Art Grade 7 2009
Art Grade 8 2009
Drawing 2009
Painting 2009
Sculpture 2009
Visual Arts Comprehensive I 2009
Animal Science and Biotechnology 2008
Application of Therapeutic Service ND
Army JROTC Lead I 2010
Army JROTC Lead II 2010
Army JROTC Lead III 2010
Army JROTC Lead IV 2010
Army JROTC Lead V 2010
Army JROTC Lead VI 2010
Army JROTC Lead VII 2010
Army JROTC Lead VIII 2010
Audio  Broadcast/Video Production 2015
Audio & Video Technology & Film I 2015
Audio Broadcast/Video Production II 2015
Basic Agricultural Science 2008
Business and Computer Grade 6 2008
Business and Computer Grade 7 2008
Business and Computer Grade 8 2008
Business and Technology 2015
Business Communications 2015
Business Grade 6 2008
Business Grade 7 2008
Business Grade 8 2008
Carpentry I 2008
Computer Grade 6 2008
Computer Grade 7 2008
Computer Grade 8 2008
Computer Science Principles 2013
Culinary Arts I 2008
Culinary Arts II 2008
Early Childhood I 2007
Early Childhood II 2007
Early Childhood III 2007
Early Childhood Practicum 2007
Electrical I 2008
Emergency & Disaster Preparedness 2013
Emergency Medical Responder 2013
Engineering Applications 2012
Engineering Concepts 2012
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Curriculum Guides
Entrepreneurial Ventures 2013
Essentials of Healthcare 2013
Family Consumer Science Grade 6 2008
Family Consumer Science Grade 7 2008
Family Consumer Science Grade 8 2008
Financial Literacy 2013
Foundations of Engineering and Technology 2012
Fundamentals of Web Design 2008
General Horticulture and Plant Science 2008
Healthcare Support Services 2013
Human Resources Principals 2013
Industry Fundamentals and Occupational Safety 2008
Introduction to Business and Technology 2015
Introduction to Construction 2008
Introduction to Culinary Arts 2008
Introduction to Digital Technology 2015
Introduction to Healthcare Science ND
Legal Environment of Business 2013
Masonry I 2008
Mechanics Occupations 2008
Nutrition and Wellness 2008
Patient Care Fundamentals 2013
Pharmacy Operations and Fundamentals 2013
Plumbing I 2008
Programming, Games, Apps and Society 2013
Sports Medicine 2013
Music Kindergarten 2009
Music Grade 1 2009
Music Grade 2 2009
Music Grade 3 2009
Music Grade 4 2009
Music Grade 5 2009
Band Grade 6 2009
Band Grade 7 2009
Band Grade 8 2009
Guitar Grade 6 2003
Guitar Grade 7 2003
Guitar Grade 8 2003
Chorus Grade 6 2009
Chorus Grade 7 2009
Chorus Grade 8 2009
Beginning Band I 2009
Beginning Chorus I 2009
Beginning Music Technology 2009
Music Appreciation I 2010
Music Appreciation II 2010
Beginning Guitar I 2010
Beginning Guitar II 2010
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Appendix B (continued)
List of Documents Reviewed

Curriculum Guides
Intermediate Band I 2009
Intermediate Chorus I 2009
Advanced Band I   2009
Advanced Chorus 2009
Music Theory  2009
General P.E. I 2008
Health 2009
Physical Education Kindergarten 2008
Physical Education Grade 1 2008
Physical Education Grade 2 2008
Physical Education Grade 3 2008
Physical Education Grade 4 2008
Physical Education Grade 5 2008
Physical Education Grade 6 2008
Physical Education Grade 7 2008
Physical Education Grade 8 2008
Technology Kindergarten 2008
Technology Grade 1 2008
Technology Grade 2 2008
Technology Grade 3 2008
Technology Grade 4 2008
Technology Grade 5 2008
Technology Grade 6 2008
Technology Grade 7 2008
Technology Grade 8 2008
Computer Science A 2010
German I 2007
Latin I   2007
Latin II 2007
Latin III 2007
Spanish I 2007
Spanish II  2007
Spanish III 2007
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Appendix C

Exhibits From Standard 2
Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum 

Guide Available
YES NO

English Language Arts
English 9 Literature and Composition 1
Honors English 9 1
English 10 Literature and Composition 1
Honors English 10 1
American Literature 1
Honors American Literature 1
British Literature 1
Honors British Literature 1
AP Language/Composition 1
AP Literature/Composition 1
Foundations of English 1
English Applications 1
Contemporary Literature 1
Reading/Writing 1 1
Reading/Writing 2 1
Reading/Writing 3 1
Reading/Writing 4 1
Multicultural Literacy 1
Journalism 1 1
Journalism 2 1
Journalism 3 1
Journalism 4 1
Oral/Written Communication (Speech) 1
Communication Skills 1

Total ELA Guides 7
Total ELA Courses 24

Percent ELA Courses With Guides 29%%
MATHEMATICS
Algebra 1
Coordinate Algebra 1
Honors Algebra I 1
Geometry 1
Analytic Geometry 1
Accelerated  Geometry 1
Foundations of Algebra 1
Advanced Algebra 1
Algebra II 1
Pre-Calculus 1
Accelerated Pre-Calculus 1
Calculus 1
Honors Calculus 1
AP Calculus AB 1
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum 

Guide Available
YES NO

Advanced Math Decision Making 1
AP Statistics 1
Mathematics of Finance 1
Mathematics of Industry and Government 1

Total Mathematics Guides 16
Total Mathematics Courses 18

Percent Mathematics Courses With Guides 89%
SCIENCE 
Biology 1
Honors Biology 1
AP Biology 1
Physical Science 1
Honors Physical Science 1
Chemistry 1
Honors Chemistry 1
Chemistry 2 1
AP Chemistry 1
Environmental Science 1
AP Environmental Science 1
Earth Systems 1
Forensic Science 1
Physics 1
Honors Physics 1
AP Physics 1
Human Anatomy/Physiology 1
Honors Human Anatomy/Physiology 1
Scientific Research 1 1
Scientific Research 2 1

