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Appendix A. Cohort 3, Year 1 Preliminary Findings  

INTRODUCTION  

Cohort 3 will continue, along with Cohorts 4 through 8, with funding from the Supporting Effective Educator 

Development (SEED) grant program. Preliminary results from Cohort 3 Year 1 are reported here, as this year was funded 

through the Investing in Innovation (i3) grant. Unless otherwise stated, all details about the recruitment process and study 

design for Cohort 3 mirror that of Cohorts 1 and 2 (presented in Chapter 2 of this report). 

KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The implementation evaluation investigates the following questions. 

1. Were the key components of the CREATE logic model implemented with fidelity? 

2. How does the experience of study participants in the comparison group compare to that of the CREATE group, 

specifically with regard to professional development, mentorship, and collaboration?  

Additionally, we conducted a descriptive analysis for Cohort 3 in Year 1 to address the following exploratory research 

question:   

• How does CREATE preservice teacher performance, as measured by edTPA scores, compare with the business-as-

usual condition, during their student teacher year? 

PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT 

Researchers held recruitment events for Cohort 3 at GSU CEHD in Summer 2017.  Initial recruitment efforts resulted in 14 

CREATE residents and 41 comparison study participants agreeing to be part of the research. According to our survey data, 

CREATE residents commenced their practicums in one of eight CREATE schools in APS. Comparison group study 

participants completed their practicum in 55 different schools across 10 districts over the course of the year. 

Superintendents and principals from schools and districts of comparison study participants received an informational 

letter about the research study or a research application (depending on the requirements of the district), allowing them to 

opt out of participation. 

SCHEDULE OF MAJOR MILESTONES 

Table A1 lists the major milestones for Cohort 3 during the 2017–18 school year.  
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COHORT 3 YEAR 1 FIDELITY OF IMPLEMENTATION RESULTS  

As we did for Cohorts 1 and 2, we assessed implementation fidelity for Cohort 3 in their first year of CREATE for the 

following key components: (1) progressive core classroom roles, (2) Critical Friendship (CF) work, and (3) Cognitively-

Based Compassion Training (CBCT®) during Year 1.1 Explanations for each of the components are in the Chapter 2 of the 

report where FOI is reported for Cohorts 1 and 2, as well as in Appendix D.  

We present results that show which indicators within the key program components followed implemented faithfully 

during the first year of CREATE programming for Cohort 3. 

Key Component 1:  Progressive Core Classroom Roles  

We present data on the following indicators related to progressive core classroom roles.  

• Indicator 1: Resident is paired with another Year 1 resident for fall semester (same building)  

• Indicator 2: Resident is placed in classroom of veteran educator trained in mentoring 

• Indicator 3: Resident is placed in a CREATE school 

CREATE administrators expressed that they intended to have 95% or more of residents meet fidelity on at least two of 

three indicators listed above in Year 1.  

The records from CREATE attendance rosters and survey data show that 93% (13/14) met fidelity for 2+ indicators.  

Therefore, the fidelity threshold at the program level for Component 1 in Year 1 was not met (Table A2).  

 

1 Component 4 (multiple forms of mentoring) is not reported here. As CREATE programming evolved to meet residents’ needs, Cohort 

3 residents no longer worked with a School-Based Mentor in year 1 of the residency.  Component 5 will be reported with the Cohort 3 

Year 2 analysis under the SEED funding.  



 

 

Key Component 2: Critical Friendship 

We present data on the following Year 1 indicators related to CF.  

• Indicator 1: CREATE administrators host 2 or more options for veteran teachers to attend 4-day CF Institute each 

year  

• Indicator 2: Veteran educators attend 4-day CF Institute 

• Indicator 4: CREATE residents attend monthly CF meetings. 

CREATE planned to host at least two CF Institutes for veteran educators during the 2017–18 school year with 85% or more 

of the educators who sign up attending 3–4 days. They exceeded this goal and offered four institutes during which 92% of 

educators attended 3–4 days. Additionally, 100% of CREATE residents met indicator 4 that says residents should attend 8–

10 monthly CF meetings. Because CF and CBCT meetings are combined, indicator 4 in component 3 is identical to this one. 

Cohort 3, Year 1 meets fidelity for this Component 2 in Year 1 (Table A3). 



 

 

 

Key Component 3: Cognitively-Based Compassion CBCT Training 

We present data on the following indicators related to CBCT. 

• Indicator 1: Program administrators offer at least one CBCT per year for general population of teachers at 

CREATE schools 

• Indicator 2: Residents attend CBCT classes 

CREATE planned to host at least one CBCT institutes veteran educators during the 2017–18 school year. They exceeded 

this goal and offered 3 CBCT institutes. 

Cohort 3, Year 1 meets fidelity for Component 3 in Year 1 (Table A4). 



 

 

 

 

DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS RELATED TO SUPPORT, PERCEIVED SUCCESS IN TEACHING, AND PARTICIPATION IN 

CREATE PROFESSIONAL LEARNING 

In this section, we present descriptive findings from survey data for the first year of Cohort 3 where study participants 

were asked to respond to questions about how supported they feel at their schools (Table A1), how successful they feel in 

a variety of professional areas (Table A2), and their level of participation in Together Time meetings (Table A3). Overall, 

Cohort 3 participants felt supported (with 92% reporting feeling more than moderately or very supported) and successful 

in teaching (with the lowest level of success reported in balancing work and personal life), and attended Together Time 

meeting as expected. 



 

 

 



 

 

 

COMPARISON OF EDTPA OUTCOMES 

In this section, we present descriptive findings for how study participants performed on the edTPA assessment. edTPA, as 

described in Chapter 2 of this report, is a performance-based assessment for teacher candidates. During the 2017-18 school 

year, the state of Georgia requires that teacher candidates earn a passing score on the edTPA assessment in order to 

become certified teachers (GaPSC, n.d.). 

