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with the lack of basic math insiruction, creates another major instructional barrier
to children in becoming proficient in elementary and middle schpol math.

The gap in essential classroom Instruction is the lack of the use of effective
and diagnostic formative assessments by the classroom feacher [and by
default — the failure of school leadersiip ~ the principal and assistant
principal - (o implement an effective formative assessment program in
math and other courses -- to measure the chifdren’s progress on a frequent
basis. :

While excellent principals and teachers uss effective formative assessments,
there are far too many educators who, based on the Court’s questions to groups
of principals of low performing and priority high schools and middie schools, eic.,
who have minimal knowledge, if any, of the benefit of formative assessments or
their availabllity at the switch of the computer. :

Chancellor Oblinger at NSCU, in response to President Bowles® request about
diagnostic math tests in the UNC system, wrote 2 memo on November 28, 2007,
which stated in pertinent part:

In typical educational praclice, there are two kinds of tests: 1) Summative
or high-stakes testing, often end of year fests that document student
mastery of standards, usually accompanied by consequences for
students, teachers, schools and districts. Summative assessments are

- virally never useful for diagnostic purposes because their focus Is too

. broad. 2) Formative assessments, routinely done on an ongoing

basis, measure progress ajong a cusriculum af the classroom fevel,
often in concert with the use of pacing guldes for state standards.
Most formative assessment sysfems aim fo assess student thinking
or activity, but Jack rigorous psychomeiric qualities and/or means for
rapid and easy data gathering, accumulation and reporting.

Assessments must be coordinated with curricular progress or pacing
guides, or the information they provide to teachers distracts from the
eurriculum and may lead io the teaching of skills and procedures at the
expense of the concepts indicative of a true education.

The September 2007 report from the UNC System listed "promising ideas and
practices” that should he considered. Tne first promising ideas and praclices

- deait with the subject of - Assessrment, Evaluation and Research — Bullet point
two on page 2 states:

"Consider revising the state testing program to include frequen;f fermative and

diagnostic assessmentis so that the gaps in understanding can be _
identified before a student is completely lost in the educational system.”
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To the Court's way of thinking, this is a critical point and explains in large
measure, why too many North Carolina students are falling ghort in math and
other instruction — the lack of fréguent and meaningful assessments by the
classroom teacher — a0 hat the child who is “lost” doss not get {lost’ ~
assessments identify the problem and provide the {eacher with the knowledge
that the child needs propping up in the instruction in the SCOS..

While formative assessments are utilized in the “good” school systems and
*good” schools, it has been the Court's experience fraveling In the northeast and
in talking with school personnel and UNC System education adminisirators that
there is a great deal lacking in terms of effectively utilizing formative
assessments and in many instances, there is a complete lack of lnowledge
sbout the avallable on-line formative assessment systems on the University side
as well as the K-12 side of the education system in North Carolina desplte the
fact that the State Board of Education adopted 21% Ceniury Professional
Standards in 2007 which require this knowiedge and the use of formative
assessments in the public schools. ' ?

The North Carofina Professional Standards for Teachers, School
Executives and Superintendents require the effective use of fermative
assessments. . : :

The reason for looking at the standards in refation to formafive assessments is to
make the obvious point that if the DP1 and SBOE require teachérs, principals,
assistant principals and supsrintendents to understand and use formative
assessments to impact student instruction our colleges of education should be
tralning prospective educators and administrators to be famifier with and
effectively use formative assessment systems such as ClassScape, Blue
Diamond, and MAP as well as training teachers and administrators in how to
develop effective assessmenis from scratch. The Court wants to emphasize,
however, that there are many effective educators who prepare their own
formative assessments without the assistance of an ondine based 21% Century
system such as ClassScape. The crifical point /s that formative assessments
must be used, and offectively used, to inform instruction and measure
educational progress for our children. :

In June, 2007, the State Board of Education (SBOE) adopted North Carolina
Professional Teaching Standards afigned with the 21% Century mission that
“every public school student will graduate from high school, globally competitive
for work and postsecondary education and prepared for life in the 21 % Century.”

The SBOE also adopted Standards for Superintendents in September, 2007 and
for Principals in December, 2007. . : :

- Professional Teaching Standards !l and IV are of particular interest and
importance with respect to Instruction and assessment :
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Standlard i: Teachers fnow the content they teach.

* Teachers align thelr instruction with the North Carolins Standard
Course of Study. : :

* Teachers know the content appropiriate to thejir feécbing speciafly.

" Teachers recognize the inferconnectedness of c@nftens
. arsas/disciplines. :

" Teachers make instruction relevant to students. -
Standard IV: Teachers facilitate learning for thelr students.

* Teachers know the ways in which learning takes place, and they
know the appropriate fevels of inteflectual, physical; social, and
omotional development of their students, : :
Adapt resodrces to address the strengths and weaknesses of
- students. .

* Teachers plan Instruction appropriate for their sfudeats,
Use data for short and Iong range planning, :
P
* Teachers use a variefy of instructionaf fevefs,
Employ a wide range of techniques using information and
communication technofogy, leaming styles, and differentiated
instruction.

* Teachers integrate and utilize technology in thelr instruction,
* Teachers help students develop critical thinking and problem-
solving skills. : _

* Teachers help students work in teams and develoé feadership
qualities.

* Yeachers communicate effactively.

*Teachers use a varioty of methods to assess what éach student has
fearned.

Teachers use multiple indicators, including formative and summative
assessments , (o evaluate student progress and growth as they
strive fo eliminate achievement gaps. Teachers provide o
opportunities, methods, feedback and tools for students to assess
themselves and each other. Teachers use 21 Centary assessment
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systems to inform instruction and demmonsirate evidence of students’
29% Century knowledge, skills, performance and dispositions.

Use multiple indicators, both formative and suminative, to
evafuate student pragress * Provide opporiunities for seif-
assessment * Use assessment systems o inform instruction and

 demonstrate evidence of students’ 21% Century knowledge, skilfs,
performance and disposition. :

Reduced to essentials, our teachers are supposed to be effectively using
formative assessments and assessment systems to evaluate what their students
know and do not know within the SCOS. ' :

The North Carolina Standards for School Executives (Principals, eic) provide
that school executives practice effective instructional leadership, which includes
as a requirement, the documented use of formative assessment instruments
to impact instruction under Standard 2 Instructionat Leadership:

Standard 2 provides, in pertinent part, that the school executive practices
effective instructional leadership when he or she: c

Demonstrates knowledge of 21% century eurriculum, insiruction and
assessment ......... Ensures that there is an appropriate and logical alignment
between the curricutum of the school and the state’s accountability program... ...
Creates processes for collecting and using student test data and other formative
data from other sources for the improvement of instruction......: Standards, pp
3, 4. . " . .

The North Carofina Stendards for Superintendents provide that
Superintendents set high standards for the professional praciice of 21 century
instruction and assessment that result in an accountable enviropment and that
the Superintendent, under Standard 2: Instructional Leadership; Ensures that
there is an appropriate and logical alignment between the district's curriculum,
21% Gentury instruction and assessment, and the state accountability program.
Under the artifacts bullet points under Standard 2, the assessment practice
states: Use of formative assessment to impact instruction. . ¢

The Wission Statement of the SBOE for 21°¢ Century Students also prdvides‘
for the use of an assessment system. 3

NC public schools will be led by 21% Century professionals.
==+ Every teacher and adminisiralor will use a 21 Century assessment

system to inform instraction and measure 21% Century knowledge, skills,
 perfoermance and dispositions. :
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The Findings of the Blue Ribbon Commission on Testing anﬂ Accountability
in its Report to the SBOE in January 2008 echoed {he Standards adopted for 21%

Ceniury learning. Finding Number & states:

6. Teachers need on-going formative assessments if;o ensuye that ail

- students graduate from high school globally competitive for work and

postsocondary education and prepared for iife in the 21 Century. Report,
P 4. :

Math skills are so eritical to student succass in high $chool, that the excsllent
North Carolina High School Resaurce Allocation Study - Final Report
released in February, 2008 stated in pertinent part: ,

The most direct measures of the resources that students bring to high
school are thelr scores on reading and mathematics tests at the end of the
eighth grade (EOG). These capture much of the learning that students
have accumulated, in school and out, before entering high school. We
also included additional measures that have been shown fo place students
at an academic disadvantage, such as poverty and minority status.

The resources that have the greatest effect on high school
performance are those that the students biing to high school —
particularly their mathematics skills. Report pi.

There can be no real dispute about this fact - Mathematics skilis are gritical and
the SBOE standards require the use of an up to date assessment system to
inform the teacher regarding the tevel of instruction of each student's skills and
performance. As Chancellor Oblinger wrote: :

2) Formative assessments, routinely done on an ongoing basis, measure
progress along a currieulum at the classroom level, often in concert with the use
of pacing guides for state standards...... ...

Reduced to essentials, the Count has learned that effective classroom Instruction
is a simple and clear path that if followea and effectively implemented will provide
a child with the opportunity to obtain a sound basic education: |

First, the teacher must know the content of the SCOS being ta:fght and how to
make the learning environment challenging and relevant.

Second, the teacher must know the students and how to differentiate the
instruction between students that leam differently. i

Third, the teacher must teach to the SCOS and use a pacing guide to help guide
the pace of instruction so that the SCOS remains aligned and timely taught so

F-400
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the course can reach the end of the year summative assessment — EOC or EOG
tests with the course material covered.

Fourth, the teacher must use a formative assessment systemt in a timely and
sffective manner o measure each siudent's progress, or ack thereof, as the
student progresses through the course. In other words, the tedcher must assess
how well the student is leamning the material and be able to fimely instruct a
student who has not yet gotten the concept down. ClassScape and other 21
Century on line systems can provide this kind of assessment tc the teacher.

Last, but not least, the teacher must be trained to properly undérstand the benefit
of formative assessments and must be trained to use the 21% Century :
assessment system(s) available, If not available, the feachers and principal
should develop formative assessments themselves as a team approach, orata
minimum the central office should develop formative assessments.

While the paih is clear and simple, the math scores indicate that the path is not -
“being followed in far too many schools and children are not belng provided the
equal opportunity for a sound basic education when it is not. '

In conclusion, after focusing on these issues for over a year and talkingto
multiple educators and groups of educators, it appears to the Court that there are
great gaps and disconnects all over the state and in our schools and colleges of
education with respect to formative assessments and their importance, especially
in mathematics instruction throughout af} grade levels to an including high school,

C. lmplemeniation of SBOE’s Standards for 21% Century ﬁfss%sments and
Geals for 21% Century Mission and Goals, Content and Skills

The SBOE on June 5, 2008, adopted a written policy entitled _"?ramework for
Change: The Next Generation of Assessmenis and Accountability
(“Framework for Change™). . :

In the Framework for Change, the SBOE declared In pertinent part on page 2:

The State Board of Education believes that critical improvements can be
made immediately to the current system that will tead to ‘greater
effactiveness, understanding and transparency for students, educators
and the public at large, In addition, the Board if committad to building a
next generation of standards, assessments and accountability to support
student learning and quality teaching that reflect the 21 century
assessment and accountabillty systems outlined in the Partnership for
21% Century Skills Milestones for Improving Learning and Education.
The next generation must be characterized by: 1) assessments that are
fearner-centered, diagnostic, performance-hbased, and that provide
evidence of student achievement in core subjects and 21° century
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skifls; 2) accountability measures that focus on both student achisvement
and leaming outcomes; and 3) transparency that provides parents,
teachers and other stakeholders with meaningful information about the
expectations, assessments and perfermance of students.

The bottom line Is that North Carolina has adopted 21* Century standards for
education and the SBOE, in its June 5, 2008 Framework for Change has
adopted action be taken by DPI for immediate improvement and development of
the next generation of standards, assessments and accountability.

However, the imptementation of those action steps is set out over the next few
years for changes in the EOC and EOG festing and content which are summative
assessments, not formative assassments. In addition, the action plan for :
developing the next “generation” of standards, assessments and accountabiiity,

* which includes the development of a “next generation assessment system which
includes formative, benchmark and summative assessments based on the new
standards. * Framework for Change, page S, gection 2. '

While It is undisputed that those standards acknowledge and require the use of
formative assessments fo inform instructon and assist the teacher and children
i their journey through the SCOS so they can be proficiert on the EOG and
£0C summative assessments at the end of the year, it is also undisputed that in
many schools, these essential educational iIngredients are not present period and
further, that mathematics instruction is now, and has been, in difficulty in
elementary grades and thus, through middle grades into glgebra 1.

The Court finds, based on the foregoing, that it is inexcusable for a child to get to
the end of the fifth grade unable to fecite the multiplication tables by memory
through at least 12 and certainly through 15, unable 16 do fractions without the
ald of a caleulator and unable to do long division by hand using the standard
algorithm. The failure to give tha child the opportunity to master these skitls in the
elementary grades is a prima facie denjat of their opportunity to obtain a sound
basic education. :

In additlon, the standards now adopted and acknowledged as riecessary for a
21% century education have to be implemented in truth and In fact and as
soon as practicable.

On the University side of the equation, it appears that the UNC system that trains
teachers, principals and superintendents should also be changing and aligning its
courses to encompass the standards in their curriculum so that'the teachers of
tomorrow are not pushed Into the classroom unprepared {0 effectively teach
roath, reading or ofher subjects because they have no real ability or knowiedge
about assessments when they arrive on the first day of school. ;

10
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D. What is being done now to address the immediate need for
instructionsl change in the 8COS and elementary math instruction to
ensure that ail children are being taught their multiptication tables,
fractions and long division so that they are fluent in those areas before
leaving elementary school?

While the new standards and the Framework for Change lack 1o the future, the
Court cannot close its eyes to the present and ignore the fact thiat students in too
many elementary classrooms are not learning thelr multiplication tables by heart,
not feaming to deal with fractions and long division by hand versus the crutch
calculator. _ -
This instructional failure has led to, and will continue to lead to, children
unprepared to be proficient in mathematics through elementary; middle and into
algebra 1 because they have not been taught the basics in the third, fourth and
fifth grades. As a result, they are being deprived of the equal opportunity to

- obtain a sound basic education in math. '

Additionally, on the SBOE and DPI side, the State must enforce the standards
that it has adopted for the presently employed and licensed teachers, principals
and superintendents and see to it that thess fine words that &ére only on paper
actually come to life in every schoolroom in North Carolina,

E. What is being done to align the new standards with licensure
requirements and the University eurriculum for teachers, administrators
and superintendents to insure that prospective teachers, administrators
and superintendents are trained to properly and effectively ufilize formative
assessments to inform instruction in math as well as all subjects?

in the Court’s view, the State of North Carolina should put into place strict
licensure requirements that mandate each feacher and administrator and
superintendent be fluent, trained and competent fo effectively use formative
assessments and 21* Century assessment systems in their instructional
programs and classrooms before being licensed. !

For those presently licensed that are not now fluent, trained and competent, the

~ State should provide effective professional development and then assess each
and every one in terms of their effective use of and knowledge of the assessment
system s0 as to ald instruction. This should be mandated overia short period of
time, ' :

The purpose of this non-adversarial hearing will be to provide the State of
North Carolina, acting through its Executive Branch, including but not
limited to the State Board of Education, The Department of Pubfic
Instruction and the Universify System, the opportunity to report o the
Court concerning the foregoing subjects and questions. information to the

11
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Court and the parties on the foregoing subjects and answesf:*a to the
foregoing questions.

. Due to the number of ifems to be cmered there will be no fasﬁh@r matters
taken up at this hearing.

SO ORDERED this 2d day of July, 29@3@

i /
Moward E. Manning, Jr.

Superior Court Judge

12
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NORTH CAROLINA: IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE o

SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION @ = &
WAKE COUNTY: 95 CVS 1158 i'“ £ ; N
HOKE COUNTY BOARD - o e
OF EDUCATION, et al, o | b 2
Plaintiffs, l _:’; - =

f 1S ot

N

And b o o=

ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al.,
Plaintiff-tntervenors,

Vs.
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA;

STATE BOARD QF EDUCATION,
Defendants.

NOTICE OF HEARING AND ORDER RE: HEARING

TAKE NOTICE that the Court will hold a hearing in this case during a
spevial scheduled sesslon of the Wake County Superior Court to begin on

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 at 10:00 aun. in Courtroom 10C, Wake County
Courthouse.

Subject Matter of the Hearing:

The purpose of this non-adversarial hearing will be to provide the State of
North Carolina, acting through its Executive Branch, including but not
limitsd to the State Board of Education and The Departnment of Public
instruction the opportunity 10 report to the Court concerning the following
in order for the Court to put this information in the recerd ;

The 2007-2008 End of Grade Mathematics Scores in Grades 3-8 by school
for each grade 3,4,5,8,7 & 8 by LEA, statewids,

The 2007-2008 End of Grade Reading Scores in Grades 3-8 by schoof
for sach grade 3,4,5,6,7 & 8 by LEA, statewide.

The 2007-2008 End of Course Mathematics Scores In Aﬂgebra 1, Algebra 2
and Ge@meta‘y by school, by LEA, statewide.
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The 2007-2008 End of Course Soores in alf high schools, by LEA, statewide
_ which data shows the number of students in each EOC subject that were

proficient in the subject in each high school and shows whether of not

growth standards (state) were met or not met In each EOC subject in that

high school,

The 2007-2008 Parformance Composite for aach schoo! by LEA, statewids,
which data also shows whether AYP was met or not. :

Financial Data prepared by DP} Information Analysis and Reporting relating
to Financial Expenditures by Major Caregories for 2007-2008 identified by

the following titles: .
Data for Original 44 Low Performing High Schools FY 2007-2008

‘Data for Original 44 Low Performing High Schools FY 2007-2008 for 2008,
2006, 2007 and 2008 showing a cumulative four year expenditure amount im
excess of One blllion dollars (§ 1, 138, 000, 000. 00) iv operate these 44

high schools.

Lowest Middie Schools Performance Composite ~ Expenditures by Major
Categories 2007-2008 _

Report on the efforts of the Turnaround High School and Middis School
projects for 2007-2008, including the performanee results in such schools
in the project, including 2 reporis entitled Turnaround High Schools Rand
Ordered by Greatest Change in Composite 2007-2008 and Rank by
Performance Composite, respectively.

Report from DP] on the progréss of Redesigning Assessment and.
Accountability to support the State Board of Education {SBOE) aoal that
svery student’s achievement be measurad with an assessment system that
informs Instrustion and evaluates knowladge, skills, performance and
dispositions needed in the 21% Century.

Report from DPi on the progress of implementing the 21% Century Principal
and Teacher Standards.

Report from DP} on the implementation of the Virtual High School project
for the school year 2007-08 and so far in 2008-09 school year.

Report from DPIL on progress of the School Connectivity Initiative, including
the number of LEAs that now have broadband access.
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Report from DPY Accountability Section regarding the State Board of
Education’s decision to permit ve-test scores in grades 3-8 on EQG tests
and high school EOC tests, including information regarding the process to
be put in place to malnialn integrity in the re-testing process.

Due fo the number of items to be covered, there will be no furiher matiers
taken up at this hearing. In the event that these matters cannot be covered
on Tuesday, February 3, 2009 the hearing will continue on Friday morning,
February 6, 2009 at 10:60 a.m.

SO ORDERED this 2@ day of January, 2009,
c L .

Howard E. ﬁirag, Jr, a==-—m-——-
Superior Gourt Judge '
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© NORTH CARQLINA: IN THE GENERAL COURT QF JUSTICE
- ' - SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION .
WAKE COUNTY; - 85 GVS 1168

HOKE COUNTY BOARD ~ -~ o e
OF EDUCATION, etal,, ' - L
Plaintiffs,

A5

PR

And _ : _ . T A
ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD QF EDUCATION, etal. -
Piaintiff—jntervenors-. . ' ) o : :

L o :
- STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA;

_ STATE BOARRD OF EDUGATION
. - Defendants.

NOTICE OF HEARING AND ORDER RE! HEARING

TAKE NOTIGE that the Court wﬂl fiold a hearing in thls case during a
special scheduled session of the Wake County Superior Court o begin on ,
ApTil 29 ; 2009-at 10:00 a.m. in Courtroom 5A, Wake County Courthouse.

Sub}a{;t Matﬁer of the Hearing:

- The purposs of this non-adversarial hearing will be- to prokua the State of
North Carelina, agting through its Executive Branch, iticluding but niot
ifimited to the State Board of Edycation and The Department of Public
Instruction, the oppertunity ta repori to the Court congerning, the actions
that the Excoutive Brarich will take with regard to the Halifax Counity Public
School sysfem in response to the Court’s serlous éoncerns,.set forth In
this Notice and Qrder, regarding the fallure of the Halifax County Public
Sehool system to provide the children of Halifax County with the equal

~ oppertunity to obtain 3 sound basic education as redquired undér the Nerth
Garglina Constitution and.Leandro:

Leandro Tenets and Minimal Compliange Standards

The North Carglina Supreme Court's decisions in Leandm f (346 N.C. 338} on
July 24, 1997 and Leandro /f (368 N.C. 605) on July 30, 2004 se‘t in stone, cnce

RECEIVED TIME MAR. 16, {1:57AM
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and for all, the following tencts relafing ta the Constitutional guarantee to each
child of the right to an opporiupliy to obtain a sound basic education;

FIRST We conclude that Article 1, Section 16 and Artiole' X, Section 2 of the
North Carolina Constitution combine to-guarantee every_ghild of this state an
opporfuhity to recelve a sound basle education in ouf ‘public schools, For
_purposes of qur Constitution, a 'sound basic educatlon’ is one ihat will provide
the student Wrth at least:

1. sufficient ability to read, write and speak the English !anguage dnd a
sufficient knowledge of fundamentar mathematics -and physical science fo
enable the student o fanction in a complex and rapldly changing society;

2. sufficlent fundamental knowledge of geography, history and basic
economic and polltical systems-to enabie the student to make informed
choiges with regard o issues that affect the student personally-or affect
the student's community, state and nation;, - .

3, sufficient acaderic and vocational skills fo enable the student to
syctessfully engage in post-eecondary edueation and training; and

4. sufficient acadermic and vacational skills to enablé the student to compete
on an equal basis with cthers in further formal education or gainful
employment in contemporary soc!ety " emphasis added (Leandro Ip.
347)

SECOND: Adicle I, Section 15 and Articls 1X, Sectlon 2 of the North Carolina
Censtitution, as inferpreted by Loandrg, guaranitee to each and every child the -
right to' an equal opportunity to obtain a sound baslc education which requires
that each child be afforded the opportunity to attend a public scheol which has
. the folléwing educational rEsourQes at-a minimum: LEANDRO COMPLIANT
© PREREQUISITES

. First, that every classroom be staffed’ with a competent certified,

. well-traimed teachor whe Is tedching the standard course of study by

- implementing effective éducational methods that provide
differentiated, mdiwdaahzad instruction, assessnient and
rémediation to the students in that classrooin. :

- Secoend, that every school be led by a well-frained compefent

- Principal with the leadershig skills and the ability te hire and retain
competent, certified and welltrained teachers who gan jmplement an

- gffevtive and cost-effective Instructiopal program that meets the.
needs ef at-Fisk children so that they can have the equal gpportunity
to obtain a sound basic eéducation by achieving grade level or above
academic performance

Third, that every school be pmwded in the most Gosf effective
maniier, the resources necessary 1o sapppﬂ the effective
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Instructional program within that school $o that thy edicational
rigeds of all children, includiig at-risk chilired, to. hdve thé equal
opportunity to obfain a sound basic education, can be met.

FOURTH: That a child who is showing Level Ii (grade level) or above proficlency
an the.State's ABC tests, End of Grade (EQG) or End of Coursg (EQC), is,
obtaining a sound baslc education in that subject maiter AND that a child who is
not showing Leve! I proficiency (performing below grade level) on the ABC tests
is ot obtaining 8 sound basic education in that subject matter.

FIFTH: That a showing of Level iIl proficiency Is the proper standard for

demonsifating complianee with the Leandre decision, o

SIXTH: That a child who Is performing helow Level It is “at-risk" of not obtaining
a soundhasic education, X

SEVENTH: That there are children "at-risk” of not obtaining a seund basic
education Jocated throughout the State of North Caralina and those children's
needs are simliar whether they live in a rural or suburban area. '

EIGHT: That the State must assume responsibility for, and, gorrect, thoge
¢ducational methods and practices that gontribute to the fallure to provide
children with a constifutionally — conforining gducation. '

NINTH: That when the State assesses and implements plans to correct
edigational obligations in the face of a constitutional deficiency in-an LEA,
or particular school, the selution proposed must ensure competent
teachers in classropms, competent principals in schools and adeguate
resources o Support the instructional and support programs in that school
s as to be Leandra sompliant, , _

' TENTT—I:-Lpda.I $chool Systems (L.EAs) are entitled to funding by the State
sufficlent to provide all students, itrespectivé of their particular LEA, with, ata

" minimum, the opportunity to obtain a sound hasic education.

 The Suprerie Gourt ended Its decision in Leandra i with the following:

. This Court now remands te the lower court and ultimately inta the
" hands of the legisfature and execudive braiichgs, one imose installiment in
the 200-plus year bffgrt fo provide an education to the chiidren of North
Garolina. Today's challenges aré perhaps more difficuft in many ways than
- when Adams articulated his vision for what was then a fledgling agrarian
. nétioh, The world economy and technrological adirarnices of the fwenty-first.
centuiy mandate the necessity that the State step forward, boldly and
decigively, to see that all children, without regard to their $ociosesonemic

elrcumstances, have an educitianal opportunity and experieiice: tHat not
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only meet the constitutional mandates set forih in Leandro, but fuylfill the
dreams and gspirations of the founders of our state and nation. Assuring
that our children are afforded the charnice fo become contributing,
canstructive members of sotiely is paramount. Whether the State mivels
this chalienge remains to be determined. (368 N.C, 605,649)

This has beer the law since April 4, 2002, when the Final Judgment was entetet
oni the liability phase of this case. The North Carolina Supreme Court set the- law
int stone en July 30, 2004, over four and one-half years ago. Since ihat time, this
Gourt has undertakeh {o menitor the State's progrése with respect to cartylng out
its; constitutionally mandated requirement that edch and every child be afferded
the squal epporiunity 1o obtain @ sbund baslc education.

For the past several years, the Cotnrt has held hearings and has carefully
reviswed the academic performance of avery school in this State. In conduicting
this review, the Court has, for the past two years, reviewed the FOC performance
in reéading and math and the EOG perfonriance in each high schoot by courss.

Followirig its review, thé Court has reporfed on variqus aspects of poor academic =~ -
performancs to the Chaliman of the. Stale Board of Education, and the Governor.
Ajso, from time {o time; the Court has repoeried this.information to members of the
Geéneral Assembly. ' .

There is no need to rehash these efforts here. Suffice it fo say that poor
gtademic performance remains a problem in a host of slementary, middle and

- high scheols throughoeut North Carclina and as a result, the children of those
gchools who are blgssed with the right to the ecual opportunity to obtain a sound
basic educatlon as guarantéed by the Constitution and as set ouf in L.eandro, are
being deprived of their censtitutional right to ihat oppoariunity on a dally basis.. .

In reviewing the peor academle performance of many high scheols in the
Northeast fiart of North Caroling, the Gourt: begai to look at the academic -

- performarice of the feeder middle schools that sent ninth (9. graders to the poor
perfarming high schools and leamed that these middle schools wers riot sending
siticlonts that were propared for high school work. Working backwards, the Court

also began to focus on the academic peiformance of the elementary schoels that

were also i the distriet.