Total Science Guides 10
Total Science Courses 20

Percent Science Courses With Guides 50%
SOCIAL STUDIES
World History 1
Honors World History 1
Advanced Placement World History  1
US History 1
Honors US History 1
Advanced Placement U.S. History 1
Economics 1
Honors Economics 1
AP Macro-Economics 1
AP Micro-Economics 1
American Government/Civics 1
Honor American Government/Civics 1
AP United States Government and Politics 1
AP Human Geography 1
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum 

Guide Available
YES NO

Sociology 1
Psychology 1
AP Psychology 1
Honors Comparative Political Systems 1
Modern U.S. Military History 1
World Geography 1
World Area Studies 1
Current Issues 1

Total Social Studies Guides 9
Total Social Studies Courses 22

Percent Social Studies Courses With Guides 41%
Total Core Courses Guides 42

Total Core Courses 84
Percent Core Courses With Guides 50%

Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listing reported by individual schools, campus 
master schedules, GaDOE Frameworks, high school course guides.

Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Non-core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Non-Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum Guide 

Available
YES NO

THEATRE ARTS -Fine Arts
Theater Arts Fundamentals I 1
Theater Arts Fundamentals  II 1
Theater Arts Fundamentals III 1
Theatre Arts/Acting I 1
Theatre Arts/Acting II 1
Theatre Arts/Acting III 1
Theatre Arts/Drama 1 1
Theatre Arts/Drama 2 1
Theatre Arts/Drama 3 1
Theatre Arts/Drama 4 1
Dramatic Arts/Film/Video & Television I 1
Dramatic Arts/Film/Video & Television  II 1
Dramatic Arts/Film/Video & Television  III 1
Technical Theatre 1
Theatre Technology 1
VISUAL ARTS - Fine Arts
Visual Arts Comprehensive I 1
Visual Arts Comprehensive II 1
Visual Arts Comprehensive III 1
Visual Arts Comprehensive IV 1
Visual Arts Comprehensive V 1
Visual Arts Comprehensive VI 1
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Non-core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Non-Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum Guide 

Available
YES NO

Visual Arts Comprehensive VII 1
Visual Arts Comprehensive VIII 1
AP Art: Studio 2-D Design 1
APArt: Studio 3-D Design 1
AP Art: Studio Drawing 1
Drawing 1
Painting 1
Sculpture 1
CTAE COURSES
AGRICULTURE, FOOD, AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
Basic Agricultural Science 1
General Horticulture and Plant Science 1
Animal Science and Biotechnology 1
ARCHITECTURE AND CONSTRUCTION   
Industry Fundamentals and Occupational Safety 1
Introduction to Construction 1
Carpentry I 1
Masonry I 1
Plumbing I 1
Electrical I 1
Mechanics Occupations 1
ARTS, A/V TECH, AND COMMUNICATIONS 
Audio & Video Technology & Film I 1
Audio Video Technology & Film II: Broadcast/Video Production 1
Audio Video Technology & Film III: Broadcast/Video Production 1
BUSINESS AND TECHNOLOGY
Introduction to Business and Technology 1
Business and Technology 1
Technology and Society 1
Business Communications 1
Legal Environment of Business 1
Human Resources Principals 1
Entrepreneural Ventures 1
Financial Literacy 1
EDUCATION AND TRAINING
Early Childhood I 1
Early Childhood II 1
Early Childhood III 1
Early Childhood Practicum 1
GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC SAFETY
Army JROTC Ed I 1
Army JROTC Ed II   1
Army JROTC Ed III 1
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Non-core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Non-Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum Guide 

Available
YES NO

Army JROTC Lead I 1
Army JROTC Lead II 1
Army JROTC Lead III 1
Army JROTC Lead IV 1
Army JROTC Lead V 1
Army JROTC Lead VI 1
Army JROTC Lead VII 1
Army JROTC Lead VIII 1
THERAPEUTIC SERVICES/HEALTH SCIENCE 
Application of Therapeutic Service 1
Introduction to Healthcare Science 1
Essentials of Healthcare 1
Emergency Medical Responder 1
Emergency & Disaster Preparedness 1
Patient Care Fundamentals 1
Healthcare Support Services 1
Sports Medicine 1
Pharmacy Operations and Fundamentals 1
CULINARY ARTS/HOSPITALITY
Introduction to Culinary Arts 1
Culinary Arts I 1
Culinary Arts II 1
Nutrition and Wellness 1
ENGINEERING AND TECHNOLOGY
Foundations of Engineering and Technology 1
Engineering Concepts 1
Engineering Applications 1
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY/PROGRAMMING
Introduction to Digital Technology 1
Digital Design 1
Computer Science Principles 1
Programming, Games, Apps and Society 1
Fundamentals of Web Design 1
MUSIC: FINE ARTS
Beginning Band I 1
Beginning Band  II 1
Beginning Band III 1
Beginning Band IV 1
Beginning Chorus I 1
Beginning Chorus  II 1
Beginning Keyboarding Techniques I 1
Beginning Music Technology 1
Music Appreciation I 1
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Non-core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Non-Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum Guide 

Available
YES NO

Music Appreciation II 1
Beginning Guitar I 1
Beginning Guitar II 1
Beginning Women’s Chorus I 1
Women’s Chorus 1
Women’s Chorus Advanced 1
Beginning Men’s Chorus I 1
Beginning Men’s Chorus II 1
Intermediate Men’s Chorus I 1
Men’s Chorus 1
Intermediate Band I 1
Intermediate Chorus I 1 1
Mastery Men’s Chorus I 1
Mastery Women’s Chorus I 1
Mastery Women’s Chorus II 1
Advanced Band I   1
Advanced Chorus 1
Music Theory  1
AP Music Theory 1
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
General P.E. I 1
General P.E. II 1
Exercise and Weight Control 1
Advanced Exercise and Weight Control 1
Health 1
Introduction to  Team Sports 1
Intermediate Team Sports 1
Advanced Team Sports 1
Weight Training 1
Advanced Weight Training 1
Personal Fitness 1
Physical Conditioning 1
Advanced Physical Conditioning 1
Body Sculpting 1
Advanced Body Sculpting 1
Lifetime Sports 1
Intermediate Lifetime Sports 1
Advanced Lifetime Sports 1
TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS
Computer Science A 1
AP Computer Science 1
TRANSITIONS
High School Transition 1
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.2.3 Scope of Written Curriculum by Non-core Subject Area Grades 9-12