The edTPA assessment includes 15 rubrics that are each scored on a scale of 1–5 points. The assignment of each score 

considers all required commentary responses and materials—which may include lesson plans, assessments, or video 

recordings—for each task. A score of 1 or 2 indicates the participant did not adequately complete some or all of the key 

requirements in a rubric. At a score of 1 or 2, a teacher candidate may have presented only vague connections to skills and 

conventions essential to student learning, and provided supports that are misaligned with the needs of the specific 

classroom or the focus of learning material. A score of 3 indicates the participant met the key requirements of the rubric, 

which include evidence of consideration of the needs of individual students and making explicit connections between 
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skills and academic content. A score of 4 or 5 means the participant exceeded the key requirements and met most or all of 

the goals listed in the rubric. A teacher candidate who earns a score of 4 or 5 will have demonstrated a clear central focus 

in their lessons, an ability to provide scaffolded instructional supports, and create a positive learning environment that 

challenges student thinking and encourages respect. At this level, a teacher candidate may show that they considered 

educational research and theory when completing tasks. The 15 rubrics are organized within three larger categories, called 

tasks. Rubrics 1–5 are categorized under Task 1: Planning. Rubrics 6–10 constitute Task 2: Instruction. Rubrics 11–15 fall 

under Task 3: Assessment. The titles of each individual rubric are listed in Table A7.  During the 2017–18 school year, 

teacher candidates in the state of Georgia were required to earn a total score of 38 or higher on the 15 rubrics (edTPA, 

2020). 2 

The following tables show descriptive statistics that compare the results of CREATE residents and comparison study 

participants’ performance on the edTPA. One hundred percent of study participants in both the CREATE group and the 

comparison group received a passing score. Furthermore, as you can see from these findings, there is little difference 

between the mean scores of the CREATE and comparison groups (45.27 and 46.10, respectively), so we concluded there 

was no need to conduct an inferential test.    

 

 

2 In the 2015–16 and 2016–17 school years, teacher candidates in the state of Georgia were required to earn a total score of 35 or higher 

on the 15 rubrics. In September 2017, Georgia increased the passing score for the 15 rubrics to 38. The total possible score is 75. Cohort 1 

study participants took the edTPA in spring 2016, Cohort 2 study participants took the edTPA in spring 2017, and Cohort 3 study 

participants took the edTPA in spring 2018. 



Figure A4 below shows the average score each participant in the CREATE and comparison group received on the rubrics.  



 

 

The following figures show the distribution of scores on each of the rubrics by group assignment (i.e., CREATE vs 

comparison group). The first five rubrics fall under Task 1—Planning for Instruction and Assessment—for which teacher 

candidates must plan a series of lessons in which the candidate aligns standards, learning objectives, learning tasks, and 

assessments based on knowledge of their students. As you can see in the following two figures, most participants in both 

groups scored a 3 or higher on all five rubrics, with a slightly higher percentage of CREATE residents scoring 3 or higher 

than in the comparison group. There is no 1.5 or 4.5 in the legend of the following figures because no participant received 

those scores on any of the rubrics. 



 

 

 



 

The next two figures show the distribution of scores on Rubrics 6–10, which fall under Task 2: Instructing and Engaging 

Students in Learning. To complete this task, teacher candidates must record themselves implementing their lessons. There 

is an evaluation on their ability to utilize specific pedagogical strategies, facilitate student responses, and deepen students’ 

understanding of the main topic. As the figures show, most participants received a score of 3 or higher, and there is not a 

significant difference between CREATE and comparison participants’ scores. 

 

 



 

 

The final two figures show the distribution of scores on Rubrics 11–15, which are categorized within Task 3: Assessing 

Student Learning. Teacher candidates must compile and analyze assessment data from their students to demonstrate 

student progress toward the learning objectives. As with Tasks 1 and 2, most participants received a score of 3 or higher, 

and there is not a significant difference between CREATE residents’ and comparison participants’ scores. 



 

 

 



Appendix B. Details about Study Participation 
After agreeing to participate in the study, study participants may leave the study for a number of reasons. The following 

section details how many people dropped out of each cohort during the study and for what reasons. Note that the sample 

for any given analysis varies vary on availability of data. We may still have collected outcomes from GaDOE or publicly 

available records after teachers left the study or stopped responding to surveys. 

COHORT 1 

Year 1  

During recruitment, 20 CREATE and 59 comparison group study participants agreed to be part of the study.  However, 1 

participant in each group was deemed ineligible and not sent a baseline survey. The baseline sample, therefore, includes 

19 CREATE and 58 comparison group study participants. A total of 15 study participants left the study in Year 1. We 

provide details below and in Table B1. 

CREATE group 

No CREATE group residents left the study in Year 1. 

Comparison group 

Seven of the study participants in the comparison group dropped out of the program at GSU CEHD, which made them 

ineligible to continue in the study. Three comparison group study participants no longer wanted to participate in the 

research. Three comparison group study participants did not meet the expected criteria for participating in the study. Two 

study participants did not have the required permissions from their districts to participate in the study.  

 



Year 2 

By the end of Year 2, an additional 27 study participants had left the study. They were all part of the comparison group. 

We provide details below and in Table B2. 

CREATE group 

No CREATE group residents left the study in Year 2. 

Comparison group 

Of the 27 comparison study participants who left the study in Year 2, we categorized 12 as inactive because we were 

unable to obtain permission to conduct research from their schools and/or districts. Seven study participants left the study 

because they were no longer working in school settings. Seven study participants were non-responsive to data collection 

attempts and one indicated that they did not want to continue participation in the study.  

 

Year 3 

Nine study participants were made inactive in Year 3, and three study participants returned to the study. We provide 

details below and in Table B3. 

CREATE group 

Seven CREATE residents became inactive in Year 3. Six residents dropped from the CREATE program in Year 3: one 

moved and was substitute teaching in a new state, one started attending graduate school, and four started teaching in 

different districts. The final participant decided they were no longer interested in participating in the study. 

Comparison group 

Two comparison group study participants became inactive in Year 3. One participant stopped working in a classroom 

setting, which made them ineligible to continue in the study, and one participant was nonresponsive to data-collection 

attempts. Three study participants who became inactive in Year 2 due to research permissions re-entered the study in Year 

3 when we were able to obtain permission from their school/district. 



 

Summary of Cohort 1 Attrition 

A total of 48 study participants (41 comparison and 7 CREATE) became (and remained) inactive over the course of the 

study. See Table B4 for a summary table of attrition from the study sample in Cohort 1 during the three years of the study. 



 

COHORT 2 

Year 1  

During recruitment, 23 CREATE and 40 comparison group study participants agreed to be part of the study.  Eight study 

participants (3 CREATE and 5 comparison) left the study during Year 1. We provide details below and in Table B5. 

CREATE group 

Three CREATE residents dropped from the study in Year 1. One participant was not going to graduate in time, which 

made them ineligible for the study. The second participant dropped out of the CREATE program, with plans to teach in 

another state. The final participant, along with the program coordinators, took a year off and then re-joined the CREATE 

program the following year (year 3).  

Comparison group 

Of the five comparison group study participants who left the study in year 1, four became ineligible for the study for 

various reasons: one would not graduate on time, two never joined a practicum site, and one dropped out of GSU CEHD. 