Worldng backward from the poor performing high schools, middle schools to
elementary schools, a disturbing tfend appeared in mathématics Ih the 2005~
2008 school year. The State Board of Education upgraded the EOC mathematies
tests given in grades 3-8 and with the imposifion of 21% Century rigorous math
fetts, the math scores plummeted statewide in 2006 and the true nature of what
was ot happening in terms of math education was reveeled for all to sée, It was
not a pretty picture but truh is seldom pretty when a child's necessary :
matheinatics educational progress.is shown to be below grade levet when the
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' parents thought, based on the year hefore, that the child was at or above grade
level in math, _ :

© [R-2007-2608, the State Board of Education ingreased the vigor in reading EOG
tests for grades 3-8 and sure endugh, a disturbing trend appeared in réading
scores, The reading seorés plummetéd throughout the State of North. Carolina.
The “excusionists” Th edusation griped about the fests and tried to pass the low
peiformance off on the tests rather than the fact that the children had not been
prepared for the additional rigor required for the 21 Century in the classroom.

With this background In mind, the Court has identified Halifax Gounty Public
School District as an academic disaster zone in which the majority of the children
attending those schools, fram elementary threugh-high-sehool are not being

- provided with an equal. oppertunity fo obtain a sound basic education. Ttie
following review of Hallfax County Public Schools academic performance for the
past two (2) years says it all: - - -

Halifax County Schogls — an Academic Disaster

We will start with the eleméntary and middie schools EOG math and reading
- scofas for the past two years. -
Halifax County-— EQG Math Scores by Grade by Scheol for sghaoi years — 06-
07/ 07-08 Comparison (Source DPI} Number of Children Not Proficlent & '
Percentage of dhildren Not Proficient. Not Proficient translates to the. ¢hild being
below grade level (Level | or Level Il).and thus not.obtaining a sound basic -
education In'the subject matter, math and/or reading for that year, -

Number of children out of total not-proficient in math = NGNP
Percentage of children out of total In grade pot proficlent in math = % NP

For example: Grade 4 46 out of 66 children In that school’s fourth grade falled .
1o perfarm at or above grade level on the End of Grade (EOG) test in the 4™
- grade that year, 468/66 NCNP and the percentage of children NP is 69.8% or 7
- ouit of ten childyen i that school's 4t grade are not profiglent in matfi. The same
is. tiséd fof reading. o

B000-8007 ~ 2007-2008

Halifax County |

Elemeéntary Schools NCHP mBNP NCNE % NP
Aurelian Bprings Grade3- 38/70  B54.3% NQ DATA

'  Grade 4~ 46/68  69.8% - FOR 2008

__ Grade5-_36/54  68.7%
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Bakers Grade 3- 3/32 9.4%  22/50 44.0%
o Grade 4~ 23/38 = 60.5%  18/38  47.3%
Grade § - 28/45 62.2% 26141  634%
‘Dawsen Grade 3 - 18/25. 72.0% © 15/20  75.0%
o Grade 4 - 1427 51.0%  16/23  69.6%
Grade §- 1319 - 68.4%  14/26  56.0%
Everetis Grade 3 - 32/47 88.1% 24141  68.5%
T ‘Grade 4 - 25/39 64,1% = 22/39. 56.4%
Grade 5- 2847 59.6% _ 16/38 _454%
Hollister Grade 3- 15/48  312%  12/37 32.4%
Grade 4 - 13/33 39.4% 27145 60.0%
Grage 6- 16/32  50.0% _  16/35  45.7% .
' Inborden Grade 3« 23/60 - 883%  37/62 59.9%
Grade 4 - 20/66 359% 4160 68.3%
Grade5- 22/56 _ 39.3%  39/57 68.4%
Melver Grade 3 1625 64.0% 1223 51.1%.
Grade 4~ 20/34 58.8% 13/21 61.9%
Grade 5 -  11/22 50.0% 13/28 48.4%
Pitiman - Grade3- 2040  50.0% 1631 61.6%
. Grade4 - 1347  27.7%  10/40 25.0%
7 ___Grade5- 2039 < 51.3% .. 30/47. 63.8%
.. Halifax Totals by Grade for Grades 3 -6 All Elemientary Schools -Math
'  2006-2007 2007-2008 o
NCNP %NP NCNP. % NP
Grade 3 165/347  47.5% "198/264  52.3%
‘Grade4 - 1741340  B1.1% . 1471286 55.3%
Grade 5 174/314  554% 1531266 67.6%
Total 513/1001  §1.2% 438796 56.0%
6
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Halifax Middle Schools -~ Math EQG
' 2008-2007 2007-2008 -

NCNP % NP NONP . %NP

P.ol9/028

Brawley Grade G- 68/77  883% 4560  75.0%
Grade7- 50/75  BB.7%  66/78 - 73.7% .
_Grade8- 8297  845%  SUTY  69.9%

Eastman Grade - 5478~ 69.2%  30/66 . 465%
© Grade 7~ 40/89 44.9% 46180 57.5%
_Ggf_ade,B;- 43/87 ,.4_9.4% . 38/87 41.4%

Enfield Grade 6 - 54/67 80.6%  43/61  70.5%
‘Grade 7+ 47/76.  ©1.8%  46/64  718%
_ Crade8- 61/84 . 728% 58/80 72.5%

. Davie Grade6- 89139 . 64.0% 75/407  70.0%
.Grade 7 - - 86/142 60.6% 861126 68.8%

Grade 8 - 10&{%73 _62.4%' B6/138 61.8%

AT

 Hallfax Totals Grades 6-8 All Middle Schools~ Math olcl

2006-07 2007408
NONP - %NP - NCNP  %NP |
© Grade® 266371 734% 193204~ 65.6%
Gade 7  223/382  58.3% 234345 67:8% -
Grade 8  204/441  666% 230878 60.8%
- Total 78211194  665% o BETIMOT 84.6% -
SYSTEM TOTAL GRADES 3-8 EQQWATH _
2006-2007 2007-2008
CNCNP % NP NCNP NP,
aosiz1e1 §94% . 1095M8I3 - 604%

BOTTOM LINE —- SIX OUT OF TEN (6/10) CHILDREN ARE BELOW GRADE
LEVEL (N MATHEMATICS SYSTEM WIDE ON END OF GRADE TESTS IN.

2008 -6 cutof 10 winth graders will snter high school unprepared in

~ math and unprepared to be suecessiul in Algebra 1.

 Mglifax High Schools Niath - - Algebra 1, Algebra 2 and Geomstry
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~ High School Math For Algebra |, I! and Gepmeiw In Halifax County High
- Schools for 2006-2007 and 2007-2008

Halifax County has two high achools ~ Northwess and Scutheast plus a

Gatesf21™ Century High School knewn as School of Ecology housed in one
of the high schogls - it was a separate sehool with a sepavate principal, |
The School of Ecology was ferminated by the New Schovels Project in 2008,

2006-2007 Halifax High Schools combined data by Math Course:

- NCNP- e
Algebia 1 - - 500/290 - 58% NP in Algebra 1
Algebra 2 - . . 2201140 = 64% NP in Algebra 2

 Goometry 182130 =71% NP in Geometry

| "G02/560 = 62% NP in Math EOC
2007-2008 Halifax High Schaols_cb'mbin;ed data bir Math Couise: -

o . NCNP -
Algebra 1 - -301/206 = 72% NP in Algebrd 1
Algebra 2  239/14  =48% NP in Algebra 2
Geometry ‘ - 195/143 = 77% NP in Geomstry -

7351463 =63 % NP in EOG math

SYSTEM TOTAL MATH GRADES 3-8 EOG & ALG 1,2 & GEOM EOC

. 2008-2007 . o . 2007-2008 .
NCNP % Not proficient NGNP % Not preficient
185513093 59.9% 185812648  61.1%

> inelydes ‘banked’ S“f grade gc'arés in Alg 1 and. s_;._immér school refests.

Halifax County Reading EQG Tests for 2006-07 and 2007-08 * '

The drop in reading gcores from 2008 - 07 to 2007- 88 in Halifax County is
dramatic. The next unnuimbéred pags provides this data school by school
and grade by grade for Halifax County, This data mitrers the math EQG
tesi data provided above for reading in grades 3-8 for the past two years.

RECELVED TIME MAR 16, 11:57A



-R S 665-

Mar-16-2009 11 t6am  From- : T-268 P.p21/028  F-2B1
VY ¥ NS FROT 6L BT ¢ mhme gt RN :;u;f;gumwy

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade
LENSchool Coda and Name” Number #NP %Non- Number #WNP % Non- Number #NP % Non-
Repcmﬂg Ye‘ar 3007 OB“ Nen-  Denom- Pro- Ném-  Denom-  Prov Nen-  Dencm- Pro-

; ez Proficisnt imator ficlent! Proficient inater fleient! Proficient Inator  ficient!
N 420304 Avirelian Springs Elemel 35 82 56.5 . 81 85 78.5 41 55 74.5
420308 Bakers Elementary, 34 50 68,0 21 36, 533 .32 41 78.0
420316 Dawson Elementary 16 20 80.0 16 22 68.2 19 28 76.0
420328 Everétts Elementary 25 40 62.8 28 38 737 19 31 61.3
420338 Hoflister Elementary 28 37 g7.6 30 45 68.7 22 35 62.9
420340 Inborden Elementary 49 61 80.3 41 60 88,3 41 57 895
© 420344 Mclver-Elamentary 17 22 77.3 14 21 88.7 21 27 778
470348 Piftmén Elementary 23 N 742 20 4Q 60.0 40 46 87.0
Grade Lovel Totals: 224 323 69.3 220 327 673 245 317 773
- 9008 3-6 Total: 689 987 71.3 7
: ) Grade 8 . Grade 7 Grade 8
LEA/School Gode and Namé’: Nuriber 9NP % Nop- Number  #NP % Mon- Number #NP % None
Reporilhg Year 2007-08%F - Man-"  Denom- Pro- Non-  Denamv Pro- Noa-  Denom-  Fro-
: Proficlont Inater ficlemy! Proficient inator fieient' Proficient fhator  fefent!
420312 Brawley- Middie 42 60 709 85 78 86.6 89 73 80.8
420320 Gastman Mlddle’ 38 85 60.0 83 79 79.7 54. 87 62.1
420324 Enfield Middle 49 61 -80.3 88 85 §9.2 . 66 - 80 82,5
420376 Wiillam. R Davie Middle 80 104 76.9 105 123 864 100 136 736
Gracdle Level Totals: 210 290 . 724 291 343 £4.8 e 376 742
2008 6-8 Total 780 1009 77.3 .
2008 Systern Tatak 1468 - 1978 743

e e i — Grade 3 - Graded - Grade §

X LEA/School Gode'and Neme™| - Number #NP % Non- Number #NP % Mon- Number #HNF  %Nom-
Reporting Year 2066-@‘?3 * Mon-  Benom  Pro- Non-  Deneonl- Pro- Non-  Derem-  Pro-
LR Profislont . inater  figlent! Proficient lnator flelont® Froficient  inator  ficient’

7/ 420304 Aurelian Springs Elemat 28 70 40.0 25 63 60.0 19 54 352 -

' 420308 Bakers Elemantary 1 -3 32 12 38 318 12 44 316
420316 Dawson Elementary 13 25 52.0 9 26. 348 8 10 421
420328 Everetts Elementary’ 2 45 . 48.9 14 39 35.9 14 A 31.8
" 420335 Hollister Elementary 17 48 38,4 8 33 24.2 5 32 15,6
420340 inborden Elementary 16 . 68 276 1 68 19.0 3 56 5.4
420344 Melver Elementary -8 26 32.0 i2 a3 384 - 7 22 31.8
. 420348 Pittman Elementary 12 40 3006 - 86 AG 130 . 7 38 18.4

Grage Level Tota!s 117. 342 34.2 a7 . 335 288 .75 09 243"
2007 3.5 Total 289 987 29.3 : R o

Grade§ ' Grade 7 - © Grade 8 _

LEASghds Code and Neme®: Number #NP % None Number #NP % Nom- Nu_mber_. #NR % Non-
Reponing Year 2005.0? Non- bahom« . Pro- Monw Benome-  Proe NO!’I- Denom-  Pro-

Proficient nater ficient! Proficient Inatwor ficieny' Proficlent Inator  ficient’
420312 Brawley Middle 41 75 847 3 . T4 473 a1 96 4o
420320 Eastman Middle 21 78 26.9 13 89 148 20 87 23.0
420324 Enfield Middle 28 85 431 30 74 40.5 19 84. 228
420376 William R Davie Midd!e 81 138 37 8 41 139 295 44 171 267
Gréde Level Totals: 141 - 354 39.8 119 378 31.6 124 438 28,3

2008 6:8 Total 384 1168 32.9
2008 System Total: 673 2188 212

Tpareent.is the percent NON- PROFICIENT on'the Reading FQG af each grade level,
2 Baiiods () are Usod when datd gre missing at particular grade Jevels.
Y'8ome sEhdo] names have been abbreviated o modified for ¢olunm spacing puUrposes.
. Thisis the new édition of the Reading EOG tests for gfades 3-8 adrhinisteret statewlde for

thc first lime n 2007-086. .
Addendym: Halifax County

Page 1 ' Halifax_RDElemMiddie.xls
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Halifax County's High Schools fiave a history of abysmal low performance
which s ceviainly understandable given the new “light”’ on the elementary
ahd middle grades evidenced by the more rigorous math EQG tests
implementsd in 2005:06 and the more rigorous reading EOG tests

" introduced Ih 2007-2008. Simply put, the majority of the ¢hildren comiing
sut of e middles grades are not prepared fo do high'school work.
The following is the seven ( 7) year bisfory of Nosthwest and Southeast
Halifax High Schools and a four (4) year histary of ffieir feeder Midtdie
Schools in terms of their performance edmposites. o
“*Nate: In 2005-2006, the State Board increased the rigor of the
mathematics EQG tests in- 3-8 throughout North Cargiina,
The matheinatics EOG scores dropped drastically revealing that the EOQG.
tests i imath given previously were not really providing a true picture of

. student’s proficiency in math. Because of this the performance
coripasites in Halifax County dropped in both elementary and widdle
sohools starting in 2008, . _
The old less rigorous EQG reading tests were nof revised and upgraded:
untif the 2007- 2008 school year. When the new reading EOG’s were

~ sgored, Halifax County’s elementary and middle scheols pic's dropped ,
further, Just take a look at the 2008 perfermance composiies for the feeder
middle schools. , Co ,

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

NVY Falifax High 399 425 40,3 390 351 308 343
Pavie Middle 718 606 555 365
- Eastrinan Middle - 76.2 596 658 615
B 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
SE Walffax High 272 339 408 37.0 347 385 359
* Brawley Middle o 831 395 426 33
Enfield Middle 68.2 441 527 32,6
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The proof in the pudding is found in the drop in Performance Compositos
from 2005 to 2006 (math) and frem 2007 io 2008 {reading) when both math
and reading EOQG tests were placed into the classrooms in Halifax County.

There Is simply no point in going baek of 2006 {o look at Halifax County’s
slemientary and middle schools performance composites because on the
_ surface all seemad:just “fine” whew in fact, due to the lack of rigar in bath

the reatling and math EOG tests, the performance composites looked fine.
Thiey may have Iooked fine but the children were going to the high schools
unprepared, in the majority, to do-successful high' school work,

© . The following academic performance data covers high school math
courses for the past two years-in each of Halifax County Public Schools’
high schools. As stated earlier, theye was a STEM school started by the
Mew Schools Project as a school of ecology in 2008, The New Schools

. ‘Project shut down the sehool in 2008 because of lack of academic
performance, Following the math EOC scores, the Court has set out the
EOC scores in the other ABG subjects. As one can easlily see, the Non

Proficient percentages in the majority of those courses are also a disaster.
 Southeast Halifax High-— Math EOC scores
“Algebra 1 2007 - there were 35 praﬂc.iént students and a NP _rat-io of 2%
Algebra 1 2008 - there were 19 -Ql;!f of 54 p‘mﬁcieht - a NP ratio of 7%%
Algebira 2 2007 - there were 26 proficient s.tudents -a NP raﬁo-of 1%
" Mgebia 2 2008 - thers were 49 out of 96 proficient - a' NP ratie of 49%
Gegﬁetry 2007 - there were 4 put bff 4z pro'ﬁcient - a.NP ratio of 96% '
'_Geéme;ry 2008 - :'tr_tere were 3 out of 29 pmﬁc.iem_« a NP ratio of 86%

‘Norihwest Halifax High - Math EQC scores -

. Morthwaest High is mueh larger and its students appear to he-taking
‘Algebra 1, 2 and Geometry in much larger numbers despite the poor
shiowing in Algebra 1 and Geometry in 2008, Algebra 2 only had a 38% NP
ratio in 2008. : :

Algebra 1 had a 61.4% NP ratio fn 2007 — 148/241 (93 proficient)
Algebra 2 had-a §5.2% NP ratio in 2007 - 92/141 (49 proficient)

a0
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Geometry had a 63.5% NP ratio in 2007 -30/126 (46 proficient)
Algebra 1 had & 66% NP ratlo in 2008 412&}1:9‘-7. {69 profi‘cigni) |
Algebra 2 had a 38% NP ratio in 2008 - 44/116, (72 prqfiéient)
Geémc;t?y had a 71% NP ratio in 2608 107161 (44 proficient)

Thire were a total of 61 . 8" graders whe passad Algebra 1 in the 4 midele
schouls in Halifax Ceunty in 2008,

Halifax High Schoals End of Course Scores 2006-07 & 2006-08 excluding
Math courses which are set out above.

Note: These do not Include the School of Ecology whtch was such an academic
d:sappomtment that the New Schools F’roject terminated the School in lts seeond

year i m 2008. _
Morthwest 2006-2007 : Northwaest 2007-2008
Biofogy 110 NP 67.9% NP . i32NP 84.6% NP
Civics 118 NP 68.2% NP 134 NP. 68.7% NP
English 115NP 56.9% NP 112 NP 50.0% NP
US Hist. 162 NP 86,2;?& NP 138 NP 87.4% NP
Wiiting 161 NP 83.0% o 102NP 53.2%NP
’C.hemfs_try N/A 07 51NP. 68.8% NP
Phys Science WA O7 144 NP 72.0% NP

Totat All. _Courses including Alg 1, Alg 2 & Geome_tw which are set.out elsewhére
. 986 N'én, Proficient 30.9% PC 441 P = 1427 Students 2006-2007
1104 Non Proficient 34.3% PC 877 P = 1881 Students 2007-2008

Southeast 2006-2007 .. Southeast2007-2008 .
Biology 26 NP 54.2% NP . TENP 64.8% NP
Civios 25 NP 40.9% NP, 55 NP §3,4% NP

11l
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US Hist. 39 NP 50.0% NP

Writing 77 NP 68.7% NP
 Chemistry N/AOF '
Phys SG!enoe NIA D7

32 NP 53.3% NP .

8B NP 70.7% NP

94 NP 79.4% NP
51 NP 47.7% NP

47 NP 82.5% NP

1268

P.025/028

Total A!l Courges lneiudung Alg 1, Alg 2 & Geometry which are sef out

above under math.

392 Non Proficient 3B.6% PC 245 P = 637 Students  2008-2007
540 Non Proficieﬁt 35.8% PC 302 P = 842 Students 2007-2008

Halifax Gaunty Peﬁ'ormance Composites far 2006~200‘? 2007-2003 _

2006-2007 zeo?-zooa
" Elementary Schools .
Aurglian Springs 50.0% - 40.0%
Bakers 63.8% 42.9%
Dawson 60.0% 32.1%
Everetts 50.0% 30.6%
lHQIlis“te_.r T 87.5% 50.0%
mborden 71.2% 33.0%
Molver - | 66.3% 40.9%
Pitméan 60.6% 46.3%
Middle Schools
Brawley - 42.5% 35.0%.
_12
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Bastman.’ . 858% 51.0%

" Erifleld §2.7% - 325%-
Davie 55.6% : 36.5%
High Schaols
Northwest | 30.9% 34,3%
Seutheast 38.5% 35.9%

The bottom line Is that Halifax County Public Schools children are suffering from
" a breakdown in system leadership, sehool leadership and a.breakdown in
c[assroam instruction By and lafge from elementary school through high school. .

.The Cou{’c cannot ignors this any longer. The State is responsible for ensunng
- that these schools are Leandro compliant.

The economic cost of eentinuing to permit this academic disaster of a school
district inflivt academic genogzde oh 60% of its students in math and on 70% of
its students in reading in grades 3-8 is an additional concem. Financlal data
furnished by DRI shows that the cost to the taxpayers {0 provide school leval
expenditures, the majerity of which are salarles and benefits for employees, has
excepded $78,000,000.00 for the past 3 years. o

. 2008-2006 - School Level Expend!’fures Halifax County $24 270 186 of which
$22,549,896 { 92%) was. paid to sclioo! employees In salary and benef‘tsr

.2006~2007» School Levef Expenditures Halifax County $285,994,706 of which
$24,076,475 (92%) was paid to schfool emplnyaes in salary and benefits.

2@07720@8 $choal Level Expenditures Hallfax Gounty $25 490,898 of which
$23,663, 308 (92%) was paid to schiool employees in sa!ary and benefils.

With all of this expense being paid io the adults whose-responsibli;ty ftlato
provide an equal opportunity to obtein a sound hasle education to each and

-gvery ¢hild in the Halifax County Public School system, there seems 1o be little
~ triekle down benefit to the chudren emrusted to the adults in these schools.

13
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The Gourt réminds everyone, once again, that the constitutional right of every

- child to have the equal opportunity to obtaln a sound basic edusation belongs to
the child and not to the selicot board members, the superintendent, principal,
assistant principal and classroom teacher ang other sta‘ff persorinel.

: The human ¢ost fo the children subjected to this non performmg academic
environment is non-measurable and non-guantifi able in terms of dollars,

‘The majority of these chifdren in the Haltfax County Public Schools from
elementary through high school areé not recelving the eqial epportunity to obtain
a sound basic education and the State of North Carolina must take action to
remedy this deprivation of constitutional rights since the State of North Carolina
i responsible to see that these schools become Leandro compliant in the
classroom and in the principal’s office and in the general administration-and

" leadership of the system.

Accordmgiy, it is {ime for the State to exert itself and exercise command and
control over the Halifax County Public Schools beginning in the scheol year
2009~2010 nothmg meore and nothing’ !ess

- By this Notics of Hearing and Order, the Court is providing the Executive Branch
the opportunity, initially at least, to exerclse its constitutional authority over the
Halifax County School systém to remedy the academic disaster which is
aceurring there on behalf of the children who have no other place to tumn te for a
sound basle education,

In considering what aotson ls required, it should be kept in mind that the children
are the people that matter. These children can learn and they can perform at
grade level-or abave provided their piincipal and teachers are Leandro
compliarit. »

The Court will entertain no excuses or whining by the adu!ts in the educatmna!
establishment in Hallfax County abeut how it's the children’s fault, nottheirs, for
failing to provide the academic environment where children can gbtain a sound
basic égucation. If these children had Leandro comipliant scheol leadership and
teachers, they can learh and obtain a sound basic education rather than fail ahd
~drop out of sc‘hool doormed o a lifetime of peverty and Its multiple damages.

In this regard the Court read @ adticle by Evan Thomas, Eve Conant and Pat
Wingert for Newsweek entifled UNLIKELY GAMBLER which was published,
September 1, 2008. The subjett Is Michelle Rhee who is head of Washington,
D.C. schaols. Here's a quote from the arficle UNLIKELY GAMBLER:

“She had an eplphany of sorts, In the demoralized world of inher city
schoals, it Is easy to become resigned to poor resulis - and to blame the
envirenment, not the schools themselves Broken families, ctims, drugs,

14
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all conspire against academic achievement. But Rhee discovered that
feachers could make the criticai difference. * it drives me nuts when people
say that two thirds of a kid's academic achisvement is based on their
ghvironiment. Thatis B.S. says Rhge, She points fo her second graders in
Baltimore whose scorés roge from worst to best. ‘Those kids, where they
lived didn’t change. Thelr parents didn’t change. Their dists didn’t change.
The violence in the community didn’t change, The only thing X
Tor those 70 kids was the adults who were in front of hem ev:
teaching.” (emphasis added). Lo -

'f‘h-_ere wilt be ne further matters taken up at this hearing. In the event that '
these matters cannot be covered on Wednesday April 29, 2009 the hearing
will continue on Thursday moming, Ap#il 30, 2009 at 10:00 a.m.

SO ORDERED this lgﬁad.éy of March, 2009,

SRR E—

Howard £. Manning, Jr.
Superior Court Judge

15
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NORTH CAROLINA: N THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE -
| SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION
WAKE COUNTY: 95 CVS 1158
HOKE COUNTY BOARD 50 b
OF EDUCATION, et al,, i hE
" Plaintiffs, , no Lo
7o .
And o
ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al., v cé P

Plaintifi-Intervenors,
Vs.
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA;

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
) Defendants.

NOTICE OF HEARING AND ORDER RE: HEARING ON K~2 ASSESSMENTS

TAKE NOTICE that the Court will hold a hearing in this case during a
regularly scheduled clvil session of the Walte County Superior Court to
begin on Wednesday, August 26, 2009 at 10:00 a.m, in Courtroom 5B, Wake
County Courthouse.

Subject Matter of the Hearing:

The purpose of this non-adversarial hearing will be to provide the State of
North Carolina, acting through its Executive Branch, including but not
limited to the State Board of Education and The Department of Public
Instruction the opporiunity to report to the Court concerning the
requirement that all elementary schools effectively use and implement K-2
Literacy and Mathematics Assessments for sach and every child in grades
K through 2 in order for those children to have the opportunity to obtain a
saund basic education as required by the North Carelina Consftitution and
Leandro.

It has been brought to the Court’s attention that although there are no ABC
End of Grade assessments given in K-2, there are Literacy and Math
Assessments in place that are required to be used and implemented for
each child in those grades. The basis for this Is that continual assessment
of a child’s academmic progress is a critical component of a child’s

RECEIVED TIME JUL. 17, 12:H6PM
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sducational process regardless of the grade the child is in. Everyone
knows that early childhood education is critical in providing the child a
baseline of academic progress in literacy and fundamental mathematical

skills.

On-going assessment in literacy and mathematics instruction throaughout

the school year in grades K-2 is necessary and critical for each chiid’s

academic growth in reading and math. Assessment guides instruction and
" the K-2 assessmenis consist of formative, benchmark and summative.

Accordingly, the Court wants fo put on the record information about the K-
2 Assessments, their importance in guiding Instruction in literacy and math
In the sarly grades and the requirements of the State Board of Education
with respect to the use and effective implementation of the K-2
Assessments in each and every elementary school

The bottom lme is children should not be getting to the third: gi’ade unable
to read at grade level or above, nor should they be getting to the third
grade not prepared in mathematics. The fallure of children to be prepared
may very well be the result of an elementary school’s failure to properiy
use and implement the K-2 Assesaments appropriately, if at all.

Based on the abysmal results on (ast year’s reading end of grade tests in
many elementary schools and abysmal mathematics end of grade tests in
many elementary schools, including those in Halifax County, it would
appear at this time that the K-2 Assessments are not being properly utilized
or Implemented in the early grades. If they were it would seem Jogical to
infer, at this point, that the children in the 3™ grade would not be tanking in
reading and math after four (4) years in elementary school.

. Due to the number of items to be covered, there will be no further matters
taken up at this heanng .