Courses Offered in Non-Core Content Subjects Grades 9-12
Written Curriculum Guide 

Available
YES NO

Study Skills 1
Tools for College Success I 1
Tools for College Success II 1
Tools for College Success III 1
Tools for College Success IV 1
Community Service/Learning I 1
Community Service/Learning II 1
Community Service/Learning III 1
Community Service/Learning IV 1
Social Skills II 1
Social Skills III 1
Social Skills IV 1
WORLD LANGUAGES 
 German I 1
German II 1
German III 1
German IV 1
Latin I   1
Latin II 1
Latin III 1
Spanish I 1
Spanish II  1
Spanish III 1
Spanish IV 1
AP Spanish 1

TOTAL 89 71
TOTAL HIGH SCHOOL NON-CORE COURSES 160

TOTAL  CURRICULUM DOCUMENTS PRESENT 56%
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listing reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, 
GaDOE Frameworks, high school course guides.
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Exhibit 2.3.6 Summary of Auditors’ Ratings by Subject Area Grades K-12   
Non-Core Curriculum Guides  

For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Theatre Arts
Grade 6 Theatre Arts 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Grade 7 Theatre Arts 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Grade 8 Theatre Arts 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Dramatic Arts/Film/Video & Television I 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technical Theatre 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theater Arts Fundamentals  II 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theater Arts Fundamentals I 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theater Arts Fundamentals III 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theatre Arts/Acting I 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theatre Arts/Acting II 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theatre Arts/Acting III 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theatre Arts/Drama 1 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theatre Arts/Drama 2 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theatre Arts/Drama 3 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Theatre Arts/Drama 4 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5

Mean Rating for Arts: Theatre 2.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 5.00
Visual Arts 
Art Kindergarten 2009 2 0 0 0 0 2
Art Grade 1 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Art Grade 2 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Art Grade 3 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Art Grade 4 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Art Grade 5 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Art Grade 6 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Art Grade 7 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Art Grade 8 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Drawing 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Painting 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Sculpture 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Visual Arts Comprehensive I 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4

Mean Rating for Visual Arts 2.00 0.00 2.69 0.00 0.00 4.69
Career,Technical &Agricultural Education
Animal Science and Biotechnology 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Application of Therapeutic Service ND 3 3 2 3 3 14
Army JROTC Lead I 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Army JROTC Lead II 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Army JROTC Lead III 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Army JROTC Lead IV 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Army JROTC Lead V 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Army JROTC Lead VI 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Army JROTC Lead VII 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
Army JROTC Lead VIII 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6 Summary of Auditors’ Ratings by Subject Area Grades K-12   

Non-Core Curriculum Guides  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Audio  Broadcast/Video Production 2015 3 3 2 3 3 14
Audio & Video Technology & Film I 2015 3 2 1 3 3 12
Audio Broadcast/Video Production II 2015 3 3 2 3 3 14
Basic Agricultural Science 2008 2 0 2 0 0 4
Business and Computer Grade 6 2008 3 0 3 3 3 12
Business and Computer Grade 7 2008 3 0 3 3 3 12
Business and Computer Grade 8 2008 3 0 3 3 3 12
Business and Technology 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Business Communications 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Business Grade 6 2008 2 0 1 2 2 7
Business Grade 7 2008 2 0 3 2 2 9
Business Grade 8 2008 2 0 3 2 2 9
Carpentry I 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Computer Grade 6 2008 2 0 1 1 1 5
Computer Grade 7 2008 2 0 1 1 1 5
Computer Grade 8 2008 2 0 1 1 1 5
Computer Science Principles 2013 2 0 2 0 0 4
Culinary Arts I 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Culinary Arts II 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Early Childhood I 2007 2 0 3 0 0 5
Early Childhood II 2007 2 0 3 0 0 5
Early Childhood III 2007 2 0 3 0 0 5
Early Childhood Practicum 2007 2 0 3 0 0 5
Electrical I 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Emergency & Disaster Preparedness 2013 2 0 2 0 0 4
Emergency Medical Responder 2013 2 0 3 0 0 5
Engineering Applications 2012 2 0 1 0 0 3
Engineering Concepts 2012 2 0 1 0 0 3
Entrepreneurial Ventures 2013 2 0 2 0 0 4
Essentials of Healthcare 2013 2 0 2 0 0 4
Family Consumer Science Grade 6 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Family Consumer Science Grade 7 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Family Consumer Science Grade 8 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Financial Literacy 2013 2 0 2 0 0 4
Foundations of Engineering and Technology 2012 2 0 1 0 0 3
Fundamentals of Web Design 2008 2 0 2 0 0 4
General Horticulture and Plant Science 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Healthcare Support Services 2013 2 0 3 0 0 5
Human Resources Principals 2013 2 0 3 0 0 5
Industry Fundamentals and Occupational Safety 2008 2 0 2 0 0 4
Introduction to Business and Technology 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
Introduction to Construction 2008 2 0 2 0 0 4
Introduction to Culinary Arts 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Introduction to Digital Technology 2015 2 2 2 3 3 12
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6 Summary of Auditors’ Ratings by Subject Area Grades K-12   

Non-Core Curriculum Guides  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Introduction to Healthcare Science ND 2 2 2 3 3 12
Legal Environment of Business 2013 2 0 3 0 0 5
Masonry I 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Mechanics Occupations 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Nutrition and Wellness 2008 2 0 2 0 0 4
Patient Care Fundamentals 2013 2 0 2 0 0 4
Pharmacy Operations and Fundamentals 2013 2 1 3 0 0 6
Plumbing I 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Programming, Games, Apps and Society 2013 2 1 2 0 0 5
Sports Medicine 2013 2 1 3 0 0 6