The fifth participant who left in year 1 decided not to participate in the study.  

 

  



Year 2 

By the end of Year 2, an additional 25 study participants (5 CREATE and 20 comparison) became inactive in the study.  We 

provide details below and in Table B6. 

CREATE group 

Five CREATE residents became ineligible when one began teaching in another state, and the other four began teaching in 

non-CREATE schools in Georgia. 

Comparison group 

Researchers were unable to obtain research permissions from the schools and/or districts of seven comparison group 

study participants. Five comparison group study participants left the study because they were no longer working in 

classroom or school settings. Five comparison study participants did not want to participate in the study anymore. Three 

comparison study participants were nonresponsive to data-collection attempts. 

 

Year 3 

Four Cohort 2 study participants left the study in Year 3. We provide details below and in Table B7. 

CREATE group 

Three CREATE residents left the study in Year 3. All three left the CREATE program for different reasons, one of which 

related to a school site undergoing the process of leveling—when the number of teachers at the school is reduced as a 

result of having lower student enrollment numbers than expected. 

Comparison group 

One comparison group study participant left the study in Year 3. This participant became inactive in the study due to their 

lack of response to data collection attempts. One participant who became inactive in Year 2 due to research permissions 

became active again in Year 3, when we were able to obtain permission from their school/district. 



Summary of Cohort 2 Attrition 

Over the course of the study, a total of 36 Cohort 2 study participants (25 comparison and 11 treatment) became inactive 

(and remained inactive) during the study. See Table B8 for a summary table of attrition from the study sample in Cohort 2 

during the three years of the study. 



COHORT 3 

Year 1: Summary of Cohort 3 Attrition  

During recruitment, 14 CREATE and 48 comparison group study participants agreed to be part of the study. Nine Cohort 

3 participants, all of whom were part of the comparison group, became inactive during Year 1 of the study. Of these nine 

participants, four had dropped from the program at GSU CEHD, another four were ineligible for the study (including one 

participant who had taken a semester off from their program due to athletics, one who started teaching a grade not 

included in the study, and two who never joined practicum sites), and one participant was not responsive to data 

collection attempts and follow-up communication. Table B9 includes a summary of attrition for Cohort 3. 

 



Appendix C. Survey Response Rates   
Tables C1 through C7 provide response rates to the quarterly surveys of participants who were active at the end of Year 3 

of participation. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 

Appendix D. Fidelity of Implementation Matrix 





 



 



 





 



0 = Resident attends 

0-22 meetings; 

1 = Resident attends 

23-27 meetings; 

2 = Resident attends 

28 or more meetings 

 



 

 

 



 



Appendix E. Fidelity of Implementation Results 
In each section below, we provide a detailed description of each of CREATE’s five key components. Then, we provide the 

Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) results for Cohorts 1 and 2 for each component, during all three years of the study.  

KEY COMPONENT 1:  PROGRESSIVE CORE CLASSROOM ROLES 

As CREATE residents move through the three-year residency model, their role within the classroom changes. The 

progressive core classroom roles provide supports for residents while also providing space for increased autonomy, 

agency, and independence each year. 

Residents enter the CREATE residency during the final year of their GSU CEHD teacher certification program. In this first 

year, two Year 1 residents are paired with one highly-skilled veteran teacher—known as a cooperating teacher—in a 

classroom at a CREATE school, for at least the fall semester.  

Upon graduating from the GSU CEHD teacher certification program, residents in year 2 should continue on at a CREATE 

school, paired with each other as co-lead teachers of record. The lighter load and flexibility of having two teachers in one 

classroom allows more time for mentor-resident reflection and observations of other teachers. This arrangement is also 

intended to address the sense of being overwhelmed with new responsibilities that new teachers often cite as the reason 

they leave teaching. In addition, each resident should be teaching in the subject and grade level for which they are 

certified. As the program developed, CREATE recognized that some teachers worked more successfully in their first year 

of teaching if allowed to work as the sole teacher of record. Because CREATE has a close working relationship with each of 

their residents by year 2 of the residency, CREATE administrators determined who would be best suited to teach alone 

versus with a co-teacher. We have taken this into account in our calculation of FOI for the associated indicator. 

In year 3, all residents become lead teachers in their own classrooms after having one to two years of supported co-

teaching experiences. The CREATE program expects residents to teach at a CREATE school in the subject and grade for 

which they are certified. 

We present data on the following indicators related to progressive core classroom roles.  

• Indicator 1 

o Year 1: Resident is paired with another Y1 resident for fall semester (same classroom for Cohort 1, same 

building for Cohort 2) 

o Year 2: Resident is co-teaching with another Y2 resident, both as full-time teachers of record 

o Year 3: Resident is teaching as the solo teacher of record 

• Indicator 2 

o Year 1: Resident is placed in a classroom of a veteran educator trained in mentoring 

o Year 2: Resident is teaching in a subject and grade for which the resident is certified 

o Year 3: Resident is teaching in a subject and grade for which the resident is certified 

• Indicator 3 

o Year 1: Resident is placed in a CREATE school 



o Year 2: Resident is teaching at a CREATE school  

o Year 3: Resident is teaching at a CREATE school  

The following tables of results display data from left to right. Column 1 describes the indicators (or details) of each 

CREATE program component that should be implemented with fidelity. Column 2 indicates the threshold that CREATE 

has set in order to meet fidelity on the respective indicator. (The threshold CREATE needs to meet is bolded in column 2.) 

Column 3 indicates how many residents in Cohort 1 met the threshold for fidelity. Column 4 indicates how many residents 

in Cohort 2 met the threshold for fidelity. The bottom row of each table is the final result showing whether or not CREATE 

met FOI for each component at the program level.  

Result for Key Component 1 in Year 1 

CREATE administrators expressed that they intended to have 95% or more of residents meet fidelity on at least two of 

three indicators listed above in Year 1. The records from CREATE attendance rosters and survey data show that 100% of 

residents in Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 met fidelity in year 1. More details about the number of residents who met each specific 

indicator are in the table below.   



Result for Key Component 1 in Year 2 

CREATE administrators expressed that they intended to have 75% or more of residents meet fidelity on at least two of the 

three indicators of Component 1 in Year 2. The records from CREATE attendance rosters and survey data show that 100% 

of active residents in Cohort 1 and 87% of active residents in Cohort 2 met fidelity in Year 2; both cohorts met fidelity. 

More details about the number of residents who met each specific indicator are in the table below.  