SO ORDERED. this j 7 day of July, 2009.

done 88

Haward E. Manning, Jr.
Superior Court Judge

* RECEIVED TIME JUL. 17. 12:56PH
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NORTH CAROLINA: IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
_ SUPERIOR COURT RIVISION
WAKE COUNTY: 05 CVS 1158 .
Aeug 3, 100 7

HOKE COUNTY BOARD
OF EDUCATION, et al., .
Plaintiffs, - _ : _ [

-
L -, -
.
|

And

ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al,, (I
Plaintiff-Intervenors, ' 7 ==

Q42 wi e

Vs. _ Lo

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA;
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
' Defendants.

NOTICE OF HEARING AND ORDER RE: HEARING .

TAKE NOTICE that the Court will hold a hearing in this case during a
special scheduled session of the Wake County Superior Court to begin on
Tuesday, October 20, 2009 at 10:00 a.m. in Courtroom §B, Wake County
Courthouss.

All children in North Carolina are entitied to the equal opportunity to obiain
a sound basic education. The children’s eonstitutional right as set out in
the North Carolina Constitution and this case follow:

Leandro Tenets and Minimal Compliance Standards

" The North Carclina Supreme Court’s decisions in Leandro { (346 N.C. 336) on

July 24, 1997 and Leandro /I (358 N.C. 605) on July 30, 2004, set in stone, once
and for all, the following tenets relating to the Constitutional guarantee o each
child of the right to an opportunity to obtain a sound basle education:

FIRST: We conclude that Article |, Section 16 and Article IX, Section 2 of the
North Carolinag Constitution combine to guarantee every child of this sfate an
opportunity to receive a sound basic education in our public schools. For
purposes of our Constitution, a ‘seund basic education’ Is one that will provide
the sfudent with at least:

RECEIVED TIME AUG. 3. 9:47AM
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1. sufficient ability to read, write and speak the English language and a
sufficient knowledge of fundamental mathematics and physical science to
enable the student to function in a complex and rapidly changing society;

2. sufficient fundamental knowledge of geography, history and basic
economic and political systems to enable the student to make informed
choices with regard 1o issues that affect the student personally or affect
the student’s community, state and nation;

3. sufficient academic and voeational skills to enable the siudent to
successfully engage in post-secondary education and fraining; and

4. sufficient academlc and vocational skills to enable the student to compete
on an equal basis with others in further formal education or gainful
employment in contemporary society.,” emphasis added; (Leandro / p.
347)......

SECOND: Article I, Section 15 and Article IX, Section 2 of the North Carolina
Constltution, as interpreted by Leandro, guarantee to each and every child the
right to an equal opportunity to obtain a sound basic education which requires
that each child be afforded the opporiunity 1o attend a public school which has
the following educational resources, at a minimurn; LEANDRO COMPLIANT
PREREQUISITES :

First, that every classroom be staffed with a competent, certified,
well-tralned teacher who is teaching the standard course of study by
implementing effective educational methods that provide

- differentiated, individualized instruction, assessment and
remediation to the studenfts in that cfassroom,

Second, that every school be led by & well-trained compefent
Principal with the leadership skilis and the ability to hire and retain
competent, certified and well-trained teachers who ¢an implement an
effective and cosi-effective instructional program that meets the
needs of at-risk children so that they can have the equal opportunity
to obtain a sound basic education by achleving grade level or above
academic performance. ' ' -

- Third, that every school be provided, in the most cost effective

- manner, the resotrces necessary fo support the offective '
instructional program within that school so that the educational
needs of all children, including at-risk children, fo have the equal
opportunity to obtain a sound basic education, can be met.

FOURTH: That a child who is showing Level Il (grade level) or above proficiency
on the State’s ABC tests, End of Grade (EOG) or End of Course (EOC), is
obtaining a sound basic education in that subject matier AND that a child who Is
not showing Level lil proficiency (performing below grade level) on the ABC fests-
is not obtaining a sound basic education In that subject matter.

RECEIVED TIME AUG. 3. 9:47aM
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FIFTH: That a showing of Level lll proficiency is the proper standard for
demonsirating compliance with the Leandro decision.

.SIXTH: That a child who is performing below Level Ill is "at- nsk" of not obtaiping

a sound basic education.

SEVENTH: That there are children "at-risk” of nof cbiaining a sound basic
education located throughout the State of North Carolina and those children’s
needs are simitar whether they live in a rural or suburban area.

EIGHT: That the State must assume responsibility for, and correct, those
educational methods and practices that contribute to the failure to provide
childven with a constitutionally — conforming education,

NINTH: That when the State assesses and implements plans to covrect
educational obligations in the face of a constitutional deficiency in ari LEA,

- or particular school, the solution proposed must ensure competent

teachers in classrooms; competent principals in schools and adeguste
resources to support the instructional and support programs in that sehool
s0 as to be Leandro compliant.

TENTH: Local Schoo! Systems (LEAs) are entitled fo funding by the State
sufficient to provide all students, irrespective of their particular LEA, with, at a
minimum, the opportunity fo obtain a sound basic education.

The Supreme Court ended its decision In Leandlre If with the following;

This Court now remands fo the lower court and ultimately into the
hands of the legislature and executive branches, one mere installiment in
the 200-plus year eftort fo provide an education to the children of North
Carofina. Today’s challenges are perhaps more difficult in many ways than
when Adams articulated his vision for what was then a fledgling agrarian
nation. The world economy and technological advances of the twenfy-first
century mandate the necessity that the Siate step forward, boldly and
decisively, to see that all children, without regard to their socio-economic

 eircuimstances, have an educational opportunity and experience that not

only meet the constitutional mandates set forth in Leandre, buf fulfilf the
dreams and aspirations of the founders of our siate and nation. Assuring
that our children are afforded the chance to become contributing,
constructive members of sociefy is paramount. Whether the State meets
this chalfenge remains fo be determined, (358 N.C. 805,649)

This has been the law since April 4, 2002, when the Final Judgment was entered

on the fability phase of this case. The North Carolina Supreme Count set the law
in stone on July 30, 2004, over four and one-half years ago. Since that time, this

RECEIVED TIME AUG 3. %:47aM
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Court has undertaken to monitor the State’s progress with respeact to carrying out
its constitutionally mandated requirement that each and every child be afforded -
the equal opporiunity to obtain a sound basic education,

For the past several years, the Court has held hearings and has carefully
reviewed the academic performance of every school in this State. In conducting
this review, the Court has, for the past two years, reviewed the EOC performance
in reading and math and the EOG performance in each high school by course,

Following its review, the Court has reporied on various aspecis of poor academic
performance to the Chairman of the State Board of Education, and the Governor,
Also, from time 1o time, the Court has reported this information to members of the

General Assemnbly.

There is no need to rehash these efforts here. Suffice It to say that poor

- dcademic performanés remalns a problem in a host of elementary, middle and

high schools thioughout North Carolina and as a result, the children in those
schools who are blessed with the right o the equal opportunity to obtain a Seund
basic education as guaranteed by the Constfitution and as set out in Leandro, are
being deprived of their constitutional right to that opportunity on a daily basis,

To add to these problems, the national economy has been, and remalns, in a
state of downturn and that problem has affected the economy of the State of
Nortly Carolina. The state of the econhomy and lis resulling lack of generatling -
revenue streams is a serious problem that is being grappled with by the
BExecutive and Legislative branches, This financial crisis notwlthstanding, the
basic educational assets guaranteed to the children in North Carolina Public
Schoels must remain in place. A competent principal providing educational
leadershlp in every school and a competent teacher providing competent 21%
century instruction in every classroom with the resources 1o support those goals
are still required fo be in place. _

Subject Matter of the Hearing:

The purpose of this non-adversarial hearing will be to provide the pariles,
inciuding, the State of North Carolina, acting through jts Executive Branch,
including but not limited o the State Board of Education and The
Depariment of Public Instruction the opportunity to report to the Court
concerning the following in order for the Court to be able to determine the
present state of Leandro compliance as impacted by the State Budget for
the next biennium, to receive student performance information for 2008-
2009 in the record and a report on the status of other matters critical to the
educational opportunities for children :

RECEIVED TIME AUG. 3. 9:47aM
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Report on the impaet of the Siate Budget on compliance with the Leandro
requirements for competerit principals, competent teachers and resources
for every school, mc!udmg, but not limited to:

Low Wealth Funding, DSSF, Small County Fundmg, Discretionary
Reductions (which were eliminated in 2006 — if they have returned), At-risk
student funding, early chi!dhmd education (Smart Start & More at Four)
ABCs accountability system, 21° Century Standards, assuring that there
are sufficient competent certified principals and teachers in every school,
and the effect of the federal stimulus funds flowing to education in North

Carolina on these programs.

Progress Report on Halifax County Schools Project which is the subject of
the Consent Ordey entered on May 6, 2009 and which is now underway.

The 2008-2009 End of Grade Mathematics Scores In Grades 3-8 by school
for each grade 3,4,5,6,7 & 8 by LEA, statewide. [before and aftor re-tesis]

The 2008»2@99 End of Grade Reading Scores in Grades 3-8 5 5y schoo}
for each grade 3,4,5,6,7 & 8 by LEA, sm'tewude [before and after re-tests]

The 2008-2009 End of Course Mathematics Scores in Algebra 1, Algebra 2
and Geometry by school, by LEA, statewide.

The 2008-2009 End of Course Scores in all high schools, by LEA, statewide
which data shows the number of students in each EOC subject that wera
proficient In the subject in each high school and shows whether or not
growth standards (state) were met or not et in each EQOC subject in that

high schoeol.

The 2008-2009 Performance Composite for each school by LEA, statewide,
which datz also shows whesther AYP was met or not. '

Financial Data prepared by DP} information Analysis and Reporting relating
to Financial Expenditures by Major Categories for 2008-2009 identified by

the following fitles:

Data for Original 44 Low Performing High Schools FY 2008-2008

Data for Original 44 Low Performing High Schools FY 2008-2008 for 2005,
2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009 showing a cumulative five year expenditure
amount in excess of One billion dollars to operate these 44 high schools.

20 Lowest Middle Schools Performance Composite - Expenditures by
Major Categories 2008-2009

RECEIVED TIME AUG. 3. 9:47AM
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-1, -+ Report on the efforts of the Turnaround High School and Middle School
Ry projects for 2008-2009, including the performance results in such schools
in the project, including 2 reports entitled Turmaround High Schools Rank
Order by Greatest Change in Composite 2008-2009 and Rank by
Performance Composite, respectively. ' . '

Report from DPI on the progress of Redesigning Assessment and
Accountabilliy to support the State Board of Education {SBOE) goal that
every siudent's achievement be measured with an assessment system that
informs instruction and evaluates knowledge, skills, performance and
dispositions needed in the 21 Century, '

Report from DP! on the progress of implementing the 21 Century Principéi
and Teacher Standards. '

Report from DPI on the implermentation of the Vivtual High School project
for the school year 2008-08 school year.

Due to the number of items fo be covered, there wifl be no further matiers.
taken up at this hearing, In the event that these matters cannot be covered
on Tuesday, October 20 2009 the hearing will confinue on Friday merning,
October 23, 2009 at 2:00 p.m. '

SO ORDERED this 3rd day of August, 2009,

e

Howard E. Manning, Jr. Il
Superior Court Judge '

-“‘mm‘;'..
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IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
' SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION

COUNTY OF WAKE ‘95 CVS 1158
HOKE COUNTY BOARD OF ) veol "3
EDUCATION, et al. o ot o
Plaintiffs, ; ? ~ ‘ ‘:
and | ; “ :
ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD OF ; o
EDUCATION, ef al. ) 2
Plaintiff-intervenars ;
v )
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, ef af,, g
Defendants. ;
AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIAM G. HANCOCK
William G. Hancock being first duly sworn declares and says that:
1. | am a resident of the City of Raleigh, Wake County, North
Carolina. } am more than 21 years old and of sound mind.
2, [ am at attorney with the law firm of Evereft, Gaskins, Hancock & .

Stevens, LLP, and serve as legal counsel for the Low Wealth- Schools
Consortium, a collaboration of low wealth school systems' in North Carolina.

3. On Octobef 2, 2009, | sent a questionnaire, attached hereto as
Attachment A, by email to all supérinténdents of low wealth school-systems in
North Carolina. The purpose of the questionnaire was to assess the Erhpaot of
recent State budget cuts on the abiiity of their respective systems to provide ail

children with a meaningful opportunity for a "sound, basic education”. The
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superintendents responded to the questionnaire by email of fax, and copies of
the responses | have received to date are attached hereto as Attachment B.
Further Affiant sayeth not.

William G. Handock

Sworn fo and subscribed before me
‘this the 20* day of O<To8ER . 2009,

L AR

Notiry Public  LjNN ™. RooPER

My Commission expires: oS’oS_i 20

[SEAL]
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Name of your LEA:

Ba&e:

Please feel free fo add any comments you would iite for any guestiosn.
We do nof need a great amount of detall, so your answers can be brief,
Thank you again for your assistance.

4. LEA data (approximately):

1. How mamny educators from your LEA {approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:

FY 08-09
FY 09-10

_ FY 08-09 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: |
Number of teaching assistants:

Number of all other personnel:

5. How much Student Accountability [category 0721 funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)?

6. All Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next

. year?.

PPAB 1608757v1
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3 T« Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to_assist af risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

Summer school

After school tutoring

Child and family support teams

More at Four

__ Smart Start
_Use of literacy coaches
Programs for n@nnEnglish-sémeaking students
Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for af-risk chifdren next
year? ‘

"% 9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.
How have you implemented this “disézreﬁ@nary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)?

How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year?

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA recelving:
for 09-10?
for 10112

11. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or mext year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous guestions?

PPAR 1608757vl ' A
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Low Wealth Schools Responses to Questionnaire

1. - Alexander County Schools

2. Beaufort County Schools
3. Bladen County Schools

4, Camden County Schools

5. Cleveland County Schools

6. Clinton City Schools

7. Columbus County Schools .

8. Craven County Schools |

9, . Cumberland County Schools

10.  Davie County Schools

11.  Bdgecombe County Schools

12.  Greene County Schools

13.  Halifax County Schools

14,  Hamett County Schools

15. . Hoke County Schools

16.  Kannapolis City Schools

17. - Lenoir County Schools

18.  Lincoln County Schools

19.  McDowell County Scheols

20. Montgomery County Schools

21.  Onslow County Schools

22.  Perquimans County Schools

23.  Person County Schools

24,  Randolph County Schools

"25.  Richmond County Schools

26.  Robeson County Schools

27. . Rockingham County Schools

28.  Rowan-Salisbury Schools

29.  Rutherford County Schools

30.  Sampson County Schools

31.  Scotland County Schools

32.  Stokes County Schools

33.  Thomasville City Schools

34,  Union County Schools

35.  Vance County Schools

36.  Wilkes County Schools

37.  Wilson County Schools

PPAB 1619029v1
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIAM G. HANCOCK with its
Attachments was served on the parties in this action on this day by hand-delivering copies to:

Thomas J. Ziko
Grayson G. Kelley
Laura E. Crumpler
N.C. Department of Justice
114 West Edenton Street
Raleigh, NC 27603
Counsel for Defendants State of North Carolina
and State Board of Education

Ann L. Majestic
Tharrington Smith, L.L.P.
209 Fayetteville Street
Raleigh, NC 27601
Counsel for Plaintiffs-Intervenors

and by email to Amicii and other parties who have previously appeared in the lLitigation.

This the 21st day of October, 2009.

L)

Robert W. Spearman

Parker Poe Adams & Bernstein LLP
150 Fayetteville Street, Suite 1400
P.O. Box 389

Raleigh, NC 27602
bobspearman{@parkerpoe.com
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Name of your LEA: Alexander County 020
Date: 10/6/09 ‘

P!ease feel free fo add arn y Comiy ents you wawd Mre f@r aﬁy qwesfmn,

We do not need a great amount of detall, so your ahswers céin be biiet.
Thank you again for your assistance. . e

4. How many educators from y@ur LEA (approximately) attended
- the Principal’s Executw‘e Program [PEP] in the last thiee years?

Saeven

"2, The State has eliminated all fuiiding for PEP. How would you
describye the fong-termn impact of this action on your LEA?

We believe that the professional de?ve!bﬁmeh% affered fidim PEP
‘wias some of the highest quality and most in depth staff
develppment available for leaders. Our principals who have
attended PEP progranis always received great information and were
able to implement mieaningful initiatives upon completion. Weé have
no other vehicle to obtain such professional development.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for: -
; FY 0809 - 5524 at the end of the yea?
) FY 09-10 5524 at the end of the first month

4, LEA data (approximately):

EY 08-09 EY 09-10
Number of teachers: 367 352
Number of teaching assistants: 148 4135

Numbey of all other pérsonnel: 378 361

PPAB 1608751v]
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e 5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
1 LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)7 $150,731

6. All Student Accountability funding was eliiminated in the State
Budget. What impact wiil thls have on your LEA, thls year and
next year?

We will not have this money to provide much heeded intervention

services for our level 1 and 2 childven. This is pretty sigiificanit as

these children need additional support.

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated fh FY 08-
089 to assist at risk studients that you have hiad to reduce, ellmmate or
charige for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

X% Swuniner school :

____X__ After school tutoring
Child and family support teams.
(~ . Hlore at Four

' Smart Stait

Use of literacy coaches _
__ Programs for non:English-speaking students
. X__ Other (please identify such other prograims)
(tutoring, intervention, remediation, and enrichment programs
during the day, after school, and i Satuiday academies)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the samie next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for agsisk chifdren next -
year?

We will not be able to offer these progriims arnd suppoirt these .
children. Next year, we have to revért even mm’@ m@ney 30 the inpact
“wyilll be even greater.

9. The State budget includes substantial "‘dzscs’@ﬁ@nary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.

PPAB 1608757v1 o 2
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How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.y., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? .

We have cut all non-essentials and tried our best to preotect the
classroom. We have increased class size, cut programs, and
eliminated personnel.

How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year?

The same as this year but deeper. AARA money helps some, but
as you know, it is restrictive and is to be used for short ferm
investiments to produce long terim gains. Using this miohey on
~ people will only create a greater hardship in 2041. We do our
_very best to analyze every line item in our budget. '

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA recéiving:
for 09107 : '

We received a.total of $3,203,675. This is all the allotment for
both years. :

- 44. Are there other adverse conséquences for your LE&, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous questi@ns? '

Other reductions have hurt as well. High quality staff
development is critical in creating 21 t Century Learnihg
opportunities and envirchrments. Decresdses in the cenfral @Eﬁ@e
allotment lave forced us to do more with less, but eventually and
uitimately, you can only spread so thih. We are a small LEA and
our folks wore many hats prior to these cuts and now wear even
more. We simply. are not able to provide the same level of
support to our schools. We do our best to be good stewards of
our resources and when you do not operate a budget with fluft, it
hurts when you have to make these huge cuts. Every little bit
matters! : o
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Beaufort Couitty

Name of your LEA:

Date: Octobey 12; 2009

Pleése feef free fo add any conunents you would like for any quesfé'aﬁ,
We do not riced a grédt dmount of detail, so your ansivers can be brief.
Thank you again for your assistance: ' '

i. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) dttended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

 Thirty one employees over the last thiree years dttended PEP.
Some of these attended muitiple PEP staff developiment opportunities.

2., The State has sliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
- describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?

This wili greatly impact the amourit of guality staff development
avallablé to our administrative staff. We will have te find ways to
provide that locally. '

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 7272
FY 09-10 7130

**comparing month 1 nambers

4. LEA data (approximately):

FY 08-09 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: 605 590
NMumber of teaching assistants: 146 - 133
Number of all other personnel D 498 196

85, How much Student Accountabiiity E@ateg@ry 072} ﬁmd'ﬁng did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $194,948

6. Al Student Accountability furiding was elifminated in the State

Budget. What impact will this have ok your LEA; this year and next
vear?

PPAB 1608757v1.
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_ Primarily, this will impact the ability of our schools to hire tutors
to wark with studemtsi WOrking below e)ip‘ecta&'io?ns. The Harges&

student working belovr grade level or expectations. -

7. Please check any program listed below thiat you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
Sumrey schiool
____X___ After school tutoring
Child and family support teams
Niore at Four
Smart Start
X Use of literacy coaches
Programs for neoixEnglish-Spesking stwdents
X Reduction in remediation sewaces provided durmg the
school day.

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that iimmpact your prograins for at-risk children next
year?

Remediation services
After school tutoring

Larger class sizes

Reduction in personnel

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s In both years of the biennium. '
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, ete.)? Personnel cuts which resulted in an increase
iir class sizes.

How do you expect to implemernt the “discretionary reductions”

next year? Unsure at this point. BCS will likely have to look at
addition personnel cuts. '

PPAB 1608757v1 2
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10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:
for 09-10? $639,659.50 '
for 10112 $639,659.50

41. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year

or hext year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that

have not been covered in the previous questions? :
Textbook allotment will be affected

PPAB 1608757v1 , 3
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Name of your LEA: Bladen County Schools

Date: 10/419/2000

Please feel free fo a&& afny.cfofmﬁéﬁts you would jike féf 5}2 y @mﬁ}ém;
We do not need a gréat amount of detail, so youir answers can be brief.

‘Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?
6 o :

2. The State has eliminated ajl funding for PEP. How would you
describé the long-term impact of this action on your LEA? PEP is ohe
of the best leadership opporttnities and staff development for
leadership the stats has ever offered. -

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:

FY 08:09 5169
FY 09-10 ___ 5137

. 4, LEA dafa (appioximately):

FY 08-09 FY 0910
Number of teachers! 408 g 391
Number of teaching assistants: 121 4126
Number of ali other peérsonnel: 212 210

5. How much Student Ac@oumabnﬂnﬁy [category 072] 'Eumdﬁﬁg did your - -
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)7 $183,248 -

6. All Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? These funds were used té pay teacher salaries.

PPAB 1608757v1
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(‘ 7. Please check any pmgrém listed below that you operated in FY 08-
1. 09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
Summer school
__X__._ After school tutoring
Child sind family support teams
More at Four
Smart Start
__X__ Use of literacy coachies
Progirams for non-English-speaking studénts
Other (please identify such other prograris)

8. If @v‘en?ai state funding for your LEA is the safe next year as this

 year, how will that impact your programs for af-risk chifdren next
year? Without these funds to focus on at-risk studerits, our drop out
rate will be higher and many students will not graduate within the four
years.

( v 9. The State budget inichides substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the bienmniuim.
How have you implemented this “discretionary redaction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, ete.)? Class size increases

How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year? Personnel cuts, class size increases; no néew
textbook adoptions.

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds Is your LEA receiving:
for 09-107 _ $4,583,796
for 10112 -

411. Are there other adverse consequerices for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that

(' have net been covered in the prévious guestions? Loss of lottery and
ADM funds we are not able to repair and maintain facilities.

PPAB 1608757v1 2
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Name of your LEA: @%ML(«?-NCDUJ“:% g

Dates m“ 1 S"[D’ﬁ

Proace feol oo to add aily comments you would fike for any yuestion.
We do mot Hved a grest smeint of detail, 5o ybar ghswers can be &riaf,
Thank you Sgain for your assiglanss.

1. How many sducstors from your LEA (appioximately) attehded fhe
PrinciptdPs Executive Progran [PEP] in the last three years? o?J

2. The Sﬁaté has sliininaied ai f’ﬁhaiﬁg far PEP. H@w wigiiled y@g}

esgiibe e t&mfﬁ‘g}? b@ g;f' !’?5 o) y@w &SJMJ:Q?d” e lop mm?[ A

e!:mmaw’ed P" :
7 %’é}g ff@y pEPzzre &mp/ya ras fgﬁ_dgme,séfam! ysiems can no Jor f{&@d "

- 3. What is your LEA’s ADM for: . mas:‘- 17? Smb & in e JosS
( ; FY 08:09 glrund fu d!/)y of Jeadership Sta PF
L EY 09-10 ; W dﬂa/,a!opmﬂn% WHICH im ;mfac}s

+he o{‘w sehool enviren

4. 1LEA data (approximately)s

. EY 08-69 EY 09-10
Numbeér of teachers: 14 % / g 55
Number of teaching assistantsy il 5 159 3

Nuinilier of all other personrnsl:

5. How much Student Actountability feategory §72] fimding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-08)2 16 359 00

6. Al Student Accountability funding was ellininated in the State
Budget. What inpact will this have on your LEA, this yedr dnd next

year? o 50wl R %mm Yo redunes. Wa ,Qu%"cb
%W RA AL &:-('.}\,emﬁ. Pn.osg\m

\

A oo PPATS 1608T57v1




10/18/2008 14:53 TIFAX EGHSFAXBEGBHS.COM - -R S 698- + EGHS FaX F0063/003
OCT-16~2000 03:04PH  FROM-CCBE CENTRAL OFFICE 2523312300 T-454  P.003/003  F-045

-

)

S

7. Please check any progravia listed below that you spevaied in FY 08-
08 fo assist at risk students that you have had to redute, eliminste ov
change for FY 09-10 beecause of State budget culss

Susnmer school .

N Gfter sehidol tuloring

Child and family support teams

Moig at Four
Smart Start
Use of iiteracy coaches
Programs for hon-English-speaking students
o/ Gther {plaase identify such other programs)  OuRpoV Gur

Sudents
8. IF @\?E’fﬂﬂ Shaba f@ﬁm'ﬂgﬁ for Yoy LE‘R i the soihe aei Ve i' as this

year, iow will that inipaet your prograsis for afrfsk childrarn Z;x;ai
year? Loh gm, mm Yo e—ed,um éa,xmwx(ir S
=t X o '«-! wreaks Yo Al we;:.kf:.
¢, The State budyet includes sﬂbstantxai sdiscretionary redlostiohs™
f@r all LEA’S in both years of the Biennim.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduetion” n your

LEA this year (e.g.; personniel cuts, program cuts, class size
anmases, ete.)? P@,mmﬂ LS LAt Touske , Clans 4

ool Stuvaswar &MM&W Wbﬂ‘-‘f—""' '

H@w d@ y@u xp!;elaﬁ o im: p!emﬁnt‘ i%e “‘éiscmt&’onary reduc‘&mns”

QEX gear? Ll:u:)
u,ﬁ et e,umw o Bo.oh on ﬂ»«wd”‘
hzmdw Sohoals, m_d.ww- wh'bv
P RDRA 2o rm.@ru‘:.
40, What amount of new federal stimuwlus funds is your LEA mceivingu

for 09-107 ,_Ja;_iﬁ ob
for 10147 ___ A%} BH0.00

11, Are thers other adverse sensequentes for youir LEA, for this yoar
or next year, that you anticipate hésause of Stats bodget culs, that
have not been covered In the previous gusstiohs? o, Saa Yo Whon

‘Q"%WMhME’%MML‘EA mmgwwmmmﬂ.
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Name of your LEA; ____230 Cleveland County Schools

Datey
16/19/2009

Please feel free to add any comments you weould liké for any @Wé*sfi@n,
We do not need a gredt amount of detail, so your ansveis cdn bé brief.

| Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How miany educdtors from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Exectitive Program JPEP] in the last three years?

Approximately 25 (appioximately 35%) of our pilvicipals and assigtant
principals have attended PEP or PEP Workshops in the last 3 vears.

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would yoé.-a
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?

PEP has been the bast adininistrative training for young school

administrators for many years. With the ¢liminalion of the program,
we are going o see school administrators deprived of the managerial
skills necessary to be successful schoeol principals. They will have to
learn on the job which is not the best method for them or students.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 _ 16,411
EY 09«10 __16,100

4. LEA data (a@pmxima&eﬂy):

FY 08-09 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: : 4,325 * 1,285
- Number of teaching assistants: 420 384
Number of all other personnel; 485 445
*Includes all ihstructional staff (teachers, librarizing; guidance

ete.