Mean Rating for CTAE 2.11 0.38 2.44 0.70 0.70 6.33
Music-Fine Arts
Music Kindergarten 2009 2 0 0 0 0 2
Music Grade 1 2009 2 0 1 0 0 3
Music Grade 2 2009 2 0 1 0 0 3
Music Grade 3 2009 2 0 1 0 0 3
Music Grade 4 2009 2 0 1 0 0 3
Music Grade 5 2009 2 0 1 0 0 3
Band Grade 6 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Band Grade 7 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Band Grade 8 2009 2 0 3 0 0 5
Guitar Grade 6 2003 2 0 3 0 0 5
Guitar Grade 7 2003 2 0 3 0 0 5
Guitar Grade 8 2003 2 0 3 0 0 5
Chorus Grade 6 2009 2 0 1 0 0 3
Chorus Grade 7 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Chorus Grade 8 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Beginning Band I 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Beginning Chorus I 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Beginning Music Technology 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Music Appreciation I 2010 2 0 1 0 0 3
Music Appreciation II 2010 2 0 1 0 0 3
Beginning Guitar I 2010 2 1 1 0 0 4
Beginning Guitar II 2010 2 1 2 0 0 5
Intermediate Band I 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Intermediate Chorus I 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Advanced Band I   2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Advanced Chorus 2009 2 0 2 0 0 4
Music Theory  2009 2 0 2 0 0 4

Mean Rating for Music 2.00 0.07 1.81 0.00 0.00 3.89
Physical Education
General P.E. I 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Health 2009 2 0 1 0 0 3
Physical Education Kindergarten 2008 2 0 0 0 2 4
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.6 Summary of Auditors’ Ratings by Subject Area Grades K-12   

Non-Core Curriculum Guides  
For Minimal Basic Components and Specificity

Curriculum Document Title Date
1 2 3 4 5 Total 

RatingObj. Asses. Prereq. Res. Strats.
Physical Education Grade 1 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Physical Education Grade 2 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Physical Education Grade 3 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Physical Education Grade 4 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Physical Education Grade 5 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Physical Education Grade 6 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Physical Education Grade 7 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7
Physical Education Grade 8 2008 2 0 3 0 2 7

Mean Rating for Physical Education 2.00 0.00 2.54 0.00 1.82 6.36
Technology
Technology Kindergarten 2008 2 0 0 0 0 2
Technology Grade 1 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technology Grade 2 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technology Grade 3 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technology Grade 4 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technology Grade 5 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technology Grade 6 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technology Grade 7 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Technology Grade 8 2008 2 0 3 0 0 5
Computer Science A 2010 2 0 3 0 0 5

Mean Rating for Technology 2.00 0.00 2.70 0.00 0.00 4.70
World Languages
German I 2007 2 1 1 2 2 8
Latin I   2007 2 0 1 0 2 5
Latin II 2007 2 0 3 0 2 7
Latin III 2007 2 0 3 0 2 7
Spanish I 2007 2 1 1 2 2 8
Spanish II  2007 2 1 3 2 2 10
Spanish III 2007 2 1 3 2 2 10
Mean Rating for World Languages 2.00 0.57 2.14 1.14 2.00 7.86
Data Source: GSCSS Curriculum Website, course listings reported by individual schools, campus master schedules, GaDOE 
Frameworks, high school course guides.
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Exhibit 2.3.11 Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  
In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature

Subject/Grade: Selected State 
Standards

 Instructional Strategies in 
Curriculum Documents

Content 
Congruent

Context 
Congruent

Cognition 
Congruent

ELAGSE3RI2: Determine the main idea 
of a text; recount the key details and 
explain how they support the main idea. 

GSCSS ELA Curriculum: 
Student assigned 3 day 
reading, write determining 
the main idea, list supporting 
details. Suggested cut-out of 
details for work display.

Y N 
No 

explanations 
of “how” 

details support 
main idea.

N

ELAGSE3RF3a: Know and apply 
grade-level phonics and word analysis 
skills in decoding words.  a. Identify 
and know the meaning of the most 
common prefixes and suffixes.  

No reference found N N N

ELAGSE3W1b:  Write opinion pieces 
on topics or texts, supporting a point of 
view with reasons. b. Provide reasons 
that support the opinion. 

GSCSS ELA Curriculum:  
Student is given writing 
choice prompts (3) over 
topics of reading, and 
instructed to use evidence 
from the text to support their 
opinion.

Y Y Y

ELAGSE3L4c: Determine or clarify 
the meaning of unknown and multiple-
meaning word and phrases based on 
grade 3 reading and content, choosing 
flexibly from a range of strategies. c. 
Use a known root word as a clue to the 
meaning of an unknown word with the 
same root (e.g., company, companion).

Only referenced into 
Essential Questions but no 
particular lesson or strategy 
given to assure student 
learning.

N N N

50% 25% 25%
Grade 5
ELAGSE5RL4  Determine the meaning 
of words and phrases as they are used 
in a text, including figurative language 
such as metaphors and similes.

GSCSS Unit 1: Read “Black 
Cowboys, Wild Horses,” 
cite examples of figurative 
language, explain how 
author enhances story with 
figurative language elements. 

Y N 
Determination 

of meaning 
of words and 
phrases is not 
included in 

strategy

N

ELAGSE5RI5.6  Analyze multiple 
accounts of the same event or topic, 
noting important  similarities and 
differences in the point of view they 
represent.

Reading document linked 
to this standard, but without 
any directions or strategies 
to follow or linkage.

N N N

ELAGSE5R15.7  Draw on information 
from multiple print or digital sources, 
demonstrating the ability to locate an 
answer to a question quickly of how to 
solve a problem efficiently.

Provide students with variety 
of information documents 
including recipes, assembly 
instruction. Student groups 
identify type of document 
based on structure.

P 
Purpose is 

not to identify 
type of 

document but 
demonstrating 

ability to 
access answers

N N



Griffin-Spalding County School System Audit Report Page 423

Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.11 Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  

In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature
Subject/Grade: Selected State 

Standards
 Instructional Strategies in 

Curriculum Documents
Content 

Congruent
Context 

Congruent
Cognition 
Congruent

ELAGSE5W1b Write opinion pieces 
on topics or texts, supporting a point of 
view with reasons. b Provide logically 
ordered reasons that are supported by 
facts and details.