 

Result for Key Component 1 in Year 3 

CREATE administrators expressed that they intended to have 85% or more of residents meet fidelity on at least two of the 

three indicators in component 1 in year 3. The records from CREATE attendance rosters and survey data show that all 

active residents in Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 met fidelity in year 3. More details about the number of residents who met each 

specific indicator are in the table below.   



 

Overall Results for Component 1 

The CREATE program met fidelity on component 1 for both Cohorts 1 and 2 in all three years of their participation. We 

can, therefore, conclude that CREATE successfully implemented the core progressive classroom roles from the 2015–16 to 

2018–19 school years for Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 residents.  

KEY COMPONENT 2: CRITICAL FRIENDSHIP 

CF work is designed to enhance pedagogical skills and build and sustain support networks for teachers. CREATE 

residents are placed at a CREATE school that has prepared itself for the arrival of residents by building a culture of 

collaboration through engagement in the work of CF. In CF meetings, educators gather together to discuss student work, 

educator work (such as unit plans, instructional strategies, and use of assessments or rubrics), and dilemmas of practice. 

CREATE schools send teams of teachers to learn together at a four-day summer CF institute. CREATE administrators 

provide two or more options for a summer and/or a fall CF institute for veteran educators to choose from.  

While CF meetings are ultimately offered as a form of professional development for all teachers at all CREATE schools, the 

year 1 residents themselves are placed in a CF group consisting solely of year 1 residents.   



All CREATE residents attend monthly meetings with other residents, called Together Time. These meetings include both 

CF and CBCT work. There were ten meetings per year in year 1 and seven meetings per year in years 2 and 3 of the 

program. Each resident should also attend a four-day CF Institute in either year 2 or year 3 of their program. 

We present data on the following indicators related to CF.  

• Indicator 1 (Years 1, 2, and 3): CREATE administrators host 2 or more options for veteran teachers to attend a 4-

day CF Institute each year. (Institutes were not held if fewer than 16 educators signed up.)  

• Indicator 2 (Years 1, 2, and 3): Veteran educators attend a 4-day CF Institute. 

• Indicator 3 (Years 2 and 3): Residents in year 2 or year 3 of their program attend a 4-day CF Institute. 

• Indicator 4 (Years 1, 2, and 3): CREATE residents attend monthly CF meetings. 

Results of Key Component 2 for Year 1 

CREATE administrators expect that at least two of the three indicators listed above (i.e., from among Indicators 1, 2, and 4) 

will reach fidelity in Year 1. Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 met or exceeded the thresholds for fidelity on all Year 1 indicators. 

More details about the number of residents who met each specific indicator are in the table below.  

The first two indicators in the tables below refer to veteran educators, who are not part of a particular cohort of residents. 

For this reason, Columns 3 and 4 indicate the particular school year.  



 

Results of Key Component 2 for Year 2 

CREATE administrators expect that indicator 1, indicator 3,3 and at least one other indicator are met in year 2 in order to 

reach FOI. The records from CREATE attendance rosters and survey data show that both Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 met 

fidelity on all but one Year 2 indicator which, again, exceeds expectations. There were three residents who did not attend 

the required seven (or more) CF meetings in Year 2. However, two of those residents attended six meetings, and one of 

them attended five meetings, so they were just below the threshold needed to meet fidelity on indicator 4. Overall, 

component 2 meets fidelity for both cohorts in Year 2.  

More details about the number of residents who met each specific indicator are in the table below.   

 

3 See Table E6. Details of Component 2 in Year 3 for details regarding Indicator 3 in Year 2. 



 

Results of Key Component 2 for Year 3 

CREATE administrators expect that indicator 1, indicator 3, and at least one other indicator in Year 3 will reach FOI. The 

records from CREATE attendance rosters and survey data show that both Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 met fidelity on 

Component 2 in Year 3.  

More details about the number of residents who met each specific indicator are in the table below.   

  



 

 

Because Component 2 and Component 3 have similar requirements and results, a summary of Component 2 is at the end 

of the next section describing Component 3. Furthermore, monthly Together Time meetings include both CF and CBCT 



components. Therefore, the results for monthly CF meetings (Key Component 2, Indicator 4) and monthly CBCT meetings 

(Key Component 3, Indicator 2) are identical. 

Key Component 3: CBCT 

Acknowledging that negative collegial and student relationships can diminish a teacher’s energy for teaching, all CREATE 

residents will also engage in regularly scheduled CBCT classes throughout their residency. CBCT is a research-based 

course developed at Emory University. The course "teaches mental exercises to promote a healthier response to stress and 

to strengthen empathic concern for others." These techniques are designed to help residents develop a greater awareness 

of their own attitudes and behaviors and how these attitudes and behaviors impact their relationship with others. 

Through progressive mental exercises and meditation, residents learn to focus their attention and become more aware of 

their thoughts and feelings as they occur in each moment. CBCT teaches educators how to respond to stressful situations 

in a healthy way, connect with others who are facing similar challenges, and strengthen their ability and willingness to 

express empathy and compassion for others (CREATE Teacher Residency Program, n.d.b.). The veteran educators at all 

CREATE schools will have the opportunity to engage in these trainings as well.  

We present data on the following indicators related to CBCT. 

• Indicator 1 (Years 1, 2, and 3): Program administrators offer at least one CBCT class per year to the general 

population of teachers at CREATE schools 

• Indicator 2 (Years 1, 2, and 3): Residents attend CBCT classes 

Results of Key Component 3 for Year 1 

In Year 1, CREATE expected to hold at least one CBCT course for the general population of teachers at CREATE schools. 

CREATE exceeded this goal by offering three CBCT institutes during the 2015–16 school year and two CBCT institutes 

during the 2016–17 school year. Additionally, they expected 95% or more of the residents to attend at least 8 CBCT classes. 

They met this goal for both Cohort 1 and Cohort 2. Overall, both cohorts met fidelity for Component 3 in Year 1. 



 

Results of Key Component 3 for Year 2 

In Year 2, CREATE expected to hold at least one CBCT course for the general population of teachers at CREATE schools. 

CREATE exceeded this goal by offering two CBCT institutes during the 2017–18 school year. Additionally, they expected 

95% or more of the residents to attend at least seven CBCT classes in Year 2. CREATE met this goal for Cohort 1, but did 

not meet this goal for Cohort 2. At the program level, Cohort 1 met fidelity, but Cohort 2 did not meet fidelity, for 

Component 3 in Year 2.  

 

 

  



Results of Key Component 3 for Year 3 

In Year 3, CREATE expected to hold at least one CBCT course for the general population of teachers at CREATE schools. 