PPAB 1608757v1
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5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] finding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)?

$395,605

6. All Student Accountability funiding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? ‘

it will have a dramatic impact on our schools AYP iiitiatives. We
allocated those funds directly to schools and allowed them to wse it to
fund the major portion of the remiedial programs for level 1's & 2’s.
Without the major funding category, schools will still be expected to
msure these students’® needs are addressed without the financial
support to do so.

7. Please check any prograin listed below that you operated i FY (8-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to redusce, aliminate or.
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

—X____ Summer school

___x_._ After school tutoring

___x__, Child and family support teams

X More at Four .

X Swart Start

X__ Use of literacy coaches

X Programs for nbmaﬁnglishf-speaking students

—_#____ Other (please lderitify such other programs)
All programs took an across the board 15% cut in spending budgets.
This Inciudes school allotments as well as other central level
administrative budgets that provided budgetary support to schools.
We implemented a fevised staffirig formula for schools staffing of
certified as well as classified positions last spring in anticipation of
the anticipated devastating impact state and local budget cuts were
going to have on school systems. These staffing formulas resuited in
higher student teacher or teacher assistant to student ritios in our

$chools. We also implemented a hiriiig freeze on all positions, and

PPAB 1608757v1 2
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began a process to eliminate all non-essential vacant positions that
were not direct classroom related.

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same riext year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk children next
year? '

*

it obviously will be very detrimental to our program. § guess thie best
way to explaini it is that the funding streams for additional services to
these children will again be eliminated ov dramatically reduced
without any change in the expectation by the state or the communities
we serve to provide an adequate free and appropriate education to
these students.

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary réductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personniel cuts, program cuts, class size
’ increases, etc.)?

We did it primarily with staffing cuts. We revised our staffing
forinuias resulting in larger class sizes etc., as well as the
elimination of some programs. We also entirely eliminated a

number of central level positions. These positions were critical
positions, but they were not as éssential as our direct
instructional positions. We were trying to mitigate the adverse
impact of budget reductions as much as possibie {0 our
cliassrooms.

The other thing we did was an across the board budget reduction
in all spending budgets. We anticipated those budget cuts to be
permanent until the economy improves. if we have to make
additional cuts to instructional budgets, schools will suffer
irreparable damage in their instructional pr@gmmsn

PPAB 1608757v1 3
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How do you expéct to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year?

We would anticipate uslng our staffing formulas to handie the
reductions. This however assumes that DP1 does not change in mid
stream their allotment process. In other words, they gave us our
allotments this year based on existing formulas and we had to fngum
out how to meet the reduction requirement. If they change the rules
and cut the DPI budget before making allocations to schools and then
pass along a discretionary reduction to schoois, we may as well shut
the doors, because there would be no way to meet the reduction and
still provide an adequate education to our students much less our
most at risk students.
40, What amount of new federal stimulus. funds is y@ue' LEA ves ngg‘;:
for 02-107 $B 600,000
for 40-112 __ $6,000, 000

14. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next 'y@_:ear, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been coveréed in the previous questions?

i think you have covered the major concerns. The only other thing that
reailly comes to mind is the stress the current economic situation is
having on our students. Many of these kids are faced with
unbelievable circumstances in the best of times. However, in these
uncertain times, these are the most severely impacted students by the
poor economy. At the time the need for additional services dre
highest, the availability ¢f resources are at the lowest levels we have
experienced in most of our educational careers. We will persevers,
but the mpact of this will not and cannot be measured next year.
Many years from now, we will still be looking back to this time to try
and explain many of the problems we face as a society because we
were unable to adequately meet the needs of all of our students, and
not just the at risk students.

PPAB 1608757v] 4
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Nameé of youi LEA: Gliiiton ity Schiools

Bate: 10/7/02

Please fecl free to add any comments you would like for any guestion.
We do not need a great amount of defall, so your answars can be Brief
Fhank you again for your assistance. '

1: How maiy educators fiom your LEA (approxinidtely) dttended the
Brincipal’s Exécutive Piogram [PEP] in the last tliree ydars? 3

2. The State has ellminatéd all funding for PEP. How would you
deseribe the long-térm impsict of this action on your LEA?

Our administrators are inexperienced and need opporfunities for
leadership development. As a small district we depend heavily upon
programs such as PEP to.providé professional developiment and
{iaining opportunities foi ngvr administrators.

3. What is your LEAS ADM for:
FY 08-09 3,015
FY 0810 3,103

4. LEA data (approximately):

FY 08-09 BY 0910
Nunibe# of teéachers: 246 242
Number of teaching assistants: 68 58
Nunilser of all ofhier personnal: 421 _ 115

5. How much Student Accountability fcategory 072} funding did yvour
LEA recelve last year (FY 08-09)2  $92,641.00

T

Tt
ted: PPAB 16087571

| PEABISOSTSTYN . emmmoen U -

LR Ot




- -R § 704-

. 8. Al Student Accountability funding was eliminzted ii the State
Budget. What impact will this ave on your LEA, this year and riext
year? ' -

We have had to eliminate large portiohs of our remedigtion programs
as a resulf of this funding loss. The Impact will be enorinous in thag
resources must be diavwn from othier aveas. This will also impact our
ability to raige achievemeint is the proficiehcy increases on ABCS avid
AYP accountability.

7. Please check any program listed below that you dperiatad in ¥y 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you hawe had to reducé, elimiinate or
charige for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts!
X Summer school :
X After school tutoring
Ghild and family support teams
More at Four
Smart Start .
K Use of literacy coachis
Programs for non-English-gpeaking students
Other (please identify such other progrars)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next yeai as this
year, how will that impact your programs oy afrisSk childien next
year? Elimination of Summer School, After School Tutoring, After
Schiool Programs, and Literacy Coaches

Thére will continue to be a negative impadt on the aforenmentioned
programs. The current loss of fun‘dinjg_h_‘gs reduced sérvices for at-risk
childven, will may have a negative impact on fheir acadeimic
achievement. if funding levels remain the same, this impact will
.continue for the next fiscal yvear.

H A
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2. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s I hoth years of the biennium.
Howr have yon impleitiented this “discretionary réduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., persoinel cuts, piogram cuts; ciass size
increases, etc.)? Pérsonnel cuts and increase class size

How do you expect to Implement the *diserétionary reductions”
next year? Personnel cuts and increase class size

10, What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receivimg:
for 09-107 $1,684,048.00 '
for 10117 $1,539,136.00

i1. Are there other adverse coisequences for yorr LEA, for this _« 507 Deletedi 41 _
vear or next year, that you anticipate becausé of State budget Formiatted: Bullets and Nurbéring
tuts, that have not been covered in the prévious guestions? r
We anticipate our local funding to be affected if revenues continue to
deciine. As a result, the negative impact on our district would ba
expected to increase, making if moire difficult o mset the néeds of
stadents. ' :

Tt e A T R
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Name of your LEA: _Columbus County Schools LEA 240

Date:

Please feel free to add any Commments you would ke for any qirestion.
We do not need a great amount of detail, So your Gnswers &an be brief,
Thank you again for your assistance,

1. How many educators from your LEA (appr@mmately’) attem!ed the

Principal’s Executive WWWEPEPWET@E Stthrae yonpg P
Thirty one principals

2. The State has eliminated all fuiding for PEP. How wedld you
describe the long-term impact of this action o your LEA?

Columbus County Schosls Is losing a vital part of cur mientoring
program for new principals (SAIL, Swrvival for New Principals, Training
ani Retaining Teachers, Professional Leatning Communities, ete.) and
professional leafhing opportunities for all school administrators.

3. What is your LEA's ADM for:
FY 08-09 68%0
FY 09-10 6807

4. LEA data (approximateiy):

_ FY.08-09 FY 6910
Nunmiber of teachers: | 455 446
Number of teaching assistants: 108 404

Number of all other personnel: - 385 386

5. How mich Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA recelve last year (FY 08-09)?
$ 227, 696.00

6. All Student Accountability funding was elimihated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have oh your LEA, this year dand next

PPAB 1608757v1
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yéar? After school tutoring seivices were aliininated, tutor po
were cut, instructional supplies were cut.

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
___ Summer school '
__X___ After school tutoring
Child and family support teams
More at Four
 Smart Start
__X__ Use of literacy coaches
X ___ Progiams for non-Eiglish-speaking students (1 position cut)
Other {please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same pext year as this

year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk chifdren next
year? Remediation arid tutorial positions will be sliminated, othey
funding sources will not be available as most are being spent this yvear

‘$o miaintain personnel and services as near as possible to continue

services for improving the AYP and meeting NCLB.

9. The State budget includes substantial sdiscretionary reductions”

. for all LEA’s in both years of the bienhium.

How have you implemeénted this “distretionary reduction” Ih your
LEA this year {e.g.; personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
incredses, etc.)? Personnel cuts from state ADM, positions which
would have been lost converted to stimulus to maiiitaih class

. size, federal funds being used for required staff developmerit to
meet district and school initiatives and improvément plans, One
ESL position funded from ADM conversion cut, support persennei
reassigned into vacant positions or dssigned additional duties
and vacancies not filled.

PPAB 1608757v1 ' 2 '
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How do you expect to implemient the “discretionary reductions”

- nextyear? Cuts in personnel, textbooks, staff development,

 {stimulus money funding 30+ teaching positions and custedians

and substitute teachers being paid ocut of stabilization funds),
Columbus County does not have any other funding resources to
keep these positions, support perseonnel, instricitional supplies,
and additional targeted resources to tutor at risk will have to be
eliminated.

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:

for 09-10?7 $ 3, 484.843.61
for 10-112 $ 1, 617,251.00

11. Ave there other adverse comnsequences for your LEA, for this year

or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that

have not been covered in the previous guestions? .
Class room sizes cannot be maintained, services to at risk -
children will hot be available. What about non-instructional funds
for custodians and substitute teacheirs? There are no local
revenues to pay for custodians or substitute &éachers. Also,
Columbus County has teachers whe have cliosen the option
available to them in the short-term disability to use sick leave
instead of going onto disability, this is exhausting large dollar
amounts for substitute teachers or in the case of JROTC
programs jocal doliars to fund an instructor.

PPAB 1608757v1 ' -3
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MNapie of your LEA: Craven Gounty Schools

Please feel free t0 adﬁ aity comments you would ﬁk@ f‘b:l?" aﬁy q‘aéﬁé‘f&ﬁ; |
We do not meed a great amiount of detail, 30 your answers can be brigf:
Thank yoit again for your agsistance.

4, How many educators from your LEA (aiss‘aroximétéiy) attended the
principal’s Exegutive Program [PEP] in the last three yenys?
Five ' : :

2 The State has slimmated all funding for PEP. How would you
doscribe the long-term nopact of this action on your LEA?
i\ administrutors are sadidened that {his opporiunily no jongey exists.
) pdministrators attending frow: my district had positive experiences
" with PEP. :

3. What is your LEA's ADM for:
EY 08-09 14,800 __
FY 0910 __ 14,760 .

4. LEA data '(appmx‘ama;teiy)a :
FY 08-09 FY §9:-40

E@hmﬁbea’ of teachers: | "NQS ons
Numbeyr of teaching assistants: 4180 165
number of all other parsonmal 1809 1854

5, How much Student Accountability [cateygory 072] fanding did youyr
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)2

Cl |

ce TN

$445 000.00
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6. Al Student Aecountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget, What impact will this have on your LER, this year and mext

year? e will not he able to provide the remediation for at risk

- students like we have in the past. This will have a negative effect on
student performance resulis.

7. Plgase check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at ik students that you have had fo reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 08-10 because of State hudget euts:
e BupEREY school .
___x___ After schoaol tutoring
Child and famjly support teams
More at Four
Smart Start
____x_Use of literacy coaches
o Programs for pon-English-speaking students

__ other (please identify such other prograims)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk children next
year? Again, we will not be able to offer extensive remediation
throughout the school year.

9. ‘The State budget ingludes substantial “discrefionary reductions™
for all LEA% in both years of the biennim. .
How have you implemented this sgiscretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (2.9., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
inereases, ete.)? Glass size has increased and we sturned® in 21
teaching positions to help with the discretionary cut. We also
. sent doliars back from our AIG budget and school supplies.

How de you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year? Willdo similar cuts,
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Name of your LEA: Cumberland County

- Date: 10-19-09

Please feel free to add any comments you would like for any question.
We do not need a great amount of detail, so Your answers can be brief,
Thanf yow again for your assisfance.

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

2. The State has eliminated all fundingﬁ for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 53,007
FY 09-10 52,200

4. LEA data (approximately):

. FY 08-09 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: 3574 3521
Number of teaching assistants:1156 1018

Number of all other personnel:2272 2239

5. How much Student Accountability [categery 072] funding did your
LEA recelve last year (FY 08-09)7%$1,522,402

PPAB 1608757vl
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6. Al Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year?Unless we find another funding source, we will not be able to
provide the same level of direct remedial instruction to at-risk
students. ' |

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, efiminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
_ x__ Summer school
x_ After school tutoring
Child and family support teams
More at Four
Smart Start
__x___ Use of liferacy coaches
Programs for non-English-speaking students
Other (please identify such other pPrograms})

8. Bf overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk children next
year? As with this year, we will be unable to sustain the level of direct
remedial instruction for at-risk students

9. The State budget includes substantial sdiscretionary reductions”

for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)?Personnel cuts which affected class sizes by
one. We cut our teacher allotment by 77 and turned in 153
teacher assistant positions. We also reduced our textbook
allotment by $750,000 and our mentor allotment by $300,000.

How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year? We will look at all available info and resources before

PPAB 1608757v1 2



-R S 714-

making a final decision but a discretionary reduction will have an
impact primarily on personnel.

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:
for 09-10? Operating funds $27m; construction funds -

$15m
for 10-11? _Similar to 09-10

44. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this
year or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget
cuts, that have not been covered in the previ@us guestions?
The hospitalization and retivement matching rates are
scheduled to increase next year which means even if we
receive the same amount of dollars next year, we will have
less purchasing power resulting in fewer positions.

The PSBCF (Public School Building Capital Fund ) reduction affects
our ability to build schools or add on to existing schools.

PPAB 1608757v1 : 3



-R S 715-

Name of your LEA: . . Davie County Schools

Date: October 8, 2009

Please feel free fo add any c@m;i;ﬁ'ﬁéﬁfs’ you would likeﬂf@r any qwes}ﬁ@m-
We do not need a great amount of detail, so your answers ¢an be brief.

Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How many educators fiom your LEA (approximately) attended the
Prisicipal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the igist three years?
Three. : :

2. The Stdte has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of ¢this action oh your LEA?

Itis the best training that our LEA ever had for principals and assistant principals.
PTEC and RESA have developed workshops that will attempt to fill the vaid for aspiiing

- principals. However, it is not at the level of what our administrators received at PEP.

The missing piece is the prograrm for principals now in the job.
3. What is your LEA’s ADN for:

FY 08-09 6,582

FY 0910 6,586

4. LEA data Qappmxim'atesy}:

FY 08-09 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: 488 452
Number of teaching assistants: 170 150
Number of all sther personinel: 342 | 368

5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] fuinding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)7
$158,649

6. All Student Accountability funding was eliininated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? There will be no summer remediation programs and fewer remediation
programs for students during the school yeat. In some areas, the achievement gap
between students in grade levels will become greater.

PPAR 1608757v1
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7. Please check any progiam listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk studénts that you have had to reduce, eﬂnmmate or
change for FY 08-10 because of State budget cuts:

__x Summeér school
X ___ After school tutoring

Child and family support teamis

% ___ More st Four
__X___Smart Start
x
X

- Use of literacy coaches
___ Programs for non-English-speaking students _
Other (please identify such other programs)

8. [f overall state fundinig for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact youy programs for at-risk childron next
year? There will be no in-school remediation programs and no summer remediation
programs. Eventually, some programs our LEA has foday will be eliminated, -

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the bienniuim.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in y@ur
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, prograrm cuts, class size

increases, etc.)? class size increases, personnel attrition, program cuts
textbook funds
- How do you expec'& to iiplemerit the “dlscﬁ'@&mnary reduc'&mns”

next year? same

10. What amount of new federal stumu!us funds is your LEA receiving:
for 02-102 $1,793,802
for 10-142 $1,793,803

11. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previois questmns‘? Yes., Staff reductions
program reductlons etc. :

PPAB 1608757v1 2



-R S 717-

Name of your LEA: Edgecombe County Public Schools

- Date: "~ Qctober 6, 2009

Please feel free fo add any comments you would like for any question
We do not need a great amount of detail, so your answers can be brief.
Tharik you again for your assistance.

1 How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the Priticipal’s
. Execufive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

3 pedple

2. The State has eliminated all fundirig for PEP. How would you describe the
long-term irmpact of this action 6n your LEA?

We will have to look at other avenues for building school/district capaclty, e.g.,
encourage the RESA to offer such programs, although access to quality instructors
would not necessarily be the same.

Local fund would not be an option. Those funds would have te be used to offset staie
cuts in professional development. '

3. Whatis your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08:00,, 7,330
FY 09-10 __ 7,315

4. LEA data (approximately):

FY 08-09 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: 462 447
Number of teaching assistants: 162 157
‘Numberof ali other personnel: 335 ' 334

5. How much Student Accquntébiiity [category 072] funding did your LEA
receive last year (FY 08-09)? '

$276,189

PPAB 16087571
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6. All Student Accountabiiity funding was eliminated in the State Budget. What
impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next year?

Fewer dollars available for focused intervention programs. We were able to place
$200,336 in our DSSF plan 1o offset some of this loss.

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08:09 to assist.
at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or change for FY 09-10
because of State budget cuts:

. Summerschool
X After school tutoring
. Child and family support teams
X_ More at Four
X___ Smait Start
X __Use of literacy coaches :
Programs for non-English-speaking students
Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this year, how
’ wm that impact your programs for at-risk childrén nesdt year?

Classrooms will continue to be larger and fewer dollars fo-r services.

8. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions” for all LEA’s
in both years of the bienniurn.

How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your LEA this year
(e.9., personnel cuts, program cuits, class size increases, etc.)? :

As a unit, we reverted classroom positions. We were able to include most of those
positions in other funding but not all were mairitained which in turri increased class
sizes. :

How do you expect to implemeént the “diScretio'na'ry reductions” hext year?
The same way.
10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:

for 09-107 3,397,712.48 (includes stabilization) without stabilization = $1,476,140.48
for 10-112  3,269,492.00 {includes stabilizati o) without stabilization = $1 347, 920 :00

PPAR 1608757v1 2
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411. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this yéar or next
veat, that you anticipate bécause of State budget cuts, that have not lieen
covered in the previous questions? '

We afe also concerned about the status public school capital building fund.

PPAB 1608757v1 ‘ 3
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Name of your LEA: Greene County Schoels

Date: October 9, 2009

Please feel free fo add any conunents you would like for any question.
We do not need a great amount of detail, so your answers can be brief,

Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How many educitors from your LEA (appioximately) attended the'
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years? .
7 administrators in the district have attended PEP in the Iast
three years.

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP, E-E@w would you
deseribe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?
Dur ability to provide gquality professional development and to
“grow our owin® adm;msﬁaé@rs will be severely impacted by this
action.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:

FY 08-09 ___ 3,351
FY 09-10 __ 3,281

4. LEA data (dpproximately):

FY 0802 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: ' ‘ 244 229
Number of teaching assistants: 84 o 73
Number of all other personnel: 214 482

5. How much Student Ac@@umablﬂa'&y [category @?23 fa.mdmg i y@ur
LEA receive last year (FY 08- -09)2 $138,651-

6. All Student Accountability funding was efiminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next

PPAB 1608757v1
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year? The loss of PRE 072 caused us to 1656 one position and another
source of funding for progranis/supplies for our studeits - espeécially
those deemed “at-risk.” Also, it impacted professional devélopineit
funding.. ' '

7. Please check any program listed beiow that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce; eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts: .
X Summer schiool -
X pfter school tutoring
Child and faniily suppoit teams
More at Four -
Smart Start
Use of literacy coaches
X Programs for non-English-speakihg students
__X___ Other (please identify such other programs): educational

field trips, texthooks

N, S
D, S

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your prograims for at-risk children next
year? Programming and opportunities we have provided in the past
for at-risk students will continue to be reduced or eliminated.

9. The State budget includes substantial sdiscretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.
How have you implemeited this tidiscretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year {€.g., personnel cuts, program mﬁts, class size
increases, etc.)? Loss of personnel, program
reduction/elimination, class size increases in grades 612

How do you expect to implemerit the “discretiondry reductions”
n;ext year? More of the samel

410. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:

PPAR 1608757v1 2
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for 09-10? $335,208 in Fitle [;
for 10-11? $335, 208 in Title I;

11. Are there other adverseé conseguences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate becihuse of State budget euts, thit
have not been covered in the previous questions? The eliimination of

'pr@fessional development funding for our teschers has been extrémely

difficult to work through. The decision by the state to withhold the
stabilization funds from the districts has been tough - ultimately, the -
state decided to use the stabilization money to replace the funding in
PRG 003 (Non-instructional suppoit). This PRC provides administrative
assistants, cu_stodia‘nfs, and substitute teachers. The state cut that
fund totally and used the stabilization wofiey to “backfill,” The
elimination of textbook money will also be harimful - we will have no
way to provide replacemeint textbooks for students.

PPAB 1608757v1 : 3
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Name of your LEA: __Halifax G@uﬁty
Schools '

Date: 10/8/09

Please feel free to add any conmments you would like for any queéfi@h,
We do not need a great amount of detail, so your afiswers can b brief. |

Thank you again for your assistance.

4. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years? N/A

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA? N/A

3. What is youy LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 4453
FY 09-10 427D

4. LEA data (approximately):

| Y. 0808  FY.09-10
Number of teachers: : 358 314
Number of teaching assistants: 84 78

Number of all other personnel: 340 345

5., How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)?7 $224,910

6. All Student Accountability funding was eliminhated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? We still have student accouitability expenditures that will have
to be paid from other State sources.

PPAB 1608757v1
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7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk studeiits that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
@hangé for FY 09-10 becausée of Stite budget cuts:
X Summér School
_____X__ After school tutoring :
____X__Child and family support teams -
X __ More at Four
X Smart Start
_ X _Use of literacy coaches
____X__Programs for non—Enghshspeakmg stmﬂeﬁts
Other (please identify such other prograis)

8. [f overall state funding for your LEA is the same next vear as this
y@ar', how will that impact your programs for af-risk children next
. year? Our funding for At Risk typically carries over if there is a
( remaining balance at year end — this FY we only received 50% of the
] cairyover and that had a devastating impact to our funding level.

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both vears of the biennium. -
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this vear (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, ¢class size
increases, etc.)? We révertéd positions that were picked up with
ARRA Education Stabilization fuihding.

How do-you erec't to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year? The same
10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA

receiving:

PPAB 1608757v) . - _ 2
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ARRA - Education
Stabilization

ARRA - Title |

ARRA - IDEA VI-B
ARRA ~ IDEA Preschool
ARRA - Education
Techriology

ARRA - McKinney Vento

for 10117

1,260,353.00
1,996,025.00
1,029,038.00

40,480.00

54,991.00
15,990.00

44. Ave there other advea‘secansecﬁguencﬁes for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not bsen covered in the previous guesiions?

PPAB 1608757v1 3
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Name of your LEA: Harnett County Schools
Date: October 9, 2009

Please foel free to add an Yy comiments you would fike for an y.queﬁ‘iom
We do not need a great amount of détail, so your answers cai be brief,

Thank you again for your assistance,
- 1. How many educators from your LEA (approximagtely) attended
the Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last thiee years?
3 Participants

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How woltild you
describe the long-terin mpact of this action on your LEA?

Whille annual participation in PEP may vary, its impact is substantial

- and goes beyond what a single principal may learn—due to its strong

data-driven, research-based reputation, other adiministrators often
adopt what they see their colleagues doiing as a result of what was
learned through PEP. The Principal’s Executive Program evolves

thinking and thus, seeds a more progressive school and district. With o

increased transition in educational leadership and principals with
significantly less tenure as assistant principals, PEP will be even rore
beneficial for future educational leaders.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 18,728 |
FY 09-10 19,158

*Compares 20" day for the respective years. 430 students or

2.3% increase.

4. LEA data (approximately):

| FY.08:09 FY 0910
NMumber of teacherss o 1,262 1,240
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Number of teacling assistants: 408 353
Number of all other personnel: 655 o 636

5. How much Student Accountability Ecat@g@ry o722}y fundmg did
your LEA receive last year (FY 08:09)?

$284,678

6. Al Student Accouritability fuding was efiniinated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? -

The early intervention brograms, such as RTE, after-sch@eﬂ or inschool
tutoring, summer school, Reading Mastery, etc., which the LEA has
smplemented that strengthen a student’s bond to school by improving
academic achievement, assisting theim in developing social
campetencaes, and improving appropriate interactions in school and
decreasing the tendency for aggression, will be negatively impacted or
totally eliminate by the elimination of student accountability funding.

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
00 to assist at risk studeiits that youi have had to reduce, elirminste or

_ change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

X .Summer school (see note a below)
- ¥X_ After school tutoring (see note b below)
Child and family support teams
Nore at Four
Smart Start -
X Use of literacy coaches
Programs for non-English-speaking students
X __ Other (please identify such othér prograims)

PPAB 1608757v1 _ ' 2
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a. Summer school was éliminated in 2008-09 and will be eliminated in
2009-10. - '

b. After school tutering has been eliminated in 2009-10

c. {Other) Credit Recovery,; a program to assist high schoel students
who may have failed one or more courses recover thelr credits, may be
adversely impacted by a reduction or elimination of fuids.

8. If overall state fundihg for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk children next
year?

Many of our children live in vainerable families and neighborhoods
where the incidence of poverty, teen pregnancy, unemployiment,
substance abuse, and violence is widéspread. The district and
schools are increasingly trying to impgement programs and “safety
nets” to help remove the barriers to learning created by problems that
begin ocutside the classroom walls. A lack of funding to suppovt these
initiatives will be detrimental for high student achievement and
interrupt the positive link between the students and schools.

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium. How have you implemernited
this “discretionary reduction” in your LEA this year {(e.g., personnel
cuts, program cuts, class size increases, etc.)?

Reversion of funds caused personnel reductions in areas of
Teachers, Teacher Assistaiits, Assistant Principals, Office
. Support, Custodians and Technology Support as well as
reductions in classrooin matervials and textbooks.

- PPAB 1608757v1 3
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How do you expect to implement the “discretiotiary reductions”
next yvear? - '

We will continue with the same staffing reductions and
classroom supplies/textbook reduction.

410. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:
for 09-10? $3,822,025
for 10-417 $3,815,474

41. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this
year or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget
cuts, that have not been covered in the previous questions?

The major use of PRC-072 has been for supplemental Instruction to
students who are at-risk \academ‘i@aiﬂy without regard to their socio-
economic background. Before-school and after-school tutorial
pr@@f'@ams, parental involvement supporfs, and in-class tutors for
individual students and for reading centers will be Iost.

PPAB 1608757v1 ' - A
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Hoke Courity Schools_.

Please feel ﬁ’éé o add éﬁj} ééﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁfs yb#w ‘Wéwiﬁf fike for ém;} éﬂe&sfi’ﬂ@m

‘We ido not need & greit anrodint of detail, 56 your GHswers cun be brief,

Tiaaﬁk you agam for your assxsfance,

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?
Approximately 25 Administrators attended PEP training over the past
three years, which consisted of principals and assistarit principals.