Prompt is given on topic/
text, has to support point 
of view with reasons & 
information from both 
readings given using correct 
grammar/writing.

Y N 
Logically 
ordered 

reasons are 
not included 
in strategy

N

50% 0% 0%
Grade 8
ELAGSE8RL3:  Analyze how particular 
lines of dialogue or incidents in a story 
or drama propel the action, reveal 
aspects of a character, or provoke a 
decision. 

Not found N N N

ELAGSE8W7: Conduct short research 
projects to answer a question (including 
a self-generated question), drawing 
on several sources and generating 
additional related, focused questions 
that allow for multiple avenues of 
exploration. 

No strategy or suggestion 
on how to approach for 
classroom use.

N N N

ELAGSE8L1c: Demonstrate command 
of the conventions of standard English 
grammar and usage when writing or 
speaking. c. Form and use verbs in the 
indicative, imperative, interrogative, 
conditional, and subjunctive mood. 

Standard did not address L1c  
on verb usage.

N N N

ELAGSE8L5: Demonstrate 
understanding of figurative language, 
word relationships, and nuances in word 
meanings.  c. Distinguish among the 
connotations (associations) of words 
with similar denotations (definitions) 
(e.g., bullheaded, willful, firm, 
persistent, resolute). 

Standard is not linked to 
any strategy or suggestion 
on how to approach for 
classroom use.

N N N

0% 0% 0%
American Literature
ELAGSE11-12RL6  Analyze a case 
in which grasping point of view 
requires distinguishing what is directly 
stated in a text from what is really 
meant (e.g., satire, sarcasm, irony, or 
understatement.)

Standard numbers presented 
in  GSCSS Pacing Guide do 
not correlate with Georgia 
Standards of Excellence.  
No alignment of strategies 
noted.

N N N

ELAGSE11-12L9 Demonstrate 
knowledge of eighteenth-, nineteenth- 
and early twentieth-century foundational 
works (of American Literature, 
British Literature, World Literature, or 
Multicultural Literature), including how 
two or more texts from the same period 
treat similar themes or topics.

No alignment of strategies 
noted

N N N
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.11 Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  

In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature
Subject/Grade: Selected State 

Standards
 Instructional Strategies in 

Curriculum Documents
Content 

Congruent
Context 

Congruent
Cognition 
Congruent

ELAGSE11-12R11 Cite strong and 
thorough textual evidence to support 
analysis of what the text says explicitly 
as well as inferences drawn from the 
text, including determining where the 
text leaves matters uncertain.

No alignment of strategies 
noted.

N N N

ELAGSE11-12R19 Analyze 
foundational U.S. documents of 
historical and literary significance 
(including The Declaration of 
Independence the Preamble to the 
Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and 
Lincoln’s Second Inaugural Address) for 
their themes, purposes, and rhetorical 
features. 

No alignment of strategies 
noted.

N N N

0% 0% 0%

Exhibit 2.3.12 Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  
In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry

Subject/Grade Selected State 
Standards Instructional Strategy Content 

Congruency
Context 

Congruency
Cognition 

Congruency
MGSE.OA.4  Determine the 
unknown whole number in a 
multiplication or division equation 
relating three whole numbers 
using the inverse relationship of 
multiplication and division.

GaDOE Unit 2 strategies of “Field 
Day Builder” address multiplication 
and “What Comes First” address the 
division using three whole number 
using inverse relationships.

Y Y Y

MGSE3.OA.7 Fluently multiply and 
divide within 100, using strategies 
such as the relationship between 
multiplication and division (e.g., 
knowing that 8 x 4+40, one knows 
40/8 = 8) or properties of operations.

GaDOE Unit 2: “Multiplication 
Chart Mastery,” “Making Hard Facts 
Easy” address the multiplication 
and “Find the Unknown,” and “My 
Speciality” address the division 
component.

Y Y Y

MGSE3.NF.3b Recognize and 
generate simple equivalent fractions 
with denominators of 2,3,4, 6, and 8, 
e.g., 1/2=2/4, 4/6=2/3. Explain why 
the fractions are equivalent, e.g. by 
using a visual fraction models.

GaDOE Unit 5 provides multiple 
strategies of “Cupcake Party,” 
“Comparing Fractions,”, all of which 
use models to represent and explain 
equivalent fractions in a variety of 
models, including visual fraction 
models.

Y Y Y

MSGE3.MD.5b Recognize area 
as an attribute of plane figures 
and understand concepts of area 
measurement. A plan figure which 
can be covered without gaps or 
overlaps by n unit squares is said to 
have an area of n square units.

GaDOE Unit 3 provides multiple 
strategies for the concept of area 
measurement: “Cover Me,” “Fill Er’ 
Up,” “Same But Different,” “Count 
Me In,” and “Paper Cut” using n 
square units.

Y Y Y

100% 100% 100%
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.12 Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  

In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry
Subject/Grade Selected State 

Standards Instructional Strategy Content 
Congruency

Context 
Congruency

Cognition 
Congruency

Grade 5
MGSE5.NBT.1  Recognize that in 
a multi-digit number, a digit in one 
place represents 10 times as much as 
it represents in the place to its right 
and 1/10 of what it represents in the 
place to its left.

GaDOE Unit 2: “High Roller 
Revisited” and “Smallest Difference” 
are multiple games students play 
to develop strategies for number 
placement, left and right, using 
multi-digit numbers.

Y Y Y

MGSE5.NF.1 Add and subtract 
fractions and mixed numbers with 
unlike denominators by finding 
a common denominator and 
equivalent fractions to produce like 
denominators.

GaDOE Unit 4: “The Black Box,” 
“The Wishing Club,” “Fraction 
Addition and Subtraction,” “Flip 
it Over” all fully address finding 
common denominators and 
equivalent fractions to produce like 
denominators.

Y Y Y

MGSE5.MD.1 Convert among 
different-sized standard 
measurements units (mass, weight, 
length, time, etc.) within a given 
measurement system (customary and 
metric) (e.g., convert 5 cm to 0.05m), 
and use these conversions in solving 
multi-step, real world problems.