CREATE met this goal by offering one CBCT institute during the 2018–19 school year. Additionally, they expected 95% or 

more of the residents to attend at least seven CBCT classes in Year 3. CREATE met this goal for Cohorts 1 and 2. At the 

program level, Cohort 1 did not meet fidelity, but Cohort 2 did, for Component 3 in Year 3.  

 

Overall Results of Key Component 2 and 3 

CREATE regularly offered more than one CF and CBCT institute a year, in which they achieved a high level of consistent 

attendance by veteran educators. They also meet fidelity for CF and CBCT meetings for both cohorts in Year 1. However, 

Cohort 1 did not meet fidelity for Together Time meetings in year 3, and Cohort 2 did not meet fidelity for Together Time 

meetings in year 2. During Year 1, residents are in their student teaching year and taking classes at GSU CEHD, which 

may make it easier for CREATE to maintain high attendance at these meetings. However, once the residents become full-

time teachers, they are likely to face additional stressors and competing priorities, making it more difficult for CREATE to 

maintain the high level of attendance at these meetings that occurred in Year 1.  

The CREATE program met fidelity on Component 2 for Cohort 1 in all three years and for Cohort 2 in years 1 and 3. FOI is 

met for Component 3 in all three years for both Cohorts 1 and 2, except for Cohort 2 in Year 2 and Cohort 1 in Year 3.  



KEY COMPONENT 4: MULTIPLE FORMS OF MENTORING 

CREATE equips experienced educators with the skills needed to guide CREATE residents through their first two years as 

full-time teachers. School-based mentors, who are veteran educators working the same school as their CREATE resident 

mentee, receive training from CREATE in how to best coach their residents in professional practice techniques, the 

development of a growth mindset, and skills for maintaining their well-being during the high stress situations that occur 

in the early days of a teacher’s career. The training is delivered in several sessions beginning the summer prior to the start 

of the school and continuing throughout the year. Residents also receive instructional mentors (IMs) who are members of 

the CREATE staff trained in supporting residents in their development of compassion-based, equitable, effective teaching 

practices.  Component 4 only applies to years 2 and 3. CREATE residents do not receive school-based mentors in Year 1, as 

they are still student teaching through GSU CEHD.  

CREATE Key Component 4 covers the multiple forms of mentoring offered to CREATE residents. We present data on the 

following indicators related to mentorship.  

• Indicator 1 (Years 2 and 3): Mentors attend training prior to mentoring 

• Indicator 2 (Years 2 and 3): Mentors attend training during their mentoring year (at least 1 session) 

• Indicator 3 (Years 2 and 3): Residents attend semi-monthly meetings with their mentor (SBM and IM) 

• Indicator 4 (Years 2 and 3): Residents participate in mentor-resident observation cycles 

Results of Key Component 4 for Year 2 

CREATE expects that all mentors will attend a summer training prior to beginning their work as a mentor and that at least 

90% of them will attend one or more trainings during the school year while they serve as mentors. Additionally, CREATE 

expects that 95% of residents meet with their mentors at least 28 times during the year and that 90% of them complete at 

least 2–3 observation cycles with their mentors during the year. CREATE met these goals for Cohort 1. Cohort 2 did not 

meet fidelity on indicators 2 and 3. Because all indicators must be met for Component 4, Cohort 2 does not meet fidelity on 

this component for Year 2.  



 



Results of Key Component 4 for Year 3 

As mentioned above, CREATE expects that all mentors attend a summer training prior to beginning their work as a 

mentor and that at least 90% of them attend one or more trainings during the school year in which they serve as a mentor. 

In year 3, CREATE expects that 95% of residents will meet with their mentors at least 12 times during the year and that 

80% of them complete at least 2–3 observation cycles with their mentors during the year. CREATE met these goals for 

Cohort 1. Cohort 2 did not meet fidelity on indicators 1 and 2 and, as a result, did not meet fidelity on this component in 

Year 3. 



 

KEY COMPONENT 5: SUMMER RESIDENT ACADEMY (SRA) 

There were programmatic changes to the summer participation between Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 so the thresholds vary for 

this component by cohort. SRA is a 5-week intensive training for new teachers that occurs between the summer after 

residents graduate from GSU CEHD and before they begin their first year as full-time teachers. Activities that residents 

participate in during the academy include preparing lesson plans that will contribute to a safe and culturally responsive 

classroom, learning research-based instructional skills, practicing strategies to maintain personal and physical heath, 

among other skills and competencies they will need as a full-time teacher. We present data on the following indicator 

related to the summer internships and academy.    

• Indicator 1: Residents attend SRA 

CREATE expects that among Cohort 1 residents, 95% or more attend SRA for at least two weeks and 85% or more attend 3 

weeks. CREATE expects that among Cohort 2 residents, 95% or more attend SRA for at least 15 days and 85% or more 

attend at least 20 days. 

 



Overall Results of Key Component 5 

Cohort 1 did not meet fidelity, but Cohort 2 did, for this component.  

  



Appendix F. The Five Main Survey Outcome Scales and Moderator Scales   

SCALE DETAILS 

Self-efficacy in Teaching  

Cronbach’s Alpha = .81 

We assessed self-efficacy in teaching using seven items from the PRIDE Teaching Environment Survey. Each item in the 

scale allowed four response options ranging from ‘Not True at All’ to ‘Very True’, which we coded as integers ranging 

from 1 to 4. We estimated the outcome for an individual by averaging that person’s responses across the following seven 

items.   

1. I know how to deliver instruction so that all my students can learn. 

2. I have the ability to assess student learning problems.  

3. When students in my class struggle, I have the expertise to use alternate teaching strategies.  

4. I use many effective strategies to restore order in a classroom.  

5. I use a number of effective strategies for motivating students to engage in their classwork. 

6. Some students just cannot be motivated to do the work. [reverse coded.] 

7. I give students an opportunity to make decisions about class activities. 

A higher score on the scale means a participant self-reports that he or she knows better how to deliver instruction so that 

all his/her students can learn. For this and the other scales on which we assessed impacts, we recoded reverse-coded items 

before averaging responses across items. 

Commitment to Teaching 

Cronbach’s Alpha = .82 

We assessed commitment to teaching using four adapted items from the PRIDE Teaching Environment Survey. Each item 

in the scale allowed four response options ranging from ‘Not true at all’ to ‘Very true’, which we coded as integers ranging 

from 1 to 4. We estimated the outcome for an individual by averaging that person’s responses across the following four 

items. 