2. ‘The State has eliminated all fuiiding for PEP. How would you
describe the tong-term impact of this action on your LEA?

With the elimination PEP, it will impact the network support that is
developed during the PEP program, it will reduce the amount of
techmiology training that is essential in the administrative position and
it will aiso impaét pertaining information on current topics that helps
administration in their daily operations of the gchool building.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:

FY 08-09 7449
FY 09-10 7674

4. LEA c‘&a’éa (approximately):

FY 98-09 FY 09-10
Number of teachers: #24 : 421
Number of teaching assistants: 160 . 160
Number of all other personnel: 300 300

5. How much Student Accountability [¢ategory 072) funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $213,782

PPARB 1608757v1
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6. All Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year anhd next
year? With the elimination of student Accountahility funding, it will
reduce the amount of funding for after-school tutoring and
transportation for after-school tutoring.

+  Please chieck any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-

09 to assist at risk studénts that you have had to reduce, éliminate or

change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
X Summier schoel
X . Bfter school tutoring
Child and family support teams
More at Four ' '
Smart Start
X Use of literacy coaches
Programs for non-English-speaking students
Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that inpact your programs for at-risk children next
year? If the state funding for our LEA is the same next year, we will
have to reduce the amourit of tutoring, supplies and materials and
support services that would be necessary to help these at-risk
children succeed.

9, The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”

for all LEA’s in both years of the bienniuri. '
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personmnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, ete.)? With the discretionary reduction; we reduce
after-school tutoring, supplies and materials, and reduce the
teacher assistants amount of time worked by 25%, which
resulted in a salary reduction of 25%.

- FPPAB 1608757vi 2
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How do you expect to implémeh”ii the “discrefionhary reductions”
next year? The same as the previous year. .

10. Wha‘& amount of nﬂeﬁr fedei*él stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:
for 09-10? __ 3,685;940. ' '
for 10-117 3,619,035

11. Are there other adverse consequences for your LER, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budgst cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous questions? If the cuts continue
into the next fiscal year, it could reduce personnel which we tried not
to address this school year. Reducing personnel dffects the
instruction of students aitd thelr abllity to not succeed in larger class
sizes. '

PPAB 1608757v1 3
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Name of your LEA: Rannapolis ity Schools

Date: Ockeber 2, 2069

Pledse feel free to add any comments yoa woald like for any question. e do
Aot need o great-arriosnt of detail, so your arswers can be brief. Thank you
again for your assistarnce. : '

1. How mbmy educators frof your LEA (approxirnaitely) atiended the
Principals’ Exetuitive Program (PEP) in'the lost tiree years?
One has attended khiree Einies and one altended onie

4 The State hos eliritiated all funding for PEP. How would you desciibe the

long-term impact of this oiction on your LEA? .
Loss of PEP wili eliminate valuable professiondl for

adminiitratsrs.

3. Whoat is your LEA's ADM for:
FY 08-09 B34
FY 09-i10 5193

4. LEA dota (approximately) S
' FY 0o8-09 FY 09-10

Nuriber of teachers: _ 43¢ = 422
Number of teaching assistants: 130 126
Number of all other personnel: 180 178

5. How much Student Accouritability [cestegory 072] funding did your LEA
receive last year (FY 08-09)? $129,987 :

6. All Student Accountability funding was elimindted in the State Budget.
Whott impact will this hove on your LEA, this year and next year?
Teather, todichér assistanits, juiier schoel, and tutering

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-09 to
assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, elimincdte or change for
FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts: '

__«_ Summer School
 After school tutoring
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Child and family support teams
More at Four
____ Smort Start ,
_+f__ Use of litertrcy codiches
Progranis for non-English —speaking studeiits
Other (please identify such other prograiis) .

. If overall state funding for your LEA is the soime next yedr as this year, how
will that impact your programs for ait-risk children next year?
Summer schiosl, student accountability, literucy couches

9. The State budget included substantial “discretionary reductions: for all
LEAs in both years of the biennium.
How have you irnplermeénted this “discretionary reductlon in your
LEA this year (€.9., personinel cuts, prograri cuts, cliss size ificredses,
etc)? Classrooin beachers, AP’s, textboolis, AIG

" How do you expect to implement the f‘dlst;retlondry reduct‘ions” nexk
veor? Slassreem teachers, teacher assiskants

10, What qmouhi: of new federdl'si;'imulus. funds is your LEA receiving:
For 09-10? $2.5M
- For.10-11? . $2.5M

1i. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year or next
year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, thot have not
been covered in the previous questions?
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Name of your LEA: Lee County

Date:

Please feel free to add any conments you would like for any guestion.
We do not need a great amount of detall, so your answers can be brief,
Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How manﬁ educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
; 9361
9661

4. LEA data (approxdmately):
FY 68-09 FY 0910
Number of teachers:
Number of teaching assistants:
Number of all other personnel:

5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)?
$247,191 received in 08-09

6. All Student Accountability funding was efiminated in the State

Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? Reduction of remediation and tutorial services.

PPAB 1608757v1
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7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
K Summer school
__ X __ After school tutoring
Child and family support teams
More at Four
——_ Smart Start
X . __Use of literacy coaches
Programs for non-English-speaking students

Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for af-risk children next
year? Willi not be in a position to enrich or address their individual
needs to ensure continued academic success -

2. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.
How have you implemented this “discretionary r@du@tmn” iR your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)?
Personmnel Cuts (Teacher Assistants, Assistant Principal
Reductions, Teacher Reductions)

How do you expect to implement the “diseretionary reductions”
next year? Same manner

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:
for 09-10? ___$6,129,596 _ Both years
for 10-147

PPAB 1608757v1 ' 2
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11. Are ‘&E‘aeréz other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that

have not been covered in the previous guestions?

PPAB 1608757v1
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Name of your LEA: Lehoir County Public Schodls_

Date: ___October 6, 2009 _

Please feel free to add any comments you would like for éﬁy guestior.
We do not need a great amount of detail, so your answers can be brief,
Thank you gigain for your agsbrsfance. :

4. . How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attendad the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the st thres yesrs?

2. The State hias eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term hitipact of this action on your LEA? This is =
very bad decision. We need a way to offer staff development to .
potential leaders In our distiicts. Every principal i talked with ﬁaﬁked
- about the value of pep to ihem and thelr growth as a leader.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 9634
FY 09-10 9310

4. LEA data (appr@ximateﬂy):

| | | FY 08-08 FY.09-10
Number of teachers: ' 644 510
Number of teaching assistants: = 185 155
Number of all other personnel: 626 o 581

5. How mtich Student Ac@@&mia%aﬁaiy lecategory 072] f&mdﬁng did y@ur
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)2 $284,371.00

6. Al Student Accourtability funding was eliminatad fin the State
Bu@ﬁgeﬁu What imipact will this have on your LE@A this year and next

PPAB 1608757v1
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year? This funding was used to provide sunimer school. We will
not be able to provide summer school. After school tutoring will have
to be looked at as a possible potential cut.

7. Please check any prograim listed below that you operatad if FY 08-

09 o assist at risk studerits that you have had to reduce, slithinate.or

change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuits:
_ x__ Summer school
__X___After school tutoring
_ Child and family support teams
More at Four
Smart Start
___x__ Use of literacy goaches '
Prograins for noit-English-speaking students
___x__ Other (pleasé identify such other programs) ‘
Social worker ’

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this

year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk childien next
year? Will not be able to provide suminér school and additional
staff to low performing/high risk schools that need smaller class sizes.

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reduitions”

 for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.

How have you implemented this “Hiscretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (¢.9., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? Reduced hours for Teacher Asst., increased
class size in 4-12, cut inonths of employment for clerical and
guidance positions, cut AP positions.

How do you expect to implement the “discretioriary reductions”
next year? Through attrition and possible staff cuts.

‘40, What amount of new federal stimiulus funds is your LEA receiving:

for 09-10? __ $6,724,987 _

PPAB 1608757v1 : 2
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for 101172 part of Title | and IDEA ARRA funds will be used
in 2041011

41. Are there other adverse consedueiices for your LEA, for this
year or next year, that you anticipate becausé of State budget
cuts, that have not been covered in the premous guestions?
Possibly texibook adoptions

PPAB 1608757v1 3
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Name of your LEA: __ Lincoln County

Pates A0/12/09

Floase fool free o atld any comments you would like for any question.
We do not need a gfe&af_ amount of detail, so your answers can be brief.
Thank you again for your assistance: '

1. How many educators from your LEA {approximately) attended the
Principal’s Exécutive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

 Three (3}

2. The S’&at@ has eliminated all fuhding for PEP. How wnukﬂ you

describe the long-terin impact of this action on your LEA?

Based upon the number of principals who are planning for retiremant in the nox§¢
several years, ihe lack of PEP funding ciowis! have a s:ymﬁcamé Fdverse effect on our
systemi.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:

FY 08-09 _ 12,150
FY 0910 14,890

4. LEA data (approximately): o
FY 08-09 FY 09-140

Muinber of teachers: 886 848
‘Number of teaching assistants: 186 179
Number of all othér personnel: arr 410

5. How much Student Accountability fcategory 072] funding did your

LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $272,000

6. All Student Accountability 'E‘undmg was eliminated in ﬁhe State
Budge& What impact wsﬂ! this have on your LEA, this yéar and next

PPAB 16087571
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year? Remedial services will be very limited to Level 7 and Lével 2 students.
Schools will have minimal tutoring provided before, during, and after school, This
definifely increase the possibility of having o retain studérnts thas do not fHave an
opportunify (o make the necessary improvements prior to the next school year,

7. Pledse check any progiram listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, sliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cufs:
___%__ Summer school
___x__ After school tutoring’
Child and family support teams
___%__ More at Four
Smart Start
_ x Use of !nteracy coaches
____X__ Programs for nen-Enghsh-speakmg studen&s
Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for af-risk children hext
vear? This definliely increase the possibility of ﬁaving_fo: rei‘afﬁ studeénts that do
not have an oppoﬁynify fo make the mecessary improvemaents prior to the nexs
schoof yezr.

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the bienniuin.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reductmn” iR your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cufs, class size

increasss, &tc.)? Increase class size by one (1) in grades 412, Eliminate
Teacher Assistants i grade 3.

How do you eéxpect to impiement the “discretionary reductions”
next year? Same asin 2009-10

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:

PPAB 1608757v1 ' 2
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for 00-107 __$4,477,000 Includes $2.8 M Stabilization Funis for 1 yéar
for 10112 __$1,892,000

14. Are there other adverse consedquences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuits; that

have not been covered in the previous guestions?

Poduciion of $192,000 in DSSF funds which are used for providing reimoeiation to
Gateway students in grades 3 apnd 5. ' )

Loss of $300,000 in funding for dericaifcustqdial with the “Stabifization funding
offset, Afso places burdemn on schiool districts to absorb workers comp cost; annisal
fogve payoffs, amd disability payments for the employees préviously paid from State
fuids..

PPAB 1608757v1 ' _ 3
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Name of your LE@- M D oAl e.-\ \ C o m'\"jr‘ Se ‘n aa ‘ S

'Baﬁ@: @ﬁrjf'_@iue.v' 5. _.,?_Obﬁ

Flease feei fme f@ add aﬂy eammem‘s ,yag w&aﬁ!ﬁ' Mfe f@r ma y Wzr@sfmm
We do not need a groat arreuint of detqil, sé yoor aﬁgwam it e Biiof,

" Thark you Sgain f@ryawr asgisfance,

1.  Heow many educators fiom your LEA (appl’@mmaﬁaﬂy}) a&temﬂecﬂ the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the kist thrée yeara?

5. m:\mmlﬁ"am s Fﬂb'—%‘lﬂ-q [ QA i 9%"‘!‘?‘9' Atlf&‘— Ofm{.ﬂ-\l-

2. The Stai:@ has eiammai:ed all funding for PEP. How would Yo

ﬂesawhe ihe E@ng-ierm impact of this dction o6 your LEA2? P Ep q!‘alﬂ&:ﬂL wie,
s "’ﬂ"ﬂiﬂ Mz ?’1 nZipals (341 *t'lﬁ- la -‘;.h%’ "'#‘Lﬁll)«lts' { rﬂ Favms o F"-!'v,'"i
1L

Class :‘j‘f‘bs R PL.C..s WE,  en . PED. Th..
le avas Vo 4! q RAAATS LYY "ra,"‘%' W‘q\ n\wip Shat wll bel t&s+‘
3. What is youl LEA'S ADM for;  —t aeria? p /
FY 08-09 __ L_5 b I ' :

FY 0990 __{, 394,

4. LEA data (appi@xinﬁat&ﬂy)':

EY 0869  FY 0940
Number of teachers: 50¢ 90
Number of teaching assistants: 37 . T2

Number of all ether personnel: '4 1 5 . g1 3

5. How muech S'&wd@n'& Accountability E@amgmw 072] funding dlad ymsﬁ'
LEA recelve last year (FY 08-09)2 # Ig@ v |

'_ . Al Student Accountability fundmg was eﬂﬂmmaﬁeﬂ i the Sﬁa\te

Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this yedr and next

) yaaﬂ@ T"\l‘ﬁ V._‘,A,_,g;e_g J‘L\c"_, nqm\?zf‘ 9-9 ""‘4‘\’3,5 ﬂncl

specia ;MA : ﬂ+draﬂ‘ é‘g""f.v‘ :sc.,\naa‘. ? v s S _‘{:ﬁf . a:.-qt"'r
&ﬁ’m cl&-ﬁ 5, bj
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( ) 7. Please check any prograim listed below that yoil Gperated in FY 08-
09 {0 assist at risk studenis that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change foi FY 09-10 becatise of State budget euts:
/ Surnmer schowol
After school tutoring

Child and family support tedms
: More at Fotir

Smart Start
' /. Use of literacy coaches _
_ Programs for non-English-sigeaking stutlents
Other (plesse identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same hext yeay &@s this

year, how will that ihpact your programis for at-rick chifdrer next

yoar? Less redeurcss o hade Tidors for s¥edents whe
reed he-\sv ﬂ'\A/w rz"aamu!m“i?um .

( 9. The State budget inclides substantial “disg:reﬁ@nary reducticns”
)i for all LEA's in both years of the bieanitm.
' . How have you implemented this “discretionsry Feduetion™ in youy
LEA this vear (e.g., personnel euts, program cuts, class size .
increases, ete)? Limided Frawl | elmadted datbion seh. \iwsi'{_t P
pragiam :I zenp 07 &is , ved e %R&M:onnq,\ . neveased  clais mze- s :jh ‘}r,

eteninated same’ toadser asns . i
How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions™

next year? Th. same a bt year but #3085 690 mave—
‘-
o "i"""iu }N‘.Q"' s

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving: l
for 09.102 _§ ¥ 112, ath™ (A, gk, (9, il & 1E) e a¥hahe .
for 40112 _X e LK wigs oo Ahire Yh,

PRC.
( o ff.n.-.\qi.:,,s % g?g‘ q;{-g -gar -Hm:.. Yngs y%/ E)e.m.a‘;! g"‘f Rl"{'! )

41. Are there other adverse conseguences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
- have not been covered in the previous guestions? 3 c@ﬁﬂ_wﬂt,! Yhat
M fhe.  lass ""Q’ H‘!c,r{%gf, pay +H$tdﬂ 5-;.‘-;‘4:;‘&'55-‘,;? -F\.‘“A.s y Lcn‘(‘,’d.r'trs&g;,
S | "i'rh'u’c! v:" 3 E-Sﬁ-, . and 'Hﬁ-nr w2 LA e ."“ ‘h‘-'Qt%h G S c'ﬁ'fﬁ =
o Je,ﬁa\ *a o dewruase. 1o Jre"“‘:"\h&'r mavale . I ha'g’g"'

vﬁ’\\ l
5‘)\'4 ‘Ae.n'Jr mjn 'y

FDAB 160875791 L. Nivel e
T ] A i ‘ ? i a e W
Mok Ay e e e %ﬂ.;ﬁl s j

" td]
av 5'%qné-aw¢l 3 ’{’tha.w qhﬂef A
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- 144|1DEA VI-B v/ 4362,750,00)
145|IDEA Preschool _ 53,603.00 )
146{Education Technology Formula | =~ 24,558.00 | _
48|Homeless B B  36,489.00
' $ 4112044 % -
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Name of your LEA: Montgomery County Schools

Date: 10/16/09

Please feel free to add any commments you would like for any qguestion.
We do not need a great amount of detall, so your answers can be brief.
Thank you again for your assiséam@e,

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principals Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?
2 atitended in the last three years

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEAY

This will be a disadvantage, especiaily for those of us who have to
hire less experienced administrators.

3. What is your LEA’s ADWM for:
FY 08-09 4465
EY 0910 4425

4. LEA data (appraximéxtely)s
FY 08-09
Number of teachers: 365

Number of teaching assistants: 140
Number of all other personnel: 225

FY 09-10
Number of teachers: 339
Number of teaching assistants: 122
Number of all other personnel: 2419

PPAB 1608757vi
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5. H@w much Student Accountability [categeory 8?2] funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $144,443

6. Al Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? Used funds to pay school based personnel

7. Please check any program listed below that you eperated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eﬂamma‘&e or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
Summer school
_._X__ After school tutoring -
Child and family support teams
X  Piore at Four
Smart Start
_ X Use of literacy coaches
__X_ Programs for non-English-speaking students
Other {please identify such other programs) -

8. [0f overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk children next
year?

Reduction in after school @ppow&umt:es

9. The State budget includes substantial “dascretnonary réeductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the bienmiuim.
How have you implemented this “ﬂuscr@ta@nary x‘eﬂu@ta@n” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? Personnel cuts and class size increases

How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next vear? '

Additional personnel cuts and class size increases

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:

PPAB 1608757v1 ' 2
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for 09-107 866,010
for 10-112 866,010

44. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that

have not been covered in the previous guestions?

PPAB 1608757v1
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Name of your LEA: Onslow County

Date: Oc¢ctober 16, 2009

| ?Ieaée feel frée to add any commeiits you wowi& like for dny @wé:s'.‘ﬁbﬁ; -
We do not need a great amount of detail, so your answers cin be brief.

Thank you again for your assistance.

e e e P L e T 1 o BT 1 A Y et o A 8443 WMk e b i 17 o i AN 2" 4 2 VATt e & efd e« & St o 1% ad § an mre o

1. How many educators from your LEA (aﬁps”@ximaﬁeiw attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

| Approx. 7-9

2, The State has eliminated all funding for PER. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?

22

.3.° What is your LEA’S ADM fors
- FY 08-09 268
FY 09-10

23,700

4. LEA data (approximately):

B Number of teachers:
Nuinber of teaching assistants:
Number of all other personnel:

5. How much Studemt A@@ounﬁabnlatymateg@w @?23 fumﬂmg did yourr
LEA receive last year (FY 08:09)? ! 5 0967

6. All Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budge&, What impact will this have on your LEA, ihas year and nemt

PPAR 1608757+1
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7. Please check any prograimn listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to rediuce, eliminate or

_ change for FY 09-10 hecause of State budget cuts:

' Summer school
), . After school tutoring _
Child and faniily support teams
- NMeore at Four
Smart Start
Use of literacy coaches
Programs for non-English-speaking studernits
Other (please identify such other progiams)

3. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next ygar as this
; j grams for at-risk ehildren next

year, how
yearr? i

£

9. The State budget includes substantial “giscretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the bienniuin.
How have you impﬁemeh‘t‘ed this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (g, personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? - '

o

ns”

SEER,

How do you ex“gzt to
nextyear? fodille

Eittee

40. What amount of new federal stirhulus funds is your LEA réceivings
for 09-107?

PPAR 1608757v1 2
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11. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this yvear
oF next year, thit you anticipate bécause of State budget cu*&s, that
have not been covered in the previous questions? '

PPAB 16038757v1 _ 3
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i Mame of your LEA: _Perguiinans

Date: October 7, 2009

i e el e T add any comimets you wauld like for auy question,
| We do not need a groat amoiunt of detall, so your ansiwars «&bn e brief
Thank you sgain for Vour assistaice: o '

——Y b 1 =

4. How misiny educators fronn your LEA (spproxinvately) al temiad the
Principals Executive Progeam [FEP] in the last tred years?
2 _

2. The Stute has elissinated all furiding for PEP. How wWo ke you
descilbe the long-term impact of this action on yiour LEAZ

The foss of leadoership development skills provided in #ho FEP
format will e buge for the professions] dovelopment of

sdiministrators.
' ®.,  Yihat s your LEA's ADWM fors
EY Op09 4714 S
£Y 010 1762

4. LEA dala (approxintately)s: -

. FY.08-09 F G910
Number of teachers: 134 120
Numbar of toaching assistants: 54 : 5
Nuibior of afl other personmsl: 1852 146

5. How much Student Accountability [catégory G721 Funidn g | Td your
LEA receivis last year (FY 08-09)? $38, 371.00

6. All Student Accountabiiity funding was eliminated In the Slate
~ Budget. Viai¢ impact will this have 6n your LEA, this year anil next

PPAB 16D8T57v]
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(\_ ) year? Anmy lvss of funding will be Fuge to offsef and will regahis the
LEA fo male drastic cuts in other areis fo continme £6 suppor) the
programs implemented with the Sfudent Accountability funds.,

7. Please check any program: listed below that yau_op“er@t@éi im FY 68 -
09 to assis) at fisk students that you have had to reduce; elfiinate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
' ¥ . Summmer school
.~ ____After school tutoring
_ Child and family support éeams
*. .. Wore at Four
o Sk Start
*  Yse of literacy coaches
. Programs for n@nsﬁngiﬁh*speakmg students
.. Dther (please Identify such other programs)

( 8. If overall state fundinyg for your LEA is the sams next vear s this
S yedr, how will that impact your programs for strfsk ehifidn nikt
' year? The reductions mehtisved i Question 7 il CORENT & amﬁ
BOSSIBly by Moreé SevVers.

8. The State budyet Includes substantizl “mﬂmcmﬁ@naw ra:tmn..ﬁ@sﬁs”
for all LEA's in both years of the biennium.
How huave you linplemeénted this “discretionary reducsiion'® in your
LEA ghis year (e.g., porsonnel cuts, program cuts, class sizeé
increonses, etc.)? We hsve sccomplishad maeting the deimands of
the “wiscrotionary cuis® By reducing personnef, reduc ing'
resoinzes, ahd allfowing only for essentigl travel.

How tdo you expect to implement the “discretionary nidutions”

next wean? Fie saiie Snd/or wWorke SCensrie.

10. What smount of mew foedéral stimulus Tunds is your LEA naceiving:
for 09-107 $523,618.00 Stivvilns for Non-Instrictional Yupport

™
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$334,080.00 ARRA IDEA and Title 1
for 10147 5334,080.00 ARRA IDEA and Title 1.
41, Are there other adverse conscguences for your LEA, far this
yoar ofF iext yoar, thiat you anticipate bocauss of $iate budget
' eutn, thit ave ot Been covered in the prévious guestions?
10 i vy likely that et year Wil fimd-ouy LEA culting degper

into pervommel by eliminating additional ¢oscher Sssistants,
custodinf, and other support Staff, AR
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Name.of your LEA: Person County Schools

Date: October 6, 2009

Please feel free fo add any commenfs y@u W@Hld M’a’e for. awy quesﬁ@fﬂ.
We do not need a groat amoint of detail, so y@ur answers can be bnef.’.

Thank you again for your assisiaﬂce. B

1. How many educators from your LEA (appmxsma&ely} attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years? Three,

2. The Stﬁte has éliminated an f“uﬁdmg for PEP, How waild yeu
describe the long-terin inpact of this action on your LEA? 7¥#is was
the only remaining quality program for educaiing principals, The
shortage of administrators will continue and higher education training

Programs are necessary but not adequafe,

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY @8*@9 5287
FY 0910 5703

4. LEA'data {(approximately):

FY 08-09
NMumber of teachers: 475

- Number of teaching assistarnits: 80
Number of all other personnel: 225

FY 09-10

450
60
200

5. How much Student A@@@mﬁtabsiity [category 072) fuihdinig @Encﬂ y@ur

LEA receive last year (FY 08-00)? $7 72,800

B AEE Student Accountability Eundmg was eliminated in the State.

Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA,; this year and néxt
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year? After schoof and Saturday tutorial programs have been
eliminated. Intervention alfotinents to schiools have been reduced by
75%,. Personnel efiminated. '

7. Please check any program listed befow that you operdted in FY 08-
09 to assist at visk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts: '

- X Summer schiool

% After school tutoring
X Child and family support tearis
)4 iore at Four :
' Smart Start
)4 Use of literacy coaches.
€ - Programs for non-English-speaking students

Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA Is the safe next year a5 this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risf children next
year? No intervention allotiments and class sizes will increase again.
Class sizes at our most challenged schools will have fo return fo stafe
Fformula. '

9, The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biehnium.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? Reduced 6 teachers, 1 assistant principal, and
18 teacher assistangs.

How do you expect to implémient the “discretionary reductions”
. next yvear? Additional reductions of feachaers and assistants. -

10. What amount of néw federal stivnulus funds is your LEA receiving:
for 09-107

PPAB 16087571 ' 2
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for 10-11417

141. Are there o;ther adverse cohseguences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not beehn covered in the previous gquestions?

PPAB 1608757v1 : 3
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Name of your LEA:  Randolph County Schools -

Date: October 7, 2009

Please feel free fo a_dd any Q@MMeh'fé y@r@ w@mﬁﬁ fitve FoF a‘ﬁj} qaé:sﬁéﬁ,, N
We do not need a great amount of detdil, so your answers can be bifef.

Thank you agaln for your assistance:

4. How many educators from your LEA (appmﬁiimateﬂy) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?
Approximately 20 registrations - ‘

14 total participants over previous 3 years.

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term Iimpact of this action on your LEA?

PEP provided quality professional development and learning opporiunities for .
administrators which our district will not be able to provide ot depth the level
provided by PEP. The aspects we will miss are the experiise of the

T presenters/leaders, and the opportunities for admiinistrators to participate in
training which is focused/job-imbedded and offered in sessions of uninterrupted

learning time (residential).

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 18,918 (first month)
EY 09-10 18,704 (first month)

4. - LEA data (approximately):

FY 08-09 FY 069-10
Number of teachers: 1253 1206
Number of teaching assistants: 366 336
Number of all other personnel: 1085 . 1679
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5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)?
Carry Over = 112,187
Allotment = 539,894
652,081

6. All Student Accountability funding was éliniinated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year awid rieid
year? The elimination of these funds has greatly impacted our services for our
students, the plan of remediation for these students, and trying to get them on
grade level has gredtly impacted their progress.

7. Please check any program listed befow that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you havé had to reduce, eliniinate or
change for FY 09-10 becalise of State budget cuts:

Yes (a smaller scale Program  Suiininer sehos!

Yes (some) After school tutoring o

Child and family support teains

Partnership More at Four

Partnership Smart Start

Yes Use of literacy coaches -

Yes (some) Programs for non-English-speaking students
Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same hext year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk children next
year? Itwill affect our student’s growth greatly. We will not be able to provide
the services that we have to our at-risk students in the past. These programs in the
past have shown tremendous growth for our students.
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9. The State budget includes substantial udiscretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s ih both years of the bienniuim.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in YOur
LEA this year (€.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, ¢class size
increases, etc.)? : '
Personnel cuts, class size increases in grades 4-12.