GaDOE Unit 6: Several strategies 
to convert length, time, mass weight 
with conversions from customary 
to metric in real world multi-step 
problems: “Estimate, Measure, 
Estimate,” “Water, Water.”

Y Y Y

MGSE5.MD.4 Measure volumes by 
counting unit cubes, using cubic cm, 
cubic in, cubic ft, and improvised 
units.

GaDOE Unit 6:  “Got Cubes,” “How 
Many Ways,” Exploring Boxes,” 
“Toy Box  Designs” are all strategies 
use counting cubes to determine 
volume; addresses cm, in, cubic ft. 
and improvised units.

Y Y Y

100% 100% 100%
Grade 8
MGSE8.NS.1 Know that numbers 
that are not rational are called 
irrational. Understand informally 
that every number has a decimal 
expansion; for rational numbers show 
that the decimal expansion repeats 
eventually, and convert a decimal 
expansion which repeats eventually 
into a rational number.

GaDOE: Unit 2 provides activities 
of discovery concerning rational and 
irrational numbers using different 
squares and decimal expansions.

P 
Does not 
address 

converting 
decimal 

expansion 
into a 

rational 
number

N N

MGSE8.F.2 Compare properties 
of two functions each represented 
in a different way (algebraically, 
graphically, numerically in tables, or 
by verbal descriptions)

GaDoe: Unit 4 gives ample hands on 
tasks, working in groups to compare 
properties of two functions in a 
variety of different ways.

Y Y Y
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.12 Internal Consistency of Instructional Strategies with Selected Objectives  

In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry
Subject/Grade Selected State 

Standards Instructional Strategy Content 
Congruency

Context 
Congruency

Cognition 
Congruency

MGSE8.EE4 Add, subtract, 
multiply, and divide numbers 
expressed in scientific notation, 
including problems where decimal 
and scientific notation are used.  
Understand scientific notation and 
choose units of appropriate size for 
measurements of very large or very 
small quantities.  Interpret scientific 
notation that has been generated by 
technology (e.g. calculators).

GaDOE:  Unit 2 provides several 
student activities and opportunities 
for students to use scientific 
notations with decimals in small 
quantities (E.Coli Task), large 
quantities (Giant Burger) using 
calculators. Problems and activities 
within TASKS include subtraction, 
addition, multiplication, and division 
and scientific notation. 

Y Y Y

MGSE8.G.3 Describe the effect 
of dilations, translations, rotations 
and reflections on two-dimensional 
figures using coordinates.

GaDOE Unit 1: TASKS Chart gives 
students hands-on activities using 
MIRA, cameras, and other devices 
for dilations, translations, rotations, 
and reflections. Ample opportunities 
are provided to describe and practice 
the use of coordinates of two-
dimensional figures through graphs.

Y Y Y

75% 75% 75%
Geometry
MGSE9-12.G.SRT.5 Use congruence 
and similarity criteria for triangles 
to solve problems and to prove 
relationships in geometric figures. 

GaDOE: Unit 2 : “Triangle 
Proportionality” (uses Dynamic 
Geometry software), “Proportionality 
Theorem” both use congruence 
and similarity criteria for triangles 
to solve problems and prove 
relationships of geometric figures.

Y Y Y

MGSE9-12.G.CO.3 Given a 
rectangle, parallelogram, trapezoid, 
or regular polygon, describe the 
rotations and reflections that carry it 
onto itself

GaDOE Unit 1:  “Exploring 
Reflection & Rotation” and 
“Transforming Shapes” similar to 
Tetris gives students opportunities 
to rotate and reflect (Mira)  different 
shapes of geometric figures

Y Y Y

MGSE9-12.G.SRT.7 Explain and use 
the relationship between the sine and 
cosine of complementary angles. 

GaDOE Unit 3: Multiple strategy 
tasks using triangle and right angles 
with complementary angles to use 
sine and cosine

P 
Strategy does 

not require 
explanation 

of 
relationship

N N

MGSE9-12.G.C.4 Construct a 
tangent line from a point outside a 
given circle to the circle

GaDOE Unit 4:  Multiple 
Strategies  such as “Circles, Their 
Relationships” require students 
to use string for construction of a 
tangent line from outside point to a 
specific  circle

Y Y Y

75% 75% 75%
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Exhibit 2.3.13 Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  
In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature

Subject/Grade: Selected State 
Standards Assessment Sample Content 

Congruency
Context 

Congruency
Cognition 

Congruency
ELAGSE3RI2: Determine the main 
idea of a text; recount the key details 
and explain how they support the 
main idea. 

Which sentence does the author use 
to best illustrate the main idea of 
“How Animals Live?” 
A.  There are many types of animals 
on the planet. 
B.  Animals need water to live. 
C.  There are different ways to 
classify animals based on their traits. 
D.  Animals begin their life cycles in 
different forms.   

P                      
Does not 

address key 
details and 

explain how 
they support 
main idea.          

N N

ELAGSE3RF3a: Know and apply 
grade-level phonics and word 
analysis skills in decoding words.  
a. Identify and know the meaning 
of the most common prefixes and 
suffixes.  

None Available N N N

ELAGSE3W1b:  Write opinion 
pieces on topics or texts, supporting 
a point of view with reasons. b. 
Provide reasons that support the 
opinion. 

None Available N N N

ELAGSE3L4c: Determine or 
clarify the meaning of unknown 
and multiple-meaning word and 
phrases based on grade 3 reading 
and content, choosing flexibly from 
a range of strategies. c. Use a known 
root word as a clue to the meaning 
of an unknown word with the same 
root (e.g., company, companion).

 What does the phrase his teeth 
jiggled in paragraph 14 show about 
Pinkerton? 
A. Pinkerton feels pain. 
B. Pinkerton feels tired. 
C. Pinkerton feels excited. 
D. Pinkerton feels scared

P                      
Does not 

address sub-
skill C-use of 

root word            

N N

0% 0% 0%
Grade 5
ELAGSE5RL4  Determine the 
meaning of words and phrases as 
they are used in a text, including 
figurative language such as 
metaphors and similes.