1. I have the same motivation now that I did when I started my program at GSU COE. 

2. I question if teaching is right for me. 

3. If I had to do it over, I would still want to become a teacher. 

4. I still want to teach because I truly enjoy the work. 

A higher score on the scale means a participant self-reports that he or she has a greater commitment to teaching. 

  



Stress Management and Empathy Related to Teaching  

Cronbach’s Alpha = .92 

We assessed stress management and empathy related to teaching using six items from a researcher-developed scale. Each 

item in the scale allowed five response options ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’, which we coded as 

integers ranging from 1 to 5. We estimated the outcome for an individual by averaging that person’s responses across the 

following six items.  

1. Since starting this school year, I have learned techniques that enable me to manage my reactions in a healthy, 

constructive way when faced with stressful situations. 

2. Since starting this school year, I feel more confident that I will be able to handle the stress of being a teacher. 

3. Since starting this school year, I feel more confident identifying and advocating for my own professional needs. 

4. Since starting this school year, I have increased my commitment to helping my students learn and thrive. 

5. Since starting this school year, I feel more able to understand the perspective of my students. 

6. Since starting this school year, I feel more able to understand the perspective of my fellow teachers/colleagues. 

A higher score on the scale means a participant self-reports that he or she is more empathetic and effective at managing 

stress. 

Resilience (CD-RISC) 

Cronbach’s Alpha = .91 

We assessed teacher resilience using the CD-RISC 10. Each item in the scale allowed response options from “Not true at 

all” to “True nearly all the time” which we coded as integers ranging from 0 to 4. We estimated the outcome for an 

individual by averaging that person’s responses across 10 items. The scale is proprietary, and therefore, the specific items 

composing the scale are not included here. A higher score on the scale means a participant self-reports that he or she has 

greater resilience generally (i.e., the items are not specific to resilience as related to teaching). 

Mindfulness 

Cronbach’s Alpha = .68 

We assessed levels of emotional regulation using 12 items from the Five Facets Mindfulness Questionnaire. Each item in 

the scale allowed five response options ranging from ‘Never of Rarely True’ to ‘Very Often to Always True’, which we 

coded as integers ranging from 1 to 5. We reverse-coded negatively phrased items. We estimated the outcome for an 

individual by averaging that person’s responses across the following 12 items.  

1. I criticize myself for having irrational or inappropriate emotions. 

2. I perceive my feelings and emotions without having to react to them. 

3. I don't pay attention to what I'm doing because I'm daydreaming, worrying, or otherwise distracted. 

4. I pay attention to sensations, such as the wind in my hair or sun on my face. 

5. I make judgments about whether my thoughts are good or bad. 

6. I find it difficult to stay focused on what's happening in the present. 



7. I pay attention to sounds, such as clocks ticking, birds chirping, or cars passing. 

8. In difficult situations, I can pause without immediately reacting. 

9. It seems I am "running on automatic" without much awareness of what I'm doing. 

10. I tell myself that I shouldn't be thinking the way I'm thinking. 

11. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I just notice them and let them go. 

12. I pay attention to how my emotions affect my thoughts and behavior. 

A higher score on the scale means a participant regulates his or her own feelings more effectively. 

Scales Used in Moderator Analysis 

We assessed differential impacts using 5 moderators collected via teacher surveys: whether the teacher is Black, current 

GPA, and scales on confidence in general teaching skills, motivation for entering teaching, and math anxiety. We provide 

more information on the three scales below.  

Confidence in General Teaching Skills 

Cronbach’s Alpha = .81  

We assessed Confidence in General Teaching Skills using an evaluator-developed scale. Each item in the scale allowed five 

response options from “Not at all confident” to “Extremely confident” which we coded as integers ranging from 1 to 5. We 

estimated the score for an individual by averaging that person’s responses across 8 items. A higher score on the scale 

means a participant self-reports that he or she has greater confidence in general teaching skills. 

1. How confident are you in your abilities within each of the following areas? 

a. Collaborating with others 

b. Reflecting on my actions 

c. Planning and organization 

d. Oral communication 

e. Written communication 

f. Working with children 

g. Working with parents 

h. Classroom management 

Motivation for Entering Teaching Profession 

Cronbach’s Alpha: Alpha=.51 

We assessed Motivation for Entering Teaching using an evaluator-developed scale, which consisted of 5 items. Each item 

allowed five response options from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” which we coded as integers ranging from 1 to 

5. We estimated the score for an individual by averaging that person’s responses across the 5 items. A higher score on the 

scale means a participant self-reports that he or she has greater motivation in entering teaching. 



2. To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements about your motivation for entering the 

teaching profession? 

a. I am interested in making a difference in the lives of children in Atlanta. 

b. I believe that as a teacher I will contribute to social justice. 

c. I am interested in how students learn. 

d. I look at teaching as a process of self-discovery. 

e. I am entering teaching because I want to eventually mentor teachers. 

Math Anxiety 

Cronbach’s Alpha = .96 

We assessed Math Anxiety using an evaluator-developed scale. Each item in the scale allowed five response options from 

“Not at all” to “Very much” which we coded as integers ranging from 1 to 5. We estimated the score for an individual by 

averaging that person’s responses across 10 items about their anxiety related to math coursework. A higher score on the 

scale means a participant self-reports that he or she has greater math anxiety.  

Current GPA 

What is your current GPA?  

 

 

  



Appendix G. Confirmatory Analysis of Impact on Teacher TAPS Ratings 

ATTRITION IN TEACHER SAMPLE FOR TAPS ANALYSIS 

The final sample of study participants included in the analysis was dependent on a series of criteria being met with regard 

to consent for data collection and available data from the GaDOE. Tables G1 and G2 outline reasons for attrition in the 

analytic sample for TAPS.  

 

  



 

 

DESCRIPTION OF IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Through the matching strategies, we arrived at the analytic samples for assessing the confirmatory impacts of CREATE on 

the two dimensions of TAPS. We used a teacher-level linear regression model to estimate impacts. We regressed the TAPS 

outcome against the Intern Keys (baseline measure) and other covariates. The relatively small sample size of teachers 

limited the number of covariates that can be used in analysis. That is, with only 27 or 29 teachers (depending on the 

performance standard of TAPS), we were concerned with including too many covariates in analysis and possibly leading 

  



to problems with multicollinearity that could bias the impact estimate. At the same time, realizing that this is a quasi-

experimental analysis, it was important to account for as many confounders of treatment as possible to limit selection bias. 