How do you expedét to implement the tdiscretionary reductions”
next year? We used teacher and teacher assistant’s positions to handle
the discretionary cut for 2009-2010, and will probably do the same in 2010-
2011.

e

40. What amount of new federal stivaulus funds is your LEA receivings
for 09-107 13,767,719
for 10-417

44. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous guestions?

The adverse.consequences for our LEA is that it also takes so much time to plan
and restructure to make programs, services and other things benefiting our
students work for their progress. - :
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Namie of your LEA: Richwmond County Schools

Date: ____A0/5/2009_

Pi@a::s‘e feef ﬁé@ fo éﬂﬁ any camﬁﬁenis you vould like for any qyés'fi@n,
We do not weed a great amopimé of detail, so your answers ean be brief,
Thank you asgain for your dssistance.

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) sttended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the iast three years? 13-

2. The S‘&aﬁe has eliminated all fomding for PEP. How would you
Hescribe the longtarn npact of this action on your LEA?

The PEP Program provided a rigorous professional development for principals, assistant _
principals, and soperintendents as leaders. The PEP Program emphasized the importance of
raising expectations for students, faculty and parents; how to increase school effectiveness; dnd
the need to develop and implement long-range school goals with the heavy involvement of
faculty, staff and parents. Cuirently there is no other leadership program like PEP that will
provide leadership training for school leaders, ‘There is tio way that our LEA could provide the
type of training aind resources thdt PEP provided. Keep ini mind that the state paid all costs
$4,500 per participant for lodging, books, materials, instruction and meals. The district only paid
travel expenses. What a déal! The.25-day program provided 165 hours of clags over sevén
months. Materials covered include 12 books, nigre than 100 articles, 20 ¢asé studies and written
a331gnments for all 70 instructional sessions. Without a doubt the PEP Prograni was a great
opportunity for rigorous professional development for principals, assistant principals, and
supenntendents .

il for:
FY 08-09 7973
FY 09-10 _ 7795

3. What is your LEA’s AR
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4. LEA data (approximately): B
| FY.08:09 FY 09-10

Number of teachers: 644 601
NMumber of teaching assistaits: 219 215

. Number of all other personnel: 350 ' 350

5. Mow much Student Accountability [¢ategory 072] funding did your

LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $307,749

6. All $tudent Accountability fuiding Was sliminated in the State

Budget. What impact will thils have on your LEA, fhiis year ahi next

year? Summer sechool was not offered and we snereased class size
due to the climination of these fuiids.

7. Please chéck any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-

09 to agsist at risk students that you have had to reduce, elimindte or

change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

X Summer school
After schiool tutoring

Child and family support téams

More at Four

. Smart Start

X __ Use of literacy coachies :
Programnis for hon-English-speaking students
Other (please identify such other pr@grams)

——

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that Impéct your prodgrams foraf-risk ehiffdien hext
year? No summer school and we will exaimine our amiternative programs
offered after the traditional school day to detenmihe i these prograns
are affordable under such limited funds. )
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[ 9. The §§&e bodget inclodes substantial “dis&fétiﬁﬁfafy reductions”
' ) for all LER®s fn bothi years of the bienniuin. ‘. _

h How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” ih your
LEA this year {e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, ete.)? We non-renewsd 40+ teachers tharsfore, it
increased class size significantly in the middie scliosls and high
schesl.

How do you éxpect to implement the “discretionaty reductions”
nextyear? Same as this year. We will revert back terncher
positions and use dther funding sources to pay those positivhs.
Buit that eliminates funding for supplies, materials, eguipment,
etc.

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receivings
- for 09-10? ___ $5,274,101.54
) for 410-117?

The figure for 09-10 includes stabilization funding of $2.155M
14, Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year

or néxt year, that you anticipate because of $tate budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous questions?
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Name of your LEA: Public Schouls of Rebeson Coun

Date: October 8, 2009

Please feel fiee to add a?ia;y comments y;és;s woild Hike for any gurestion.

We do not need a great amount of detail; so your answers can be brief.
Thaik you again for your assistance.

3, Whiat is your LEA’S ADW Tor: .

4. How many etlucators from your LEA {@?p?‘@ﬁiﬁ%ﬁf@@)‘ sttended the
Privicipal’s Executive Prograin [PEP] ih the last thiee years?-No inore

than $iX.

2. The State has eli‘minafe@ all funding for PEP. How would you
descrilieé the long-term Impact of this action on your LEA?. it reduces

" the opportunities for our new principals, as well as those who need

additional training, to lean and natwork relative to jnstructional
leadership. ' . :
EY 08-09 23,393 final / initial allotments were bascd on 23,867
FY 0910 23,399 used for our initial allotments

4. LEA data (approximately): . k
Py oBeo BV 09-10

Numiber of teachers: 7 4,616 o 4,544
7 MNushber of teachiing assistants: 650 - - 635
Number of all other personnel 2,585 . 2,265

B, ‘Mow rmuch Stident Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)7 Our initial allotment was '
$892,097.00. '

6. Al Student Accountability fupiding vwas eliminéted in the state
Budget. What impact will this have o your LEA, this year Ziyvd next

yeai? In a county with so many at sk studeiits, it has vednced our
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_ ability to offer tutoring, upgrade tecﬁm@!@gy needeei for integration of
all academic areas, and to piirchase additional teaching and tearning
resources. Possibly, a gréater impact will be felt next year, !aeciéum
the state has maﬂma'&ed that other funding will be reduced. ‘

" 7. Please check any progiam listed slow that you operated m FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
- change for FY 0910 because 6f State budget cutsy '
_ ¥  Sunmmer school
__ ¥ . After school tutoring
Child and family support teamg
More at Four
Simart Stark :
_ ¥ Use of liteyacy coaches .
__¥____ Progiatis for non-English-spealking students
__ v @ther {please identify such other programs) State sta‘ff
de‘weﬂ@pm@n’t was eliminated. These funds were used to provide

additional training resources to assist teachers in heipmg Leveﬂ 8
and Level Il students. :

8. If overall state fanding for your LEA is the saitte hekt year s this
year, how will that impaét your programss for dfrisk childrén wext
year? Monies used to hire vital tedching assistants will not be afidugh
te maintain our quest to improve early literacy. Much of the Low
Wealth and At Risk funds will have t be diverted froin helping
students learn to funding vital classified positions such as custodians,:
secrataries, resource officers; as well as certified personnel sueh as

_hurses, counselors, ete. Additionally our ability to hife éxtra tedchers
to reduce class size will be nwegatively affected.

9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”

for ail LEA’s in both years’ of the bienniu. :
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? Draconian cuts including reduction of
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personnel, prograin cuts such as tutoring, and té&ﬁiﬁmﬂf@'gy
enhancements, as well as increasing class size in grades 4-12.

How do you expect to implemerit the sdiscretionary reductions”
next year? Quite h@w-ie?s:ﬂy,'We dio ot know specifically yet.
However, we have no choices Bt to eontinue to cut PrOGrAMS |
and persofnnel. '

40. What amount of new federal stivnulus funds is your LEA receiving:

for 09-10? So far we are receiving or have received 7 different

- stimulus funds. They inciude Title I, Part &, ARRA IDEA pait B for
exceptional children and also presehios]; ARRA education
techinoiogy grant; ARRA BicKinney Veiito Homeless; Child

| nutiition Equipment, and ARRA Seabilization funds. The total
amounts in dollars are $22,276,577.00 ' :
for 10-112 Most of these funds are designed to expire 9/30/2011
s our school system has to figure out a way 0 balance these

 funds over a two year period. The only exception would be the
child nutyition equipment grant - it expired on §/25/09 and we
don't expect to réceive any more fumding thiotgh this progranis

41. Are there other adverse conséguehces for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of Siate budget cuits, that
have not been covered in the prévious questions? The state cuits have

put a strain on Federal programs to provide, remediation, fund

pPrograms, and to provide teaching and learning instructional
yesources. So many of our employegs aye worried about thelr jobs and
how they will provide for their own children. it is also impossible to
miake any long range plans (not even a year in advance). We operate
from month to month not knowing i we will have to revert additional

‘'monies back to the state. If this happens agdin (especiaily with the

previous cuts and the discretionary reduction) we will be forced @ cut
programs even deeper as well as personnel. Our ability to offer a '
sound, basic education for our students (at risk or otherwise) cannot
improve with this sjnstant reaction” to take funding from our school
district while we are in the middie of implementing acadenic
improvement initiatives. We thought that the Stimilus funding vwould
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help our county with equity in resources (as compared across the

‘state and the nation). However, we had to use almost two thirds of

these funds to keep the teachers, assistants, and othicr staff iceded to
adequately operate our schools. So, the Stirinilis funds as compared
to our cuts are a “wash” in our courity. We have not been able to

- provide additiohal resonrces and we have also been unable to

malntain our educatioiial stiucture at the 2008-2009 levels.

: Transportation is also a big problem i our county. Historically
the needs of our students have suipassed the funding allocations we
receive cach year frotih BPI in regards to transporiiiy our studénts.
Iiscluding the cts from this years budgst we anticipats ficeding
roughly $1 millien doliars In additivn to our state aliotment to cover
the transportation needs of our county. This may range from everyday
yellow bus routes to more direct contracted transportation néeds from
our exceptiorial childien’s department. | ‘

Our School Food Service department continues to be a drain on
our current expense fund as well, With no help from-thie state and the
combination of increasei fuel costs, food costs, dnd increased costs

for benefits, ot local fund has lost over three million dollars fh twe

years. We have best uizble to collect indirect costs, woiker's
compensation prefmiuins, and a lost of other types of funding thiait
historically has helped our system build up our local fund balance.
The dwindling fund balance does not allow us the opportunity to use
local funds to provide additional support to our students and staff in

.any area.
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Name of your LEA: Rockinghan

Date: _ Octobey 12, 2009

e Focl e fo Add any comments you would like for any girestion.

We do not need 2 great amoant of detall, 30 your answers ean be brief.
| Thank you again for your assistance. '

4. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Progrdm [PEP] in the last three years?
70 plus

% The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
déescribe the long-térm Impact of this action on your LEA?

There is vio longer an outlet dedicated to our principals/AP to provide
in-depth staff development

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:

FY 08:09 _ .14,039__
FY 09-10 13,995

4. LEA data (approximately):

_ FY 068-09 EY 09-10
- Number of teachers: 979.56 - 960.9
Number of teaching assistants: 308.06 273.63

Nuiiber of all other personnal: 474.35 #8077

5, How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did
your LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)7
$259,856 : ' '

6. All Student Accountability fuiding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this hdve on your LEA, €his vear and next
year? We have no staff developreit opportunities like we did tase
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year. Our systein-vwide academic coaches are no longer funded; the
bulk of the tutoring money for the schools is down 30% from last year

7. Please check dny prograiin listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at visk studerits that you have had to reduce, sliminate or
chiange for FY 09-10 beciuse of State budget cuts:

X _Summer school

__ X ___After school tutoring
Child and family support teams
Rore at Four

Smart Start
__ X Use of litersicy coaches _
Programs for not:English-spealing studeiits

X_ Other (please identify such other programs)
Curricuium developiment coaches during the. summer rionths.
Technology training for all our teachers on the ACTIVboard project (all
classrooms have one installed)

8. If overali state funding for your LEA is the samie next year as this
year, how will that impact your progirams for atrisk chitdren next
year? Very little tutoring, a lot less staff development sppoirtunities
for teachers, we CANNOT adopt the new math textbooks

9. The State budget ricludes substantial “diseretionary reductions”

for all LEA’s in both years of the biefnium.
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this vear (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? We have a plan to elimiiate 46 TA p@sxtmnsiﬁ
the next two years. We reduced our teaching staff by 26
positions with plans for an addah@ﬁaﬁ 30 for 201011 {(worst case
we would cut an addition 30 more if the 400 miillion doilay o
supplanting of stabilization funds casiiot be repﬁa@ed by the state
in 2014-12. | :

How do you expect to implement the “dis@mﬁ@haw reductions”
next year? Complete thie 46 TA cuts Have 56 less teachers than
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we did in 2008-09, eliminate two AP siots, reduce SomWoS 12 month.
employees to 11 or 10.5 months.

40. w}_aa:'t ammouiit of niew federal stimulis funds is your LEA recelving:
for 09107 __ 9,527,080.88___. . . o
for 10112 3,823,965 '

44. Are there other adverse conseguences for your LEA, for ¢his
year of next year, that you anticipate because of State budget
cuts, that have not been covered in the previous questions?

We have lost all our savings if ouy unidesighated fund balaice to caver
storage from state funds. : ,
Since the ADWI fuird is no longer available we had to stop planiiig for

3 new schools and focus only on one.
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MName of your LEA: _ Rowan-Salishury School Systeim

Date:  10/8/09

Plesse feef f’reé fo add any cosmments you Wb@ld ?i!i‘e for a*iéy guestion.,
We o not need a great amount of defail, so yoyr ansWers can be brief.

| Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How many educators from your LEA (approxifiately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years? 6

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP How would you
describe the long-term hvipact of this action on your LEA? Principals |
will be limited In their opportunities qusalify for training

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 _ 20,831
FY 09-10 __ 20,655

4. LEA data (approxiimately): _ '
FY 08-09 FY 09-10

Number of teachers: 1,444 1,406
Humber of teaching assistants: 490 464
Number of all other personnel: 1,372 _ 1,338

5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $621,851

®. Al Student Accourtability funding was eliminated in the State

Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
ygas’? This funding supported reading assistants to work with level 1
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and level 2 students in our 20 elementary schools. For 09-10, we
elected to use Title 1-recovery funds to provide similar services but
had to drop from 26 to 20 staff. There are currently no funds to retain
these positions in FY 10-11.

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated inFY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
Summer school '
- X_ After school tutoring _
Child and family support teams
More at Four o
Smart Stait
¥ Use of literacy coaches
Programs for non-English-speaking students
Othey (please identify such other programs) oo

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that irpact your prograitis for at-risk chifdren néxt
year? We would lose teacher assistants for grade 3 and some EC
positions that we covered out of stimulus funding. We also would
likely lose some classroom posiéiohs and have to increase class size.
We would have to further cut teacher supplies and have no texthook
funding for books or supplementals for students.

9. The State budget inchides substantial “discrétionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biengiunm. -
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” i your
LEA this year (e,.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
inereases, etc.)? personnel cuts; program cuis, cuts in funding
allocations fo schools ' : -

How do you expect to intplement the ediscretionaty reductions”
next year? Same as above '
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10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving:
for 09-10? _ $7,348,119 of stimulus & $5,425,253 of governor's
stabilization
for 10-112 _$0 of stimulus & 22? of governor's stabilization

11. Ave there othér adverse consetjuences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget culs, that
have not beeh coverad in the previous duestions? With the lack of
ARRA funding and textbook funding, we will lose teachers and teacher
assistant positions as well as some central office and clerical support.
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Rutherford County

———

Mame of your LEA:

. Date: Gctober 19, 2009

Please feel free fo add any comments you would like for any question.
We do not need a great amount of detail, 5o your answers cain be brief. |

Thank you again for your assis{ance.

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years? 8

2 The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?
We have several new administrators for whom PEP would be an asset.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 9,431
FY 09-10 9,379

4. LEA data (approximately):

o . FY D0B-09 EY 09-10
Number of teachers: 8651.5 823
Number of teaching assistants: 369 251

Number of all other personnel: 492 494

5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your "
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $ 276, 135

6. Al Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? This reduction will have a negative impact ali areas wyithin our
LEA.

7. Please check any program listed helow that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

¥ Summer school |

__¥X___ After-school tutoring
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Child and family support teams

___X__ More at Four
X Smart Start
_. X Use of literacy coaches
____¥X___ Programs for m@nnEnghshmspeakmg students

X Other (please identify such other programs) i8S for b@‘th
middie and high school; High School Credit Recovery; the
Alternative School campus: 1 Guidance position lost; Reduction
of 40 Teaching Assistants

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year; how will that impact your programs for at-risk children next
year? We would have no other funding source for this group.

9. The State budgeé inciudes substantial “discretionary reductions”

for all LEA’s in both years of the biennijum. -
How have you implenmented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? - We have had personnel cuts and program cuts.
Class sizes have increased. We've eliminated career tech
components at the middie schoel level, 28 teaching positions, a
guidance counselor and media speciafist were eliminated.

How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year? We anticipate further cuts in personnel which will in
turn impact programming.

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEAI‘@C@EVEB‘BQ:
for 09-107 $ 4, 442, 295
for 10117 - $ 2, 288, 007

14. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts that
have not been covered in the previous questions? The loss to _
textbook funding will seriously impede the implementation of several
district initiatives.
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. Naine of your LEA: Sampson

Date: ___Gctob@.r 8, 2009

Please feel free to add any c@mme.ﬁté you would li.ﬁ;r@ for any Guéstion.
We do not neeéd a groat amount of detail, so your answers can be biief,

Thank you again for your assistance. o

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximatsly) attended the

PrincipaPs Executive Prograni [PEP] in the last three years?
12 o :

5. ‘The State hias eliminated 4Nl funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-term impact of this actioh on your LEA?

As principals retire there will be NO leadership training for new
youngev principals. The role of the principal has @bvibusly changed —
but yet we have no real place for new principals to be ‘trained. The
Principal Fellows/colleges does not train for change or leadership-

- 3. What is your LEA’S ADM for:
FY 08-00 __8409__
FY 09-10 8507 .

4. LEA data (approximately):

FY 0809 FY 09-10
Number of teachérs: ' 550 - 545
NMumber of teaching assistats: 189 176

Number of all othér personineli 573 : 577

- B, How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)7 $281,1 91

6. All Student Accountability funding was elinilnated in the State
Budget. What Iinpact will this hive on youir LEA, this year and next
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year? it will decrease the number of tutors we hire for remediation, k-
12. Which will more than likely incréase the nufber of level | and i
students ' - '

7. Please check any progiam listed below that you opéidted in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
__X__ Summier school
__X___ After school tutering
Child and fansily stpport teams
More at Four '
. Swmart Stait
_¥X__ Use of literacy coaches
. Programs for non-English-spealking studefits
__X__ Ofher (please identify such other programs)
During school remediation — using retired teachers

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next jeur as this
year, how will that impact your prograwis for at-risk chifldien next
year? An increase of level [ and Il students will ultimately incroase
the number of students dropping out.

9. The State budget includes substantial *discirétionary reductions”
for all LEA’s i beth years of the bienriuin. .
How have you implemented this “dlscﬁ’eﬁ@naw redu@ti@n” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, prograrmi cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? reduced 001 allotment, reduced 005 allotment
and reduced 007 allotment. We used stimulus dollars to supplant
state cuts — what happens in 11-12 could get ugly.

How dio you iexpei'c‘é to impﬂéﬁﬁaeﬁ& the “discretionaty reductions”
next year? An additional $300,000 or 6 teachers

10. What amount of new federal stamums fuinds is y@m' LEA re@elvmg
for 09-10? __ & million over two years__
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for 10112

-

4141, Arve there other adverse consequences fer your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous guestions? . We will loge at least

one central office currictilum director after this year. (we only have
four)
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Name of your LEA: Scotland County

Date: October 9, 2009

Please feel free to add any comments ;y@w would like for an Yy quéestion.
We do not need a giréat QM@WE of detafl, so your answers can be ﬁiﬁéﬁ'

Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years?

2-3 new principals and assistant principals

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How weould you
describe the long-teirm Impact of this actionh on your LEA?

Leadership development for néw administrators must be .
provided through another source. With Hmited funds it is difficult for
the LEA to pravide the quality of leadership developrivent that was
provided by PEP.

3. What is your LEA's ADW for:
FY 08-09 6528
FY 09-10 65820

4. LEA data (approximately):

" FY 08-809 FY 09-10
Nuknber of teachers: _ 563 523

Number of teaching assistants: 196 186
Number of all other personnel: =~ 4015 865
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5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your

LEA receive last year (FY 08:09)2
$97,643

6. Al Student Accountability furiding was eliminated in the State

Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year avd néxt

year?

We cannot offer aftérschool tutoring with transportation
provided which we have had in the past. In our poor rural school
system, students need to have additional help and meed
transportation. Losing this money was a huge hit for uis. Sokhe
schools also provided in-school tutoriiiy support by hiviig tQtors during
the school day and that option is ne longer avsilable. We have been
able to use these funds to help more students véach the sgate
standards in slementary and middie school over the last five years, It
is really devastating at high sehool for stutlents who nedd the exira '
help to meet the graduation requirefents. This will likely impact our
graduation rate. '

7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or -
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
X suminéi scliool
____X__ After schiool tutoring
Child and fainily support tedms
More at Four
Smart Start
X _  Useof literacy coaches
___X__ Programs for non-English-speaking students
Other (please identify such other progiams)

8. If overall state fundiiig for your LEAIs the saftie next year a8, this
year, how will that impact your programs for atrisk children NEXE
yeair? '

it wili continue to erode our ability to help our at-risk population
reach state standards and this will impact our dropout and graduation
rates. '
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9. The State budget includes substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the biennium.. '
How have you mplemented this “discretiohary reduction” i your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size .
increases, etc.)? '

We made many cuts to programs and personnel in the

spring. This has resulted In:

¢ Imcreased class size

o Reduction in ESL services (i position cut)

o Reduction i teaching assistants (10 cuts)

‘o Reduced clerical staff at Cential Office

e Reduced support in Central Office {cut 2 directors)
How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year?

There is nowhere else to cut so further reductions will directily
hit classreom teachers. T

10. What amount of new federal stimiilus funds is your LEA recsiving:
According to our Finance Office, we have $4.7 million over the
next two years. ' o

44, Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered ii the previous questions?

As these budget cuts continue it affects eévery aspect of the
school system’s success in meeting the needs of low-wealth children.

With the elimination of staff developmerit funds there is now an
impact on our ability to provide our teachers with the support they
nead to teach at-risk children. .

Technology and preparing our students for the 21° centuiy is
also affected in a negative way. '
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Name of your LEA: __Stokes County Sclipols
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Dates ?.@I@SI@Q . e )

Please feel free fo add any comments jo?@ vroitlel iil}é for épﬂ 174 a;quﬂé.gﬁ@ﬁ;
We do riot need a gredt amount of detall, so your answers car be brief.
Thank you again for your assistance.

1. How ihany sducators from your LEA (approximately) atteided the
Principal’s Executive Prograi [PEP] In thie last thiée years?
20 . '

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
' describe the long-term linpact of this actioh on. your LEA?

it is greatly golng to impact the prepéaration and grovwih of
adiministrators in Stokes County Schools. Having participatéd in. PEP

on two cccasions, it is oie of the best professional developmient
programs that | have ever participated in. We are at a stage where
lots of administrators are retiving and we are having to place people
into administrative positions with very few years of experience. HNot
having PEP will definitely hurt in their preparation and professional

development.

3. What is your LEA'S ADN fors

FY 08-09 7344
FY 09-10 _ 7274

4, LEA data (approximately):

FY 08-09 FY 0810
Number of teachers: - 576 581
Number of teaching assistants: =~ 173 161
Nutnber of all other personné: 341 330

5. How much Student Accountability [category @?23 funding did your
LEA receive last year (FY 08-09)? $103,464
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6. Al Student A@@@untahnisty funding was eliminated In. the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? 1t has greatly reduced the amount of tutoring and .
remediation programs that we wefke @ﬁermg to our dtFisk s&a:adehﬁsa

7. Please check any program listed below tha'& you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduice, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:
X Sumnier school
__X__ After school tutoriing
Child and family support ieai’ﬁs
__X__ More at Four
X Swart Start
Use of literacy cosclies :
. Programs for n@n=Eng§nshwspeakmg stuﬁeﬁts
___X___ Other (please identify such other pa’@gﬁ'ams)
- Staff Developihent; Remediation

- 8. [If overall stiate Eumiing for your LEA is the sarme hext year as this

- year, how will that iiipact your Brogeanns for af-rgsk childyer neit
year? This year we cut programs to save j@b& Next year we will cut
personnel since we don’t have any programs left to cut and be able to
sSurvive. ' '

9. The State budget includes substantial “dis@ﬁ'eﬂ@ﬁaw reductions”
for all LEA’S i in both ye:rs of the biennium.

- How have you implémérited this “discretionary radiistion” in y@u‘?
LEA 'Ehns year (©.9., persmm@ﬂ cuts, piograin cuts, class size
m@reases, etc.)?

Program Cuits

How do y@u expect to implement the ‘%ﬂ&s@m‘és@nary reductions”

next yean"?
Persornnel Cuts
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10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA recelving:
for 09-1027 __$4,164,110 . {includes Title | and IDEA

stimulus for 2 years)
- for 10-117 $1.900,000 .

44. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this
year or hext year, that you anticipate because of State budget
cuts that have not been covered in the previots questions?

My concerns aie not only for next year, but in 2014-2012
when all stimulus funds are gone. -
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Nane of your LEA: _ Thomasville City Schools_.

RS 786-

Date: _10/05/2009

Ploase feef free io édd QE% 1’4 @@:ﬁé&%@mﬁ‘s yéav wéﬁr?d fike for @ny @u@asfﬁém
We do not need a greaf aimousnt of detai], so your answers can be brief.,

Thank you again for your assistamce,

1. How inany ediicators fror your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principals Executive Program [PEP] in the last three years? One

2. The State has elithinated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the iohg:terin impact of this action on your LEA? The PEP
prograim has beehn a valuable trainihg tool for our administrators. The

- metworking and trainiig will be missed. It was personally a great

expérierice for me:

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
EY 08-09 2539
EY 0910 2558

4. LEA data (approximately): _ - -
Full & Part time. No Subs FY 08-09 FY 09-16

Number of teachers: - 197 192
Number of teaching assistants: . 68 : 56
Number of all other personnel: 4188 184

5, How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA recelve last year (FY 08-09)? $102,748.00 '
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6. Al Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year aind riext
year? _ ' _

There is less money to remediate our non-titie 4 school stadents. We
are trying to use all turids availabie in the most afficient manner to
enable equitable distfibution to zll areas of studént need. The cuts we
made, and the State fund flexibility helps us do this. o

7. Please check any program jisted below tiat you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at visk students that you have had o reduce, elininzte oF
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

Sumnier school

. After school tutoring

Child and faimily suppoit teams

More at Four

Smart Start

__X__ Use of literacy couches
Programs for n@naEn{gliSthpé“?ak‘iﬁ'g?'Eﬁéﬂé‘ﬁﬁs
Other (please identify such other programs)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for at-risk chifdrennext
year? Same :

9. The State budget includes substaiitial "ﬁa‘iﬁcf@ﬁ'@?&iaﬁ fﬁﬁﬁéﬁ@ﬁ’s”

for all LEA’s in both years of the bisiniuin. | ' ‘
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” M your
LEA this year (e.8- personnel cuts, program puts, class size
increases, etc.)? Personnel cuts, supplement reductions

How do yoé;u expect to implemerit the “ﬂES@rfgti@ﬂaw reductions”
next year? Same - '

10. What amount of new sederal stimulus funds is your LEA receiving?
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for 09-10? $823,000
for 10117 Approx. $823,000

441. Are there other adverse @@né@‘quen@eg for your LEA, for this year
or next year that you aiticipate because of State budget clits that
have not been covered in the previous guéestions? '
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Naine of your LEA: Union Gounty Public Schools

Date: @fci@.ber 9, 2009

Please feel free to add any comments you would fike for any @ues'ﬁ@@,
We dip not need a great amount of detail, 50 your answers cai be brief.

Thaink you again for your assistance.