It felt strange, after all my misplaced 
fears, to discover that this beautiful 
animal that looked as tame as a 
milking cow back home had to be 
treated with caution. What is the 
meaning of the simile in the line 
above? 
a. Nikki realized her first impression 
of the moose being a calm and 
innocent animal was incorrect. 
b. Nikki’s impression of the moose 
did not change. 
c. Nikki realized that the moose was 
indeed a calm and tame creature. 
d. Nikki’s view about the moose was 
the same as her Aunt Sheryl. 

Y Y Y
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.13 Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  

In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature
Subject/Grade: Selected State 

Standards Assessment Sample Content 
Congruency

Context 
Congruency

Cognition 
Congruency

ELAGSE5RI5.6  Analyze multiple 
accounts of the same event or topic, 
noting important  similarities and 
differences in the point of view they 
represent.

 Explain two significant ways that 
chocolate changed from ancient 
times to modern times. Support your 
explanation using details from the 
article. Extended Response

P           
Addresses 
two ways 
something 
changed 

instead of 
analyzing 
and noting 
differences 

in view point

N N

ELAGSE5R15.7  Draw on 
information from multiple print 
or digital sources, demonstrating 
the ability to locate an answer to 
a question quickly of to solve a 
problem efficiently.

None Available N N N

ELAGSE5W1bWrite opinion pieces 
on topics or texts, supporting a point 
of view with reasons. b Provide 
logically ordered reasons that are 
supported by facts and details.

None Available N N N

25% 25% 25%
Grade 8
ELAGSE8RL3:  Analyze how 
particular lines of dialogue or 
incidents in a story or drama propel 
the action, reveal aspects of a 
character, or provoke a decision. 

 Read lines 17 through 19 from the 
story. Which statement best explains 
how these lines affect the plot of the 
story? 
A) The incident builds on the advice 
in lines 9 and 10. 
B) The thoughts are a resolution to 
the question in lines 12 and 13. 
C) The words foreshadow the 
situation in line 29. 
D)The actions contrast with the 
description in line 46

Y Y Y

ELAGSE8W7: Conduct short 
research projects to answer a 
question (including a self-generated 
question), drawing on several 
sources and generating additional 
related, focused questions that allow 
for multiple avenues of exploration. 

None Available N N N
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.13 Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  

In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature
Subject/Grade: Selected State 

Standards Assessment Sample Content 
Congruency

Context 
Congruency

Cognition 
Congruency

ELAGSE8L1c: Demonstrate 
command of the conventions of 
standard English grammar and 
usage when writing or speaking. 
c. Form and use verbs in the 
indicative, imperative, interrogative, 
conditional, and subjunctive mood. 

How could the following sentences 
below be combined? 
The woman is our new principal. She 
is standing in the hallway. 
A) Standing in the hallway, our new 
principal is the woman. 
B) The woman standing in the 
hallway is our new principal. 
C) In the hallway standing the 
woman is our new principal 
D) Our new principal the woman is 
standing in the hallway

P                
Does not 

address sub-
skill c

N N

ELAGSE8L5: Demonstrate 
understanding of figurative 
language, word relationships, and 
nuances in word meanings.  c. 
Distinguish among the connotations 
(associations) of words with similar 
denotations (definitions) (e.g., 
bullheaded, willful, firm, persistent, 
resolute). 

How does the simile in Paragraph 
2 reflect Abid’s feelings at the 
beginning of the story? 
A)  It shows that Abid prefers Indian 
writers. 
B)  It shows that Abid finds American 
novels boring. 
C)  It shows that the day was cold 
and gray. 
D)  It shows that Abid misses India

P                
Does not 

address sub-
skill c

N N

25% 25% 25%
American Literature
ELAGSE11-12RL6  Analyze a case 
in which grasping point of view 
requires distinguishing what is 
directly stated in a text from what is 
really meant (e.g., satire, sarcasm, 
irony, or understatement.)

The first paragraph of this passage 
discusses names being changed. 
What does this practice reflect? 
A. A person’s nickname is often 
humorous 
B. A man’s name does not change 
until 1854. 
C. In this society, a person’s birth 
name is less important than how he is 
currently identified. 
D. Many people in the 1850s used 
a false name to avoid detection by 
the law when involved with illegal 
activities

N                 
Does not 

address what 
is stated 

from what is 
meant.

N N

ELAGSE11-12L9 Demonstrate 
knowledge of eighteenth-, 
nineteenth- and early twentieth-
century foundational works (of 
American Literature, British 
Literature, World Literature, or 
Multicultural Literature), including 
how two or more texts from the 
same period treat similar themes or 
topics.

None Available N N N
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.13 Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  

In English Language Arts Grades 3, 5, 8, and American Literature
Subject/Grade: Selected State 

Standards Assessment Sample Content 
Congruency

Context 
Congruency

Cognition 
Congruency

ELAGSE11-12R11 Cite strong 
and thorough textual evidence to 
support analysis of what the text 
says explicitly as well as inferences 
drawn from the text, including 
determining where the text leaves 
matters uncertain.

 What was the greatest factor that 
prevented the store from achieving 
long-term success? 
A. Keedoozle attempted to use a 
process that required more advanced 
technology that was not available 
during the time period. 
B. Keedoozle was not able to offer 
perishable goods such as meat and 
produce. 
C. Keedoozle customers often ended 
up with other customer’s groceries. 
D. The futuristic and industrial feel 
of Keedoozle deterred customers 
from the small town in which it was 
located.  

N                 
Does not 
address 

citing strong 
support 
analysis 

from what 
text says and 

also draw 
inferences 
from text

N N

ELAGSE11-12R19 Analyze 
foundational U.S. documents of 
historical and literary significance 
(including The Declaration of 
Independence the Preamble to the 
Constitution, the Bill of Rights, 
and Lincoln’s Second Inaugural 
Address) for their themes, purposes, 
and rhetorical features. 

None Available N N N

0% 0% 0%
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Exhibit 2.3.14 Summary of Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  
In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry

Subject/Grade Selected State 
Standards Sample Instructional Resource Content 

Congruency
Context 

Congruency
Cognition 

Congruency
Grade 3

MGSE.OA.4  Determine the 
unknown whole number in 
a multiplication or division 
equation relating three whole 
numbers using the inverse 
relationship of multiplication 
and division.