To address this problem of selecting an optimal number of covariates that limits potential for bias from both model 

overspecification, as well as selection, we used three methods of covariate selection: (1) an adaptation of a method by 

Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000) (Method 1), (2) like the first method but with more liberal settings of the parameters used 

to decide covariate inclusion (Method 2, which supports the benchmark impact model), and (3) a standard algorithmic 

forward selection approach (Method 3). We describe each briefly below. 

Method 1  

1. Assume we have outcome yj for teacher j and covariates treatmentj, X1j,….Xnj (where treatment indicates condition 

treatmentj = 1 for CREATE, and treatmentj = 0 for comparison). 

2. Regress yj against each covariate individually:  𝑦𝑗 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑋𝑘𝑗 + 𝑒𝑗.  If the p value for the effect of Xkj is less than 

.25, then retain Xkj for inclusion in the multivariate model.  

3. Include the treatment variable and all covariates in (2) that satisfy the p value criterion in the multivariate model: 

𝑦𝑗 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑗 + ∑ 𝛽𝑘𝑋𝑘𝑗
𝑁
𝑘=1 + 𝑒𝑗.   

 

4. Take note all of the covariates in (3) that are significant at the p < .20 level.  

5. Check for confounding by running models removing one covariate at a time:   

𝑦𝑗 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑗 + ∑ 𝛽𝑘𝑋𝑘𝑗𝑘≠1 + 𝑒𝑗.   

𝑦𝑗 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑗 + ∑ 𝛽𝑘𝑋𝑘𝑗𝑘≠2 + 𝑒𝑗.   

… 

𝑦𝑗 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑗 + ∑ 𝛽𝑘𝑋𝑘𝑗𝑘≠𝑁 + 𝑒𝑗.   

6. If removing a covariate causes the coefficient for 𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑗  to change more than 20% of its value, then designate 

it as confounded with treatment. 

7. Remove from the multivariate model in (3) covariates that are both non-significant in (4) and not confounders in 

(6).  

8. Add to the model specified in (7) each of the covariates excluded in (2). If any are significant at level p < .10, then 

add them to the final model.  

Method 2 (Benchmark Confirmatory) 

This is like Model 1 but with 𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑗 and the baseline measure forced into the model, and with the setting in Step 8 

changed to p < .20.  

Method 3  

We used a standard forward selection method that algorithmically includes covariates one at a time and selects a 

combination that maximizes the variability in outcomes accounted for. The baseline and the variable indicating treatment 

assignment status were forced into the model.   



ESTABLISHING BASELINE EQUIVALENCE  

Before conducting the impact analysis, we examined baseline equivalence for the available sample. We tested the 

difference between treatment and comparison on the baseline (separately for the final analytic sample associated with 

analysis of impact on each performance standard). With each test, we regressed the baseline against a dummy variable 

indicating condition (CREATE or comparison) and a dummy variable for cohort, but without covariates. The form of the 

model has the same structure for fixed and random error terms that we apply in the benchmark impact model. We also 

tested equivalence separately by cohort.  

For Quality of Instructional Strategies, after limiting the sample to cases with baseline and outcome ratings and with non-

missing values of covariates used in the impact analysis (N = 27), we observed a difference of = -0.073 in baseline 

equivalence, expressed in effect size units across the two cohorts. Given that this baseline effect size is within the 

adjustment range for the WWC (difference between 0.05 and 0.25 standard deviations), we included the baseline as a 

covariate in the impact analysis model to establish baseline equivalence. Full descriptives with adjusted and unadjusted 

means and corresponding effect sizes are in Table G3. 

 

For Positive Learning Environment, after limiting the sample to cases with baseline and outcome ratings and with non-

missing values of covariates (N = 31), we observed an effect size difference of 0.259. The difference for this baseline 

performance standard is large enough that the results would not satisfy the baseline equivalence requirement. Therefore, 

we used a rudimentary matching strategy, described below, to improve baseline equivalence. 

Matching on the Positive Learning Environment Baseline Measure 

Given that our analytic sample of teachers in each condition is small to start with, we focused on a basic matching strategy 

that would preserve the sample size and directly address baseline equivalence on the baseline measure. We noticed that 

for Cohort 2, no comparison cases had a baseline value of “2” on the baseline measure (observed responses included 

values 3 and 4 only); whereas in treatment, there were some teachers who achieved ratings for each of three baseline 

values (2, 3, and 4). By removing two of the treatment teachers who achieved a baseline rating of “2”, we were able to even 

out the distribution of the baseline ratings resulting in a baseline difference in the Positive Learning Environment baseline 

with a value for the adjusted effect size of  -0.192 (with final N = 29).   



The size of the baseline difference between the treatment and comparison groups for the Positive Learning Environment 

baseline ratings requires that we adjust for the baseline ratings in the impact analysis to offset possible biasing effects.  Full 

descriptives with adjusted and unadjusted means and corresponding effect sizes are in Table G4. 

 

SAMPLE SIZES AND DETAILED IMPACT RESULTS  

Impacts on Instructional Strategies 

Table G5 provides case counts for the benchmark analysis using Model 2 and sensitivity analysis using Model 3.  Table G6 

provides case counts for the sensitivity analysis using Model 1. Table G7 provides detailed results for the benchmark and 

sensitivity analyses.  



 

 

 

 

 





Impacts on Positive Learning Environment 

Table G8 provides case counts for all analyses. Table G9 provides detailed results for the benchmark and sensitivity 

analyses.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Appendix H. Confirmatory Analysis of Impact on Student Achievement 

RATES OF ATTRITION IN SAMPLE FOR STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT ANALYSIS 

The final sample of study participants included in this analysis depended on a series of factors being met with regard to 

consent for data collection and available data from the GaDOE. Tables H1 and H2 outline reasons for attrition in the 

analytic sample for the analysis of impact on student achievement.  

  

 

 

 



 

 

DETAILS OF HOW WE ARRIVED AT THE FINAL ANALYTIC SAMPLES FOR ASSESSING CONFIRMATORY IMPACTS  

Student ELA Achievement  

Tables H3 and H4 detail student and teacher sample sizes for assessing confirmatory impacts on ELA achievement. We 

start with all students linked to teachers and for whom we obtained outcomes. We then limit cases to those with pre- and 

posttests. Using the criterion that we must match cases within-cohort and within-grade, available cases are limited to 7th 

grade in Cohort 1, and 4th and 6th grades in Cohort 2. In Cohort 1 seventh-grade sample, 52 students are retained in each 

condition, following matching. In Cohort 2, in the 4th grade sample, 49 students are retained in each condition, following 

matching. In 6th grade, 121 students are retained in each condition, following matching, for a sum of 170 students in each 

condition. Summing across cohorts, we arrive at the total of 52 + 170 = 222 students in each condition for the confirmatory 

analysis of impact on ELA achievement.     