4. How mahy educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Program [PEP] in the last thiee years? 65

2. The State has eliminated ail funding for PEP. How would you
discribe the long-term impact of this sction on your LEA?

For years PEP has been the jeadilg professional deveiopment prograin for
assistant principals, principals, and cential office personiiel. The Leadership
Program for Assistant Principals has heer extremely poweiful in helping
train assistant principals on how to be a principal. I¥was that voice beyond
the school and the district for the assistant principal that helped guide
his/her understanding of the essentials of being a principal. The principal
and central office programs have also been very strong. These programs
have helped bring cutting edde ideds to the forefront for adisinistrators. In
all, these programs have done the imost to align adrbinistrators in the State
ko do things in a way that meel the State Board goals.

The long term impact will certainly be the following:

. More intense training will be needed at the district level to prepafe
assistant principals for the principalship. .

. More funding will be needed to provide all of the rescuieés necessaly
for'the professional devéiopment

. School Attorneys aid central otfice staff vill hiave to provide riere

_ training to brief priricipals on legal updates. C

» If proper training is not carried out, then that could havea greatel
negativée impact on the financial resources of the district, as well as 0
have a negative impact on the education of the children. '
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3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:
FY 08-09 37,647
FY 09-10 38,034

4. LEA daia (approximately)s

. EY 08-09 EY 69-10
Number of teachers: ' 2,725 - 2,385
Number of teaching assistants: 744 . 642

Number of all other personnel: 2,101 2,005

5, How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did your
LEA recelve last year (FY 08-09)7 $796,875

6. Al Student Accourntabiiity funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. Wihat impact will this have on your LEA, this yéar aid next
year? These funds are given to schicols baséd an the number of Level 1 and
2 students and used for rémadiation. Less ﬁ‘@medlatmn sefvices for L@vei i

_ and 2 students wﬂﬂ result.

7. Please check any pa“@gfra'm listed below that you operated in FY 08-
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

y Summer school
V. After schoo! futoring
Child aiid famnily support teams
More at Four
Smart Start
+ Use- of litefacy coacheés
Progranis for non-English-speaking students
\ . Other (please identify such other programs)

UCATS {(Union Cournty Alternative to Suspensioi) Prograin for students -
suspended out-of-schdol to gain credit for aﬁmdanm by peﬁ@‘rmmg
community service while suspended. :
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8. 1f overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
y@aﬁ'; how will that impact your programs for at-risk chifdren next
year? Further reduction in services to at-risk students will restiit due to
continued growth, coupled with anticipated reduction in local funding.

9. The State budget includeés substantial “discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’S in both years of the bieaniu. o .
How have you impiemented this udiscretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., pefsonnel cuts, program cufs, class size
incieases, etc.)? Class size increases (92 classroom teachiers, 8 CTE),
Ceritral Services personnel cuts, aiid less teacher assistants in K-3
classrooms > ' .

'How do you expect to implement the “discretionary reductions”
next year? Similar to 2009-2010

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds is your LEA receivings
for 09-10? $5,479,115.50
for 10-112 $5.370,126.00

44, Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or next year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous questions? State bidget cuts
will continue to negatively impact Union County Public Scheols. We witl
continue to be forced to reduce staffing in the classrodm and support areas.
The possible lack of textbook funding and questions about UCPS Low Wealth
status in the future are major areas of concern. ,
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Name of your LEA: _Vance County Schools

Date: .. 10/06/09

Please foel fré@ to add éﬂ 14 conments you Wéuid e for any guestion.
We do pot need a great amowist of detall, so your afiswers can be brief,
Thank you again for your assistaice. l

1. How many educators fromm y@m’ LEA {appw@xiﬁﬁaféiy) attended the
Principal’s Executive Pr@gmm [PEP] in the last three yem’s‘?
& principals or assistant principasis

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you

describe the long-term impact of this action on your LEA?
Develop principa! staff d@veiapmemf pmgram / wihich means
money.

3. What is your LEA’s ADHM fors
' FY 08-09 _ . 7,626
FY 09-1 7,545

4. LEA data (approximately):

Number of teachers: 604 544
Nuritber of teaching assistants: - 97 - 89

Number of all other personnels. _ 583 563

5. How much Student A@@@umabnmy E@@%@g@a’y @?23 f&.an‘admg did your
LEA receive last yesr (FY @&-@9)?
$130,124.00

6. All Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? Classiroom materials, Sumnréer Schoef, and Tﬂf@rmg were i@gf or
re@fgmed;
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- 7. Please check any prograimn fisted below that jr@u opevated in FY 08-
09 to assist at visk students that you have had to reduce, eliminate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State pudget cuts: '
¥ Sumier schiool
X After school tutoring
 Child and family support teanis
. More at Four -
Smart Start
_X__ Use of literacy coaches
Prograins for non-English-speaking students
__ other (please jidentify such other pragrams)

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for al-tisk children next
year?

No Sumimer School, reduced Tuforing and materials will be reduced.

9. The State budget includes substantial “iscretionary reductions”

_for all LEA's in both yeéars of the biennivni,

' How liave you impléménted this tdiscretionary reduction™ In your
LEA this year (€.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, etc.)? _ ' '

Personpel cuts, progranis; and class size have increased.
- Transportation and substituté money are a great concer.

How do you expect to nnplerérit the sdiscretionaly ?fefdu@'ﬁiéﬁ%s;”
next y .éar? '
The same way {more cuts in personnéel)

10. What amount of new federal stimulus funds Is your LEA receiving:
for 09107 Recovery - EC $919,324.00 '
Recovety — Title 1 $826,261.00
for 10-11? Recovary - EC $919,324,00
Recovery — Title 1,$826,261.00

Stimulus (PRC 140) $1,921,495.00 used to covel p At
of PRG G03. :
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414. Are there other adverse consequences for your LEA, for this year
or hext year, that you anticipate because of State budget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previeus questions? '
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MName of your LEA: Wilkes County Schiools.

Date: October 8, 2009

Pleasé feel free to add any commients you would like for any yuestion.
We do not need a gréat aimiount of detail, so your ansviers can be brief.
Thank you again for your assistonce,

4. How many educators from your LEA (approximately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Progiam [PEP] in the last three years?
4 _

2. The State has eliminated all funding for PEP. How would you
describe the long-teiim impact of this action oh your LEA?

Wilkes County Schools triins its own principals
3. What is your LEA’s ADM forz

FY 08-09 10,200

FY 09-10 _ 9,950

4. LEA data {(approximately):

FY ©08-09 FY 09-19
Mumber of teachers: o 520 492
Number of teaching assistants: 219 206

Nurnber of all other personnel: 350 348

5. How much Student Accountability [category 072] funding did yous
LEA receive last year (FY €8-09)7
$249,425.00

6. All Student Accountability funding was elimindted in the State
Budget. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next
year? '

Significant reduction in tiutorial prodgraims, sumiitier schosl virtually
eliminated, and drop out prevention prograim scaled back
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‘7. Please check any program listed below that you operated in FY 08-

09 to assist at risk studerits that you have had to reduce; eliminate or

change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts:

' % Summer school

_ % After school tutoiing
Child and family support teaims
More at Four -
Smart Start

% Use of litéracy coaches

%__ Programs for non-English-speaking s&uﬁehts

x_ . Other (please identify such other prograims)

Brop out prevention program and mentor program revasiped

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your programs for afurﬂsk chifdrern next '
year?

We will be adble to pr@vud@ fewer gmmgrams that deal with at-risk
students.

9. The Staté biu‘d'igi?efﬁ includes sulistantial “discidtionary reductions”
for all LEA’s in both years of the bietnium.
How have you impﬁemen&ed this ‘“d!scretmnary reduction” in your .
LEA this. year (e.9., personnel ciits, pmgfam cuts, class size
increases, etc.)?

Class sizes were m@mase@'ﬂ grades 4-12, Someé AP and advaiced
courses were eliminated. We cit 28 ¢eaching positichs, 1
counselor, 1 media specialist, 1 assistant principal; 6.5 central
office, 13 f@acher assistams_a;nd revamped the men&@r progran.

How do you expect io umpﬂ@m@m the “dﬂscmtu@nan’y reductions”
next year?

Expect to do the same and watﬂa additional cuts will !@se fore
teacher assistants. :

10. What amount of new federal stimulus fuhds is your LEA receivings
for 09107 __$1,760,100.00
for 10-147 __$1,760,100.00
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Privaarily used to hire RTI specialists and instructional
specialists. Also, ddded foreign language in elementary schiools
and purchased technology/programs.

141, Are there other adverse consequences for ym:ér LEA, for this
year of next year, that you anticipate because of State budget
cuts, that have hot been covered in tlie previous gquestions?

We are using a 162 day hybrid calendar (attending moire hours
with less days) in ordér {o save fonay/positions. If not approved -
for another year, more positions will surely be lost.
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Name of your LEA: Wilson County Schouvls

Date: October 5, 2009

P‘-‘leaée feel free fo add any cé‘ﬁ‘m‘?eﬁa‘s yé@ would like for any guestion.
We do not need a great amowunt of detail, so your answers carn be brief.
Thank you again for your assistance: '

4. How many educators froi your LEA; {approxiniately) attended the
Principal’s Executive Prograni [PEP] in the last three years?
& o

2. The State has efiminated all ﬁm@mg for PER, H@w would you

describe the long-term nmpac‘t of this action on your LEA?
PEP was the most intensive and effective professional developmennt
program avallable for principals. Without a replacéinent prograrm;

. leadership skills of principals will not be effectively developed.

3. What is your LEA’s ADM for:

FY 08-09 12,616
 FY 0910 12,525

4. LEA data (approxim_aiesy): : .
| FY08:09 = FY09-10

Number of teachers: 593 . 558
Number of teaching assistants: 4175 - 160
Number of ali othier personnel: 732 - 71O

5. How much Studem Accountability [category @723 fa.mdmg did your
LEA receive last year (FY @&@9)@
$359,000

PPAR 16087571
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6. All Student Accountability funding was eliminated in the State

- Budget.. What impact will this have on your LEA, this year and next

year?

Reduced summer séhiool, reduced tuforing and focused intervention

7. Please check any prograimn listed below thit you operated in FY 08- '
09 to assist at risk students that you have had to reduce, elimiinate or
change for FY 09-10 because of State budget cuts: )
X Summer school
K After school tutoring
Chilldl and family support teams
More at Four |
. Smart Start
X Use of literacy coaches
X Programs for non-English-speaking students
X Other (please identify such other programs)
Professiohal Developimennt
Software ~ ie, PLATO
_ Textbooks

8. If overall state funding for your LEA is the same next year as this
year, how will that impact your progyams foi at-risk children next
year? o

The fonger the reduced funds contintge, the greater the inpact. Doing
more with less another yeéar will have 8 sigpificant ipact on attituies -
and moral, Atrisk éhildren reguire Hivie to get them to achiieve at or
above grade level, so having less money to support the efforts to teach
them will definitely impact them. :

9. The State budget includes substantial «discretionary reductions”
for all LEA’s In both years of the biennium. _
How have you implemented this “discretionary reduction” in your
LEA this year (e.g., personnel cuts, program cuts, class size
increases, a{c.)?
. Yes fo all those abaove.

- PPAB 1608757+l . 2
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How do you expect to nmpiem@m thie “d!sm’etwnary rediictions”
next year?

.\

10, What amoun’& of new federal stiitivlus funds is your LBA receivings
for 09-10? Title § $2,5@f5432 for use over two years
for 10-11? Exceptional Cfriiﬁmﬁ $2,782,695 for use over EW@
Years :

11. Ave there other adverse c@nsequenees f@r your LEA, for '&hns year '
or next year, that Yyou anticipate because of State budyget cuts, that
have not been covered in the previous questions?

a. Reduction in Genfmi Office affects service aiid suppoye of
schools . |

b. Elimination of textbook funds impact ability to have enotigh
books for all studerfts,

¢. Cut inn ransportation funds requires focal districts fo supplement
the state because the buses must operate for 180 days.

d. Elirmination of professional developmient funds Jmpacf\s our ability
fo continuously improve our staff,

@. Elimination of DPI staff further erodss the abmvfy of DPf to
support focal districts and schools,

PPAB 1608757v] : 3
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NORTH CAROLINA IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE

B SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION

WAKE COUNTY:; 95 CVS 1168 N

HOKE COUNTY BOARD Lo

OF EDUCATION, et al., ! o
~ Plaintiifs, : : IR @

And a R S

ASHEV!_LLE CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al.,
Plaintiff-Intervenors,

Vs,
STATE-OF NORTH CAROLINA;

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
Defendants. :

NOTICE OF HEARING AND ORDER RE: HEARING

TAKE NOTICE that the Coutt will hold a hearing in this case during a special
scheduled session of the Wake County Superiof Court to badin on Tuesday, May
4, 2009 at 10:00 a.m. In Courtroom 6A, Wake County Courinouse.

All children in North Carolina are entltied to the equal opportu‘nity to obtain @
sound baslic education. The children's constitutional right as set out in the North
Carolina Constitution and this case follow:

| eandro Tenets and Minimal Compliance Standards

The North Carolina Supreme Courl's decisions in Leandro /(348 N.C, 336) on
July 24, 1997 and 1 eandiro 11 (358 N.C. 605) on July 30, 2004, sef In stone, once
and for all, the following tenets relating to the Congfituttonal guarantee fo each
child of the right fo an opportuntty to obtain a sound baslc education:

FIRST: We conclude that Articie 1, ‘Sectlon 16 and Article 1X, Section 2 of the
North Carolina Constitution combine o guarantee gvery chiid of this state an
opportunity o receive a sound basic education in our public schools. For
purposes of our Constitution, a 'sound basic education’ is one that wiil provide
the student with at least.
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1. sufficient abliity to read, write and speak the English language and a
sufficient knowledge of fundamentai mathematics and physical science 1o
enable the student to functionin a complex and rapidly changing society,

2 gufficlent fundamental knowledge of geography, history and basic
econornle and polltical systems 10 enable the student to make informed
cholces with regard 1o Issues that affect the student personally or affect
the student's community, state and nation;

3. sufficlent academic and voeational skills to enable the student to -
successfully engage in post-secondary education and training; and

4. syfficient academic and vocatlonal skills to enable the student to compete
on an equal basis with others in further formal education or galnful
“employment in contemporary soclety..” emphasls added; {Leandro | p.

347)r....

SECOND: Article I, Section 16 and Article IX, Section 2 of the North Carolina
Constitution, as interpreted by Leandro, guarantee fo ach and every child the
~ right to an equal opportunity to obtain a sound basic education which requires
ihat each child be afforded the opportunity to attend a public school which has
the following sducatlonal resources, at a minimum: LEANDRO COMPLIANT
PREREQUISITES :

First. that every classroom be staffed with a compstent, certified, well-
trained teacher who is teaching the standard course of study by
implementing effective educational methods that pravide differentlated,
indlvidualized Instruction, assessment and remediation fo the students ir
that classroom. _

Second, that every school be led by @ well-trained competent Principal
with the leadership skills and the abflity to hire and retain competent,
certified and well-trained teachers who can Implement an effective and
cost-effective Instructlonal progratn that meels the needs of at-risk
children so that they can have the equal opportunity to obtain a sound
basic education by achleving grade level or above academic performance.

Third, that every school be provided, in the most cost effective manner,
the resources necessary to support the effective instructional program
within that school so that the educationel needs of ail children, Including
at-risk children, to have the equal opportunity to obtaln & sound basic
aducation, can be met, '

THIRD: That a child who ls showing Level 11l (grade level) or above proficiency
on the State's ABC tests, End of Grade (EOG) or End of Course {EOC), Is
obtaining a sound basic education In fhat subject matter AND that a child who is
not showing Level lil proficiency (performing below grade level) on the ABC tests
is not obtalning a sound baslc education in that subject matter.
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FOURTH: That a showing of Level 11l proficiency is the proper standard for
demonstrating compliance with the Leandro decision,

FIFTH: That a child who is performing helow Leve! Ill ls *at-risk’ of not obtaining
a sound pasic education.

SIXTH: That there are children “at-risk” of not obtaining a sound basic education
located throughout the State of North Carolina and those children’s needs are
similar whether they live in a rural of suyburban area.

SEVENTH: That the State must assume responsibifity for, and correct, those
educational methods and practices that contribute to the fallure 10 provide

children with a constitutionally — conforming education.

EIGHTH: That when the State assesses and implements plans to correct

educational obligations in the face of a constitutional deficlency Inan LEA, or

” partioular-school,’ the solution proposed must ensure competent feachers in
clagsrooms, competent principals in schools and adequale resources to support
the Instructional and support programs in that school so as to be Leandro

compliant.

NINTH: Local School Systems (L.EAs) are entitled to funding by the State
sufficlent to provide all students, iirespective of their particular LEA, with, at a
minimum, the opportunity 10 obtaln a sound basic educatlon.

The Supreme Court ended its decision in Leandro 1 with the following:

This Court now remands o the fower oourt and ulimately into the hands of
the legislature and executive branches, one more instafiment in the 200-plus year
offort to provide an education to the children of North Carolina. Today’s
challenges are perhaps more difficult In many ways than. when Adams articulated
his vision for what was then a fledgling agrarian nation. The world economy and
technological advances of the twenty-first century mandate the necessity that the
State step forward, boldily and decisively, to see that all children, without regard
to their SOCip-@conomic cirournstances, have an educational opportunity and
experlence that not only meet the constitutional mandates set forth in Leandro,
put fulfill the dreams and aspirations of the founders of our state and natforn.
Assuring that our children are afforded the chance (o become contributing,
constructive members of socilely Is paramount. Whether the State meets this
challenge remains (o be determined. (358 N.C. 605,649)

This has been the law since April 4, 2002, when the Final Judgment was entered
on the liability phase of this case. The North Carolina Suprems Court set the law
in stone on July 30, 2004, over four and one-half years ago. Since that time, this
Court has undertaken to monitor the State’s progress with respect lo carrying out
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its constitutionally mandated requirement that each and every child be afforded
the equal opportunity to obtain a sound baslc education.

For the past several years, the Court has held hearings and has carefully
reviewed the academic performance of every school in this State. In conducting
this review, the Court has, for the past two years, reviewed the EQC performance
in reading and math and the EQG performance in each high school by course,

Following Its review, the Courthas reporied on various aspects of poor academic
performance to the Chairman of the State Board of Education, and the Governor.
Also, from time to time, the Court has reported this information to rmembers of the
General Assembly. ' '

There is no need to rehash these efforts here. Suffice it to say that poor
acadsric pérformance remains a problem in a host of elementary, middle and
high schools throughout North Carolina and as a result, the children in those
schools who are blessed with the right to the squal opportunity fo obtain a sound
basic education as guaranteed by the Constitution and as set out in Leandro, are

being deprived of thelr constitutional right to that opportunity on a dally basis,

During 2008, it was brought to the Court's attention that although there are no
ABC End of Grade assessments given in K-2, there are Literacy and Math
Assessments in place that are required to be used and implemented for each
child in those grades, The basis for this 1s that continual assessment of a child's
academlc progress is a critical component of a chlld's educational process
regardless of the grade the: child is in. Everyone knows that early childhood
education s critical In providing the child a baseline of academic progress In
iteracy and fundamental mathematical skills. '

On-going assesement In literacy and mathematics instruction throughout the
school year in grades K-2 1s necessary and ctitical for each child’s academic
growth in reading and math. Assessment guides ingtruction and the K-2
assessments consist of formative, henchmark and summative,

Accordingly, the Court held a hearlng on August 26, 2009 {o put on the record
information about the K-2 Assessments, their importance In guiding instruction In
literacy and math in the early grades and the requirements of the State Board of
Educatlon with respect to the use and effective implementation of the K-2
Assessments In each-and every elemeniary school.

The evidence presented at that hearing clearly and convincingly showed that the
proper application and use of the K-2 Assossments in Kindergarten through
grades 1 and 2 in reading and mathematics, should result in all children being
able to perform In reading and mathemaiics at grade level or above So that they
enter the 3" grade reading at a proficient level and doing grade level
mathematics. Teachers who do not effectively use the K-2 Assessments, which
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were upgraded in 2006 and again in 2009, are not providing their students with
the equal opportunity to obtain @ sound baslc edusation. _

The bottom line Is children should not be getting to the third grade unable to read
at grade level or above, nor should they be getting 10 the third

grade not prepared In mathematlcs. The sailure of children to be prepared for
reading and math so that by the end of grade $, they are performing at grade
level can be traced, in large measure, 10 the elemeniary school's failure to
properly use and Implement the K-2 Assessments appropriately, if at all,

Based on the abysmal results on the 2007- 2008, 2008-2009 reading end of
grade tests in many elementary schoQls and abysmal mathematics end of grade
tests in many elementary schools, inoluding those in Halifax County, it would
appear at this time that the K-2 Assessments are not helng properly utitized or
Implemented n the early grades, If they were # would seem logical to infer, at
this point, that the children 1 the 3" grade would not be tanking in reading and
math after four (4) ysare Ih elementary school,

The Coutt, in the course of Its review of the statewide £008-2009 reading end of
grade tests in grades 3 - 8, focused on elementary and middie schools where
fhe 2008-2009 reading end of grade test scores for grades 3 through 6 and 8
through 8 were fifty percent (50%) proficient or [ess in all three grades in the
school, or where two out of the three grades test scores in reading were 50%
proficient of less. '

An elermentary schoo! or middie school where the children in all three dgrades, of
2 out of 3 grades, were reading at 50% or less proficiency

is a school where the equal opportunity 10 aobtaln a sound basic education |s
slmply not happening. Five out of ten children not peing proficient in reading Is
evidence of a failure in classroom instruction and school leadership, nothing
more, nothing less. '

Realizing that there are major academic problems In small rural schoo! gysiems
in the Northeast such a8 Halifax, the Couirt decided to fook &t reading scores for
2008-2009 In three large urban districts to determine if academic disasters in
reading similaf Yo fhose in Hallfax and other rural countles in the Northeast were
present. The arban schoot districts are Durham, Forsyth and Guilford.

The resulits of the Court's examlnation of DP| student accountability data for
2008-2009 in reading are atiached as Exhiblt A 10 this Notice of Hearing and
Order, A summary of the results follows here: ‘

Durham- |

Elementary Schools 45 ottt of 29 (51 7%) regular alementary schools fell into the
category where all three grades, or 2 out of 3 grades, had reading proficiency at

5
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50% or below in all three grades or in 2 out of 3 grades. In those schodis so
identified, 63.4% of third graders were not proficlent in reading, 61.4% of fourth
graders were not proficient in reading and 46,5% of fifth graders were not
proficlent in reading. For all 3 grades combined in these 16 elementary schools -
there were 2470 children not proficient in reading ot §7.3% not proficient.

Middle Schools - 4 outof 9 (44.4%) regular middle schools fell Into the category
where all three grades, or 2 out of 3 grades, had reading proficiency at 50% or
below in all thres grades or in 2 out of 3 grades. in those schools so Identlfled,
69.4% of sixth graders were not proficlent in reading, 60.5% of seventh graders
were not proficient in reading, and 64.4% of elghth graders were not proficlent in
reading. Forall three grades combined in these 4 middle schools there were
1609 children not proficlent in reading or 61.4% not proficient. '

Forsyth

Elementary Schools -13 out of 43 (30.0%) regular elementary schools fell into the
category where all three grades, or 2 out of 3 grades, had reading proficiency at
80% or below in all three grades or In 2 out of 3 grades. In those schools so '
identified, 62.8% of third graders were not proficient in reading, 57.3% of fourth
graders were not proficient in reading and 86.7% of fifth graders were not
proficient in reading. Forali 3 grades combined in these 13 elementary
achools there were 1742 children not proficient in reading or 62.06% not
proficient, -

Middle Schools ~ 4 out of 15 (26.8%) regular middle schools fell Into the category
where all three grades, or 2 out of 3 grades, had reading proficiency at 50% or
“below In all three grades or in 2 out of 3 grades. In those schools so [dentifled,
57.6% of sixth graders were not proficient in reading, 83.0% of seventh graders
were not proficient in reading, and 63.6% of eighth graders were not proficient
in reading. For ali three grades combined in these 4 middle schools there were
817 children not proficient in reading or 61.2% not proficient.

Guilford

Elementary Schools - 21 out of 68 (31.8%) regular elementary schools fell Into
the category where all three grades, or 2 out of 3 grades, had reading proficiency
at 50% or below in all three gradss or in 2 out of 3 grades. In those schools s0 -
identified, 55.4% of third graders were not proficient in reading, 69.2% of fourth
graders were not proficient in readlng and 58.7% of fifth graders were not
proficient in reading, Forall 3 grades combined in these 21 elementary
schools there were 2448 children not proficient in reading or 87.6% not
proficient. '

Middie Schools - 3 out of 20 (15.0%) regular middle schools fell info the category
were all three grades, or 2 out of 3 grades, had read!ng proficlency at 50% ot
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below in all three grades of in 2 out of 3 grades. In those schools so identlfied,

53 5% of sixth graders were not proficient in reading, 59.4% of seventh graders

were not proficient in reading, and 62.0% of eighth graders were not proficient
in reading. For allthree grades combined In these 3 middle schools there were
928 children not proficient in reading or 58.2% not proficient.

These children are heading to high school where they are simply not
prepared to do the work. The poor performing high schools in these 3
districts reflect this when you look at the children’s predecessors,

The eighth graders in thesa middle schools last year are now in the ninth grade
in high school, The seventh graders in these middle schoals are now inthe
elghth grade. How are these children going to be able to compete in high school
when they are not proficient in reading? Several years of similar elementary and
middie scheol academic disaster for their prodecessors show up in the high
school performance composites In these three (3) LEAS' poor performing high
schools where a lot of these children will end up n all likelihood.

Performance Composites of these poor performing high schools for 8 years.

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

guilford
T, W, ANDREWS 55.2 50.3 40,9 35.2 42.0 47.4 44,3 47.8
DUDLEY 35.7 47.2 42.7 50,9 51.8 44.3 B1.3 44.8
BEN smmmﬁ 43.2 40.4 44,1 45,5 47.4 35.3 39.7 42,1

. Tﬁ_l_’s‘orayth D
CARVER 43,9 40,9 44.8 45.6 19,4 36,7 34.7 41,0

_ PARKLAND —50.5 56.6 58,2 59,9 52.6 25.6 50.8 54.4 -
Durham
HILLSIDE 5.6 49,0 49.2 47.3 43.4 40.8 40.2 &5.0
SOUTHERN 52.0 54.9 53.1 5a.1 44,7 39.9 32.3 32,5
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The Financial Cost of Maintaining These Elementary, Middie and High
Schools in these three LEAs is staggering when the lgck of academic
performance is consldered. For the 59 elementary and middle schools identified
by the Court In this Notice and Order of Hearing, DPI's financlal information
analysis and reporting shows that the total cost for 2008-2009 for these schools
was $233,914,809. DPI Financial data on these schools in attached to this
Nofice of Hearing and Order as Exhibit B. ' :

These identified middie and elementary schools average 87.4% of their
students as being on Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL).