Ming divided 35 marbles among 7 
different friends.  Each friend received 
the same number of marbles.  How 
many marbles did Ming give to each 
friend?
35÷ 7= a   7 x a = 35
A. 4
B. 5
C. 6
D. 7

Y Y Y

MGSE3.OA.7 Fluently 
multiply and divide within 
100, using strategies such 
as the relationship between 
multiplication and division (e.g., 
knowing that 8 x 4+40, one 
knows 40/8 = 8) or properties of 
operations.

The students in an art class are working 
on a project. There are 7 groups with 
3 students in each group. Choose the 
number sentence that shows the total 
students as an unknown.
A. 7 x 3 =?   
B. 21 + 3 =?   
C. 7 ÷ 3 =?   
D. 21 ÷ 3 =?

Y Y Y

MGSE3.NF.3b Recognize and 
generate simple equivalent 
fractions with denominators of 
2, 3, 4, 6, and 8, e.g., 1/2=2/4, 
4/6=2/3. Explain why the 
fractions are equivalent, e.g. by 
using a visual fraction models.

No sample available N N N

MSGE3.MD.5b Recognize area 
as an attribute of plane figures 
and understand concepts of area 
measurement. A plane figure 
which can be covered without 
gaps or overlaps by n unit 
squares is said to have an area of 
n square units.

Which statement does NOT describe a 
way to determine the area of the figure? 
(A geometric figure covered with cubes)
A. Count the number of tiles shown. 
B. Determine the sum of 3 times 6 and 
1 times 8.
C. Determine the sum of 4 times 6 and 
1 times 2.
D. Count the number of line segments 
around the figure.

Y Y Y

75% 75% 75%
Grade 5

MGSE5.NBT.1  Recognize that 
in a multi-digit number, a digit 
in one place represents 10 times 
as much as it represents in the 
place to its right and 1/10 of 
what it represents in the place to 
its left.

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.14 Summary of Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  

In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry
Subject/Grade Selected State 

Standards Sample Instructional Resource Content 
Congruency

Context 
Congruency

Cognition 
Congruency

MGSE5.NF.1 Add and subtract 
fractions and mixed numbers 
with unlike denominators by 
finding a common denominator 
and equivalent fractions to 
produce like denominators.

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N

MGSE5.MD.1 Convert among 
different-sized standard 
measurements units (mass, 
weight, length, time, etc.) within 
a given measurement system 
(customary and metric) (e.g., 
convert 5 cm to 0.05 m), and 
use these conversions in solving 
multi-step, real world problems.

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N

MGSE5.MD.4 Measure volumes 
by counting unit cubes, using 
cubic cm, cubic in, cubic ft, and 
improvised units.

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N

0% 0% 0%
Grade 8

MGSE8.NS.1 Know that 
numbers that are not rational 
are called irrational. Understand 
informally that every number has 
a decimal expansion; for rational 
numbers show that the decimal 
expansion repeats eventually, 
and convert a decimal expansion 
which repeats eventually into a 
rational number.

Which of the following identifies all the 
irrational numbers from the given set?   
Set of  four  answers

Y Y Y

MGSE8.F.2 Compare 
properties of two functions 
each represented in a different 
way (algebraically, graphically, 
numerically in tables, or by 
verbal descriptions).

A biology teacher gave three students 
in his class a different plant. He asked 
the students to record the heights of 
their plants, in centimeters (cm), every 
day for one week. The students reported 
their results in different displays. 
Their results are shown in a graph, an 
equation, and a table. Which statement 
is true about the growth rates of the 
plants?
A. Plant 1 has the fastest growth rate.
B. Plant 1 and Plant 3 have the same 
growth rate.
C. Plant 3 has the fastest growth rate.
D. Plant 2 and Plant 3 have the same 
growth rate.

N            
Compare the 

properties 
of two 

functions, not 
read graphs, 

charts, 
algebraically, 

etc.

N N
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Appendix C (continued)
Exhibit 2.3.14 Summary of Internal Consistency of Assessments with Selected Objectives  

In Mathematics Grades 3, 5, 8, and Geometry
Subject/Grade Selected State 

Standards Sample Instructional Resource Content 
Congruency

Context 
Congruency

Cognition 
Congruency

MGSE8.EE4 Add subtract, 
multiply and divide numbers 
expressed in scientific 
notation, including problems 
where decimal and scientific 
notation are used.  Understand 
scientific notation and choose 
units of appropriate size for 
measurements of very large or 
very small quantities.  Interpret 
scientific notation that has been 
generated by technology (e.g. 
calculators).

 Evaluate the expression; (1.26 x 10-7)
(5 x 105)
A. 6.3 x 10-35
B. 6.26 x 10-2
C. 6.26 x 10-35
D. 6.3 x 10-2 

P             
Includes only 
multiplication            

N N

MGSE8.G.3 Describe the 
effect of dilations, translations, 
rotations and reflections on 
two-dimensional figures using 
coordinates.

A marine scientist is looking for a 
specific organism in the ocean. The 
triangle shows the part of the ocean the 
scientist previously studied. (Drawing 
of X-Y graph with triangle in middle 
of graph).  The scientist needs to 
modify his location. The triangle will 
be reflected over the line  x = -1. Which 
coordinate is a vertex of the reflected 
triangle? 

Y N                               
Does not 

describe the 
effect

N

50% 25% 25%
Geometry 

MGSE9-12.G.SRT.5 Use 
congruence and similarity 
criteria for triangles to solve 
problems and to prove 
relationships in geometric 
figures. 

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N

MGSE9-12.G.CO.3 Given 
a rectangle, parallelogram, 
trapezoid, or regular polygon, 
describe the rotations and 
reflections that carry it onto 
itself.

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N

MGSE9-12.G.SRT.7 Explain 
and use the relationship 
between the sine and cosine of 
complementary angles. 

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N

MGSE9-12.G.C.4 Construct a 
tangent line from a point outside 
a given circle to the circle

Common Assessment Test was provided 
but not keyed to Georgia Standards of 
Excellence.

N N N

0% 0% 0%
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