 



  



 

 

 Student Mathematics Achievement 

Tables H5 and H6 detail student and teacher sample sizes for assessing confirmatory impacts on math achievement. We 

start with all students linked to teachers and for whom we’ve obtained outcomes. We then limit cases to those with pre- 

and posttests. Using the criterion of within-cohort and within-grade matching, the available cases include only 7th grade in 

Cohort 1, and no cases from Cohort 2. Following matching, we retain 52 cases in each condition, for a total student sample 

size of 104. 



 

 

 



ESTABLISHING BASELINE EQUIVALENCE  

To determine baseline equivalence, we regressed the pretest against the indicator of treatment status, a dummy variable 

indicating cohort (where possible), and the same random effects as in the impact model. For confirmatory analyses, 

students of teachers in the CREATE and comparison groups were equivalent at baseline for the analysis of impact on ELA 

(ES = -0.06 standard deviations; see Table H7), on math (ES = .05 standard deviations; see Table H8), and on math and ELA 

combined (ES = -0.08 standard deviations; see Table H9). 

For exploratory analyses, in which we allowed students of CREATE and comparison group teachers to be matched within 

grades and across cohorts, baseline equivalence is achieved for samples associated with analysis of impact on ELA (ES = 

0.10 standard deviations; see Table H10) on math (ES = 0.11 standard deviations; see Table H11), and both subjects 

combined (ES = 0.12 standard deviations; see Table H12). 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

FULL IMPACT RESULTS FOR CONFIRMATORY ANALYSIS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

Results of the Benchmark Analysis of Impacts on ELA (N = 14 Teachers, N = 444 Students) 

 

  



 

 

 

Results of the Benchmark Analysis of Impacts on Math (N = 3 Teachers, N = 104 Students) 

 

 

 

  



Results of the Benchmark Analysis of Impacts on ELA and Math (N = 17 Teachers, N = 548 Students) 

 

 

 

 

  



Appendix I. Retention Coding Details for the Three-Year Early Career Trajectory 
As described in Chapter 7, we relied on a variety of sources to determine the graduation and teaching status for each 

study participant at three time points in their early career trajectory: 1) Graduated from GSU CEHD, 2) Teaching in Year 2 

(first year of teaching), and 3) Teaching in Year 3 (second year of teaching). We assigned each participant a 0 or 1 to 

designate their retention status at each time point. Note that the ensuing description focuses on the process for 

triangulating across different data sources to assign retention status without taking into account the timing of graduation 

and of teaching. We provide additional information on the process of recoding these records to factor in on-time 

graduation and teaching in chapter 7.  

For Graduation from GSU CEHD, we relied on data from our participant tracker, which provided detailed contextual 

information about each participant’s status in teaching, participant surveys, data provided to the research team by GSU or 

the CREATE program team, and teacher certification records from the Georgia Professional Standards Commission 

(GaPSC, 2014).  

• If a participant taught in the first year after graduating from GSU CEHD, we assigned them a 1 for graduated 

from GSU CEHD. 

• If a participant received an induction certification the year they were expected to graduate, we assigned them a 1 

for graduated from GSU CEHD. 

For Teaching in Year 2 (first year of teaching) and Teaching in Year 3 (second year of teaching), we first triangulated data 

received from teacher placement and quarterly surveys, data received from the CREATE program team, communication 

with the CREATE program team, and the TAPS and Milestones data from GaDOE using the following rules. 

• If a participant listed a teaching position in a GA public school on the teacher placement or quarterly survey, or if 

the participant has TAPS or Milestones data for that specific year, we designate the participant as teaching, and 

assign them a 1 for that year.  

• If a participant indicated that they were not teaching, teaching outside of Georgia, teaching in a private school—or 

if we obtained this information at some point during follow ups with the teacher or with the CREATE program 

team—we assigned the participant a 0 for that year.  

• If there were any discrepancies, we referred to the data CREATE provided to us for additional contextual 

information.  

If the participant’s teaching status for a particular year was inconclusive based on the various sources of information 

above, then the participant’s retention status was considered to be unknown up to that point, and the research team 

investigated each case. Researchers used the Open Georgia: Transparency in Government travel and salary database 

(Open Georgia, 2008)—which included employment and salary information for all teachers teaching in public schools in 

GA—and GA’s teacher certification database, in conjunction with all other available data. The research team also 

discussed and determined the retention designation on a case-by-case basis, and assigned each participant one of 

following codes. 

• 1: The participant had a successful match on the open records. Successful match was defined as having one unique 

entry in the open records with the same first and last name as in study records, and had a salary that is 

commensurate with a full-time teaching position.   



• 0: There was overwhelming evidence that the participant did not teach that year; for example, the participant had 

a record in the open records (for the same district as the previous year), but the record indicated that they did not 

have a full-time salary in that year.  

• 2: There was not enough evidence to determine whether the participant was likely to be teaching in that particular 

year or not, even after the search of the open records (e.g., based on a non-unique name match in the open 

records).  

• 3: The participant did not have a match in the open records but either graduated from GSU or taught in their 

second year.  

• 5: The participant did not have a match in the open records, and did not graduate from GSU or did not teach in 

the previous year (if applicable). 

The team reasoned that not having a match in the open records did not necessarily mean not teaching; an unsuccessful 

match could have also been due to a name change, a non-unique name match, or an alternate spelling of the name. We 

documented decisions in a decision tree to ensure consistency across cases and conditions.  

For the analyses and results presented in Chapter 7 of this report, we collapsed the three unknown categories (2, 3, and 5) 

into one single category for unknown (i.e., lost to follow-up).  

Table I1 shows the frequency of counts in each category of the three-year trajectory with the different categories of loss to 

follow-up.  

https://www.empiricaleducation.com/create/


 

 

Table I2 shows the frequency of counts in each category of the three-year trajectory without differentiating categories of 

loss to follow-up.  



 

  



 

  



 

 

 

  



Appendix J. Tests of Baseline Equivalence on Covariates for Retention Analysis 
In each of the tables below, the standardized effect size from the model-based approach is the estimated coefficient 

corresponding to the indicator of treatment status, from a model where the pretest is regressed against that indicator (i.e., 

belongs to CREATE or not) and an indicator of cohort (i.e., belong to Cohort 2 or not), divided by the pooled standard 

deviation of the outcome variable. The effect size from the unadjusted approach is the raw difference in means divided by 

the pooled standard deviation.    
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