" The cost to maintain Southern High School and Hlilside High School in Durham
County last year was $17,357,330 and the cost of maintaining Durham’s
identifled middle and elementary schools was $80,412,653,

The cost to maintain Carver and Parkland In Forgyth County last year was 3
14,261,276 and the cost of maintaining Forsyth's Identified middle and
slementary schools was $70,849, 604,

The cost to maintain Andrews, Dudley and Smith i Guliford County last year
was $ 27,143, 929 and the cost of maintaining Guilford's identified middle and
elementary schools was $82, 800, 500. :

On average between 92 and 93% of these costs are salary and benefits for
the adulis who are supposed to be providing the children with an equal
opportunity for a sound basic education,

Subject Maiter of the Hearing:

The purpose of this hearing will be to provide the State of North Carolina, acting
through its Executive Branch, Including but not fimlted to the State Board of
Education and The Department of Public Instruction and the LEAs of Durham,
Winston-Salém Forsyth and Guilford, the opportunity to appear and report to the
Court on exactly what immediate steps they are going to implement to ensure
that there is quaiity classroom Instruction, competent leadership and resources In

~ each and every one of these schools and the identified high schools so that
those children who are not proficlent In reading and other subjects will have the
equal opportunity fo obtain a sound basic education as required by the North
Carolina Constitution and Leandro. Simply put, these schools are not Leandro
compliant and they are required to be by law. The usual "excuses” are hot
acceptable. :

The Court is every mindful of the fact that the low performing high schools in
these three LEAs have not been making satlsfactory progress despite the LEAs
being directed to improve those high schools since 2008 and despite receiving
State assistance since theR006-2007 school year,
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" The State Board of Education and Department of Public Instruction will provide
copies of this Notlce of Hearlng and Order to the respective LEAS identified
herein and secure the attendance of their respective Superintenden’{s andg other
personnel as may be appropriate. '

SO ORDERED this 26th day of March, 2010.

Howard E. Manning, JT. T
Superior Court Judge
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NORTH CAROLINA: IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
_ SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION
WAKE COUNTY: ' 95 CVS 1158

HOKE COUNTY BOARD
OF EDUCATION, et al,,
Plaintiffs,

167
Ll

b

- IJxE
il

1

And

ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al,,
Plaintift-intervenors,

[:£4d 6
I

Vs.

DGO AR S

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA;
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
Defendants.

NOTICE OF HEARING AND ORDER RE: HEARING

TAKE NOTICE that the Court will hold a hearing in this case duringa
special scheduled session of the Wake County Superior Court to begin on
Friday, December 17, 2010 at 10:30 a.m. in Courtroom 10-A, Wake County
Courthouse.

All children in North Carolina are entitled to the equal opportunity to obtain |
a sound basic education. The children’s constitutional right as setout in
the North Carolina Constitution and this case follow:

Leandro Tenets and Minimal Compliance Standards

The North Carolina Supreme Court’s decisions in Leandro [ (346 N.C, 336)on
July 24, 1897 and Leandro If (358 N.C. 605) on July 30, 2004, set in stone, once
and for all, the following tenets reiating to the Constitutional guarantee to each
child of the right to an opportunity to obtain a scund basic education:

FIRST: We conclude that Arficle 1, Section 16 and Article X, Section 2 of the
North Carclina Constitution combine to guarantee gvery child of this state an
opportunity to receive a sound basic education in our public schools. For
purposes of our Constitution, a ‘sound basic education’ is one that will provide
the student with at least:
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1, sufficient ability to read, write and speak the English language and a
sufficient knowledge of fundamental mathemnatics and physical science fo
enable the student fo function in a complex and rapidly changing society,

2. sufficient fundamental knowledge of geography, history and basic
economic and politicat systems to enable the student to make informed
choices with regard to issues that affect the student personally or affect
the student's community, state and nation;

3. sufficient academic and vocational skills to enable the student to
successfully engage in post-secondary education and fraining; and

4. sufficient academic and vocational skills to enable the student to compete
on an equal basis with others In further formal education or gainful
employment in contemporary soclety.” emphasis added; (Leandro I p.

3M7)......

SECOND: Article 1, Section 15 and Article IX, Ssction 2 of the North Carolina
Constitution, as interpreted by [ eandro, guarantee to each and every child the
right to an equal opportunity to obtain a sound basic education which requires
that each child be afforded the opportunity to attend a public school which has
the Tollowing educational resources, at & minimum: LEANDRO COMPLIANT

PREREQUISITES

First, that every classroom be staffod with a competent, certified,
well-trained teacher who is teaching the standard course of study by
implementing effective educational methods that provide
differentiated, individualized instruction, assessment and
remediation to the students in that classroom.

Second, that every school be led by a well-trained competent
Principal with the leadership skills and the abllity to hire and retain
competent, certifled and well-trainad teachers who can implement an
effective and cost-effective instructional program that meets the
needs of at-risk children so that they can have the equal opportunity
to obtain a sound basic education by achieving grade level or above
academic performance. -

Third, that every school be provided, in the most cost effective
manner, the resources necessary to supp ort the effective
instructional prograrm within that school so that the educational
- neads of all children, including at-risk children, to have the equal
opportunily to obiain a sound basic education, can be mel.

FOURTH: That a child who is showing Level 1l {grade level) or above proficiency
on the State’s ABC tests, End of Grade (EQG) or End of Course (ECC), is

 obtaining & sound basic education in {hat subject matter AND that a child who is
not showing Level lil proficiency (performing below grade level) on the ABC tests
is not obtaining a sound basic aducation in that subject matter.
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FIFTH: That a showing of Level Il proficiency is the proper standard for
“gemonstrating compliance with the Leandro decision.

SIXTH: That a child who is performing below Level il} is "at-risk” of not cbtaining
a sound basie education.

SEVENTH: That there are children “at-risk” of not obtaining a sound basic
education located throughout the State of North Carolina and those children's
needs are similar whether they live in a rural or suburban area.

EIGHT: That the State must assume responsibility for, and correct, those
sducational methods and practices that contribute to the failure to provide
children with a constitutionally — conforming education,

NINTH: That when the State assesses and implements plans fo correct
educational obligations in the face of a constitutional deficiency in an LEA,
or particular school, tho solution proposed must ensure competent
feachers in classrooms, competent principals in schools and adequate
resources to support the instructional and support programs In that school
50 as to ba Leandro compliant. - :

TENTH: Local School Systems (LEAs) are entitled to funding by the State
sufficient to provide all students, irrespective of their particular LEA, with, et a
minimum, the opportunity to obtain a sound basic education.

Th.e Supreme Court ended its decision in Leandro If with the followiﬁg:

This Court now remands to the lower court and ultimately into the
hands of the lagislature and executive branches, one more instaflment in
the 200-plus year effort to provide an education fo the children of North
Carolina. Today’s challenges are perhaps more difficult in many ways than
when Adams articulated his vision for what was then a fledgling agrarian
nation. The world economy and technological advances of the twenty-first
century mandate the necessity that the Stafe step forward, boldly and _
decisively, to see that all children, without regard to their socio-economic
circumstances, have an educational opportunity and expéerience that not
only meet the constitutional mandates set forth in Leandro, but fulfill the
dreams and asplrations of the founders of our state and nation. Assuring
that our children are afforded the chance to become contributing,
constructive members of society is paramount, Whether the State masts
this challenge remains to be determined. (358 N.C. 605,649)

This has been the law since April 4, 2002, when the Final Judgment was entered

‘on the liability phase of this case. The North Carolina Supreme Court set the law
in stone on July 30, 2004, over six (6) years ago. Since that time, this Court has

- RECEIVED TIME NOV. 9. 3:22PM PRINT TIME HOV. 0. 3:23PM
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undertaken to monitor the State's progress with respect to carrying out its
constitutionally mandated requirement that each and every child be afforded the
equal opportunity to obtain a sound basic education.

Subject Matter of the Hearing:

The purpose of this non-adversarial hearing will be to provide the parties,
including, the State of North Carolina, acting through its Executive Branch,
including, but not limited to, the State Board of Education and The
Department of Public Instruction the opportunity fo report {o the Court
concerning student performance information for 2009-2010 and to report
on tho status of other matters eritical to the educational opportunities for -

~ children :

Report on the proposed utilization by the Executive Branch of the federal
funds coming to North Carolina from the U.S. Department of Education as a
result of the Race to the Top (“RTTP”) program and the organlzational
structure to be implemented to oversee, audit and ensure compliance with

. the Race to the Top spending requirements on educational opportunity in

North Carolina.

Progress Report on the Halifax County Schools Project which is the
subject of the Consent Order entered on May 6, 2009 and which s now
beginning the second full echoo’j year,

The 2009-2010 End of Grads Mathematics Scores in Grades 3-8 by school
for each grade 3,4,5,6,7 & 8 by LEA, statewide. [before and after re-tests]

The 2009-2010 End of Grade Readling Scores in Grades 3-8 by school
for aach grade 3,4,5,6,7 & & by LEA, statewide.[before and after re-tests]

The 2009-2010 End of Course Mathematics Scores in Algebra 1, Algabra 2
and Geometry by school, by LEA, statewide. '

The 2009-2010 End of Course Scores in all high schools, by LEA, statewide
which data shows the number of students in each EOC subject that were
proficient in the subject in each high school and shows whether or not
growth standards (state) were met or not met in each EOC subject in that
high school. '

The 2009-2010 Performance 'Cornposita for each school by LEA, statewide,
which data also shows whether AYP was met or not.

Financial Data preparéd by DP Information Analysis and Reporting relating

to Financial Expenditures by Major Categories for 2008-2009 identlfied by
the following titles:

RECEIVED TIME NOV. 9. 3:20PM PRINT TIME NOV. 9. 3:23PM
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Data for Original 44 L.ow Performing High Schools FY 2009-2010

Data for Original 44 Low Perferming High Schools FY 2009-2010 for 2005,
2006, 2007, 2008,2009 and 2010 showing a cumnulative six (6) year
expenditure amount in excess of One billion dollars to operate these 44
high echools.

20 Loweét Middie Schools Performance Compeosite — Expenditures by
Major Categories 2008-2009

Report on the efforts of the Turnaround High Schooi and Middle School
projects for 2009-2010, including the performance results in such schools
in the project, including 2 reports entitled Turnaround High Schools Rank
Order by Greatest Change It Composite 2009-2010 and Rank by
Performance Composite, regpectively.

Report on the Long-ferm Effects of the North Carolina More at Four Pre-
Kindergarten Program Children’s Reading and Math Skills at Third Grade
as contained in a study conducted by UNC’s Frank Porter Graham Child
Development Institute, October 2010,

Report on the educational challenge to a child who has reached the end of
third grade and is not reading at grade level (Level Ill) in terms of how long
it would take the child, provided it receives appropriate instruction from
that point forward, to catch up (if ever) to its classmates who are reading at
grade level and above.

Report on the impact of an ineffective teacher on student achievement in
reading in terms of educational impact on studens having an ineffactive
teacher for one year, two years, three years and the time it takes to
remediate and overcome the achievement loas to the student, if it can be
done, by providing an effective teacher.

Report on the impact and use of the DIBELS system in aasasmng K-2 and
other elementary grades.

Due to the number of itéms to be covered, there will be no further matters
taken up at this hearing.

SO ORDERED this 8th day of Novembar, 2010
E, ( _ —>
<

Moward E. Manning, Jr.
Superior Court Judge

RECEIVED TIME MNOV. 9. 3:20PM  PRINT TIME Nov. 9, 3:24PMM .



State of North Carolina REPLYTO Thomas J. Zko

oY COOPE Department of Justice é‘ﬂ%‘;a;'fgﬁ 050
COOPER
ATPORNIEY GRNERAL PO Box 629 FAX: (919) 716-6764
_ Raleigh, North Carolina
27602
November 19, 2010
VIA HAND DELIVERY

The Honorable Howard E. Manning, Jr.
Walke County Superior Court

Wake County Courthouse

316 Fayetteville Street

Raleigh, NC 27602-0351

Re:  Hoke County Board of Education, et al. v. State, 95 CVS 1158

Dear Judge Manning:

 Pursnant io your November 9, 2010 Notice of Hearing, attached are the following repoxts for
fhe December 17, 2010 hearing in the above-referenced matter:

Report on More at Four PrefKindergal.“ten Program
Summary of Key Findings, October 2010;

Bvahiation of More at Four State Pre-Kindergarten, The First Ten Years; and
‘Long-term Effects of the North Carolina More at Four Pre-kindergarten Program,

October 2010,

Report on DIBELS system
Executive Summaty, SBE Meeting 11/2010 (Attachment GCS8 to SBE Mig.); and

Draft Report to the Notih Carolina General Assembly, “Evaluation of the Math and
Reading Diagnostic Pilots”, Date Due December 01, 2010.

Repotits on Ineffective Teacher $ii} Educational Challenges re: Not Reading on Grade
Teacher Effectiveness: Impriiliing Schools One Classroom at a Time
What Matters Most, Octobet @L 2010; and
Public Schools of Noxth Carolia , DPI, November 9, 2010 Letter and Differences

in Learning to Read, Unit 2.
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Tn addition, I am also including copies of the following reports which have been rerun fo
include any correction/omission etrors discovered since they wetre first provided to you in August
2010:

2009-10 EOG Reading Resulis for Seleécted Schools for Judge Manning
(Results Include Retest Scores);

2009-10 Reading EOG Grades 3-8, Nymber Proficient and Percent Proficient by School
Within Bach LEA (Results Include Retest Scores);

2009-10 North Carolina Assessment Results: Performance Composite, by School
(Results Include Retest Scores);

2009-10 Pescent Proficient in North Carolina by Ettmicity
{Results Include Retest Scores);

2009-10 Mathematics EOG Grades 3-8, Number Proficient and Percent Ploﬁczent by
School Within Bach LEA. (Results Include Retest Scores); and _

2009-10 End-of-Course Tests, All Subjects With Auxilliary Information by High School
Within BEach LEA (Results Include Retest Scor es)

TIZ/dhm
Enclosures

cc:  All counsel of record (via e-mail with electronic copies of the documents referenced herein)



=gyl he Novth Carolina More at Four Pre-
kindergarten Program is a state-funded
inltiative for at-risk 4-year-olds, designed
to help them be more successful when

- they enter elementary school, The
purpose of More at Four is to provide a high quality,
classroom-based educational program during the year
prior to kindergarten entry, Over the years, 90% of

the children served in More at Four have qualified for
free or reduced-price funch; eligibility for the program
is also determined by other risk factors, such as low
English proficiency, identified disability, chronic health
condltion, and/or developmental delay, More at Four
 has been providing a full school year pre-k program
since 2002--2003, and has served over 160,000 chitdren
during the first nine program years (2002-2G10),

Study Design

Key findings on the long-term effects of participation

in More at Four on children’s third-grade End of

Grade (EOG) math and reading scores are presented
below. Statewide data from the NC Department of
public Instruction was used for alf third-graclers in

the 20062007 and 2007-2008 school years. Of
these, the More at Four sample Included children

who attended the pre-k program for at least 70% of
the school year (in 2002-2003 and 2003-2004). The
total sample consisted of 5,554 children who attended
More at Four and 200,062 comparison children. The
analyses also examined results by poverty status in
third grade, comparing poor children (eligible for

free or reduced-price lunch) and non-poor children
(not eligible). In addition, the analyses adjusted for
children’s demographic characteristics of gender and
racefethnicity, as well as for state and local per pupil
expendlitures, which represented vartations in the quatity
and resources provided by the schoal districts attended

Ellen S. Peisner-Feinberg, Ph.D. by different groups of children.
Jennifer M. Schaaf) Ph.I. Two primary research questions were addressed by
. this studly: 1) Are there any long-term benefits of
October 2010 ' participation in the More at Four Pre-k Program on

children's math and reading skills in third grade?, and
e, . 9) Do the effects of More at Four participation ow\
' éf : E,. } N{: children's third-grade math and reading skills vary.by
FACE ' ' children’s poverty status? -

retand e COHILD NEVHELROFMENT INMS TUINTER
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Major Resylis

e For all third-grade EOG outcomes—math and reading scale scores and achlevement
levels—poor children who attended More at Four performed better than their peers who
did not attend More at Four, These results are of key importance, given that 90% of the
children who attended More at Four were poor at that time., '

e For non-poor children, those In the comparison group generally performed better than those
who attended Mare at Four, However, the non-poor comparlson group was likely more
advantaged and Included children who would not have been eligible for the More at Four
Program during pre-k. In contrast, many of the MAF children were poor and had other risk
factors at the time of prek,

» Asexpected, a consistent pattern was found where non-poor children performed better
than poor children across all outcomes measured by the third-grade EOGs, However,
these differences related to poverty were much stronger within the comparison group than
within the MAF group.

Summary and Conclusions

These findings suggest that for poor children (those who qualified for free or reduced-price
lunch), participating in the More at Four Program during pre-k had longer-term benefits in
terms of math and reading skills at the end of third grade. These findings were consistent
across all EOG outcomes, indlcating a broad positive effect of participation in the More at
Four Progiam. These findings are of note, given that poor children represent the majority (90%)
served by the More at Four Program. :

Not surprisingly, non-poor children performed better than poor children. This achievement gap

in academic skills refated to poverty Is something that is widesptead in our country. However,
these effects were greater for the comparison group and substantially reduced for the MAF
group. This may indicate that participation in More at Four has an ameliorating effect on the
negattve effects of poverty relatec to children’s academic achlevement,

In sum, these findings provide evidence that the More at Four Program Is helping to lessen the
achlevement gap for poor children in both math and reading performance, and that such early
pre-k experiences can have a lasting effect into the elementary school years,

Achievement Leve! Adjusted Means

L CNP;
2. MAFNEL o
3.3 32 cry
R . 3

€ NP MAF NP;
27 a7

06-07 Reading

Math

C=Comgarison; MAF=More at Four; NP=Not poor; P=Poor
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SUMMARY

I

"+ Ten years of evaluations have shown Mors at Four to be a highly rigorous pre-kindargatten program that
successiully targets low-Income housshold children and thoss at-risk of later academic fatlure.

= Quality in the classroomt Is high, The percentage of teachers with a BA degrse and a Birth-Iindergarten license
Is above 80% in public schoof settings, and has doublad to around 30% in community satiings.

* Learpitig growth for aft students Is signtficant and above expectations for those children starting with the lowest
knowledge hase. Rates of learning growth in pre-K are generally sustalned through the end of kindergarten.

» The most isoent svaluation shows thai on third grads reading and math tests, ex-Mors at Four children who

received a fres or reducad lunch In third grade some four years after
[eaving a More at Four classroom, performed significantly better
than children who recetved a free or raduced 1unch but who didn't
attend More at Fottr.

+ These 3rd grade EOG results show that More at Four narrowed the
achievement gap by up to 40% at third grade,

A CLOSELY EVALUATED EDUCATION INITIATIVE

Slnce its first fuil yaear in 2002-03, More at Four has baen closely
scrutinized by independant resaarchers at the Frank Porter Graham
Child Development Instituie at UNC-Chapef Hill, These evaluatlons
shiow that quality tn the More at Four classrocom Is high, that this
classroom quality is associated with high rates of learning growth,
that chifdren at most-risk of academic failure exhibit the highest rates
of learning growth in Maore at Four, and, that four years later, children
who were in More at Four and whe receive a fres or reduced lunch In
third grade, did significantiy better in EQG reading and math tests than
free or reduced price lunch children who did not attend Mare at Four.

SERVING CHILDREN IN NEED

More at Four has maintained a consistent focus on servicing the neasds of
disaclvantaged chitdren since its Inception, Sincs year one, three-gquariars
of the children served n More at Four have come from households below
130% of the federal poverty leval {1.e. efigible for a fres lunch) and the
majority have never been praviously served by an early education or care
provider (figure 1) Around @ in 10 children In arty ohe year are sligible for
a free or reduced price lunch! The share of children with a chronic health
problem or identified disability has held steady at around 5% or 6% while
. those with a developmental need has licreased over the decads, from
around 10% i 2001-02 to over 30% tn 2009-2010 (figure 2},

Flgure 1: Percent of More at Four
Children in Poverty, Never Served,
2002-2010
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EVALUATION HIGHLIGHTS, 2002~2010

The avaluations of More at Four have baen of four types: measuremems of the quality of the learning environment,
tracking of the learnlng gains of cohoris of children In pre-k and kindergarten, and finally, following More at Four .
students through third grade and comparing thelr EOG third grade reading and math seores with that of childron

who did not attend More at Four.

High Quality Pre-Kindergarten

“Mare at Four maimalned refativaly high quality over time, even as the program expanded substantially, i

The percentage of highly qualified teachers in Morse at Four ¢lassrooms is high and growing, especiaily In
community settings In recent vears, Qver 80% of public schiool More at Four teachers have a bachelors degres with
gither a Birth-kindergatten ifcense or equivalent, The prevalence of highiy qualified teachars in community setting
classrooms has doubled since the early years of the program,™ }

Having highly qualifled teschers matters: multiple evaluations have shown that more frequent literacy and language
ingtruction is-assoclatad with classrooms whers tha teacher has a BK Heense. When this instruction ig high quality,
children show greater growth in print knowledge, print and story concepts and social skills,

The promotion of highly qualified taachers in More at Four s maximizing the likelthood that key llteracy and social
skills will be learnad at an accelarated rate; skills that have been ldentifled as critical to early child development.”

Exceptional Learning Growth
“([Clhitdren at greatest risk...exhibited growter growth over time in.. Janguage aud literacy skills {receptive language,
Istter uaming), math skitls (appiied probloms, covnting) aid genaral knowladge (seeial avareness, colorl.™

The challengs to accelerate learning for some children is pressing: without quality pre-kindergarten, children from
disadvantaged backgrounds or with |lmited English arrlve in kindergarten with a life-changing literacy and English
vocabulary deficit compared 1o middle-class children.

More at Four classrootns have proven themselves In multiple evaluations to sustain learning growth above and
beyond average developmental expectations for all participant children across literacy and language, math and
social skill domains Vit ) ,

Significantly the avaluations conclude that learning gains In pre-K More at Four classrooms have besn most
pronounced for those In greatest nesd of accelerated development, The results are particularly strong for reseptive
language, math and seclal skills.”

Such learning galn patterns lead FPG researchers to conclude that More at Four Is, “An important and ameliorative
expetiance for children wheo otherwise may not have sudn opporiunities during the pre-i year's

Growth Sustained through Kindergarien
“IDfuring pro-K, children gained a foundational knawledge, as welf as genaral knowledge and hehaviaral skills,
which prepared them to develop mers advanced reading and math skills in elemontary sehool...
{Tlhe henefits of participating in the More at Four Proytau wora maintained through kindergarten.™

Three cohorts of Maors at Four children (2003704, 2005-06 and 2007-08) have had thelr progress tracked through the end
of kindergarten. These longitudinal studles show that More at Four produced accelerated learning in receptive language,
math and soclal awarenass and skills for participant children that persisted through the end of kindergarten.®

Consistent with the results tracking learning growth through pre-K, children at greatest risk demonstrated steeper
fearning curves then other More at Four students, and this acceleration was also evident thirough kindergarten™" .
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Signiticant Long-term Effects
“[Tlhese results reprasent the affects of the More at Four program abiove and beyoid
thoge of a variety of other types of pre-schaol experiences. I sum, these findings
provide svidence that the Mora at Four program is helping to lesson the achievement
sap for poor childres in Bothmatl and reading performance, and that sich oarly
pra-i{ expariences can have a fasting effect Into the elementary school yoars, v

An evaluation of the performance of Mote at Four children on third grade
reading and math tests compared to non-More at Four chitdren has
found that chitdren who were economlcally-disadvaniaged in third grade
in 2006-07 or 2007-08 and who attended More at Four for more than 70%
of the 2002-03 or 2003-04 school year achleved statistically slgnificant
highiet third grade math and reading tast scares, on average, than
aconomijcally-disadvantaged children who did not attend More at Foure

The third grade sconomic status achievement gap - that persistent gap
in average test scores between economically-disadvantaged and middie
class ohildren in 3rd grads reading and math - is elosed substantially for
aconomically-disadvantaged children who aftended More et Four four
years sarller {see figures 3, 4 & 51

The sconomle status achievement gap for ex-More at Four childrenwheo did
not receive a free or reduced lynch at third grade was reduced 68%, 81% and
81% for Reading 2006-07, Reading 2007-08 and Math 2006-08, respectively, .

Consigtent with these results, further statistical analyses of third grade

roading and math scale scores from 2006-07 and 2007-08 show that children
. who received afree ot reduced lunch in third grade were associated with

lower test scores but those economically-disadvantagad chitdren who

attended a Mors at Four classroom for more than 70% of the schoo! year
-four years earller achieved statistically slgnificant higher scores.

Economlcaliy-disadvantaged children in More at Four eam an ashisvement
boost that is evident inthird grads compared 1o all other economically-
disadvantaged children. Some of these other children recelved some kind
of early education care or education outside the home, The boost was also
achieved within the context of wide variation in K-3 classroom quality.

NEXT STEP FOR THE EVALUATION
OF PRE-KINDERGARTEN

The next FPG evaluation of the effectiveness of More at Four will use a
tigorous methodology known as a regression discontinuity desigh to
further investigate the offect of More at Four on learning growth.»* This
report Is expected to be released [n early 2011,

The Offlee of Early Learning Is exploring a randomized assignmant or
experimental svaluation design for g future More at Four evalyation.
Such a study would track the academlc performance of children who
qualified for More at Four and who were randomly assigned to the
program agalnst those eligible students who were not randomly
agsigned to More at Four, Such a deslgn takes advantage of the surrent
waiting list in many counties caused by an excess of demand for More at
Four among children whoe quality for the program. '

Figure 3:
Reading 2006-07
37% of gap closed
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Math 2006-08

31% of gap closed
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A randomized assignment deslgn evaluation of a state-wide pre-k program has not been conducted in the United States.
The Office of Early Learning believes that this kind of evaluation wiil not only inform continuous improvement of an
already high quality and effectiva state pre-kindergarten In North Carolina but provide policymakers, stakeholders,
parents and communities with valuable data that can inform best education pracilce throughout the Unlted States.
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Overview of the More at Four Program

The North Carolina More at Four Pre-kindergarten Program is a state-funded initiative for at-
risk 4-year-olds, designed to help them be more successful when they enter elementary school.
The More at Four Program is based on the premise that all children can Jearn if given the
opportunity, but at-risk children have not been glven the same level of opportunity. The
purpose of More at Four is to provide a high quality, classroom-based educational program for
at-risk children during the year prior to kindergarten entry. The program targets at-risk children
from low-Income familtes (up to 300% of federal poverty rates) who are unserved ina
preschool program or who are underserved (&.g, In lower quality or unregulated settings or not
receiving child care subsidies). Over the years, 90% of the children served In More at Four have
gualified for free or reduced-price lunch; eligibility for the program is also determined by other
sk factors, such as low English proficiency, identified disability, chronic health condition,
and/or developmental delay. More at Four provides funding for serving eligible children in
_ classroom-based educational programs at a variety of sites, including public schools, Head Start,
. and community child care centers {both for-profit and nonprofit). The programs operate on a
school day and school calendar basis for 6 to 6-1/2 hours/day and 180 days/year. Local sites .
are expected tomeeta varlety of program guldefines and standards around curriculum, training
and education levels for teachers and adminlstrators, class size and student-teacher ratios,
North Carolina child care llcensing levels, and provisioh of other program services. The More at
" Four Program was initiated in the 2001-2002 school year, with a full school year of services first
offered in 2002-2003, and all 1060 counties induded since the 2003-2004 school year. More at
Four has served over 160,000 children during the first nine program years {2002-2010).

Overview Qf the Present Study

Since its inception in 2002, the statewide evaluation of the North Carolina More at Four Pre-
kindergarten Program has been conducted by the FPG Chiid Development Institute at the
University of North Carolina at-Chapel Hill. The present report describes findings on the long-
term effects of participation in More at Four on children’s third-grade End of Grade (EOG) math
and reading scores, A quast-exper!mental design was employed, using statewide data from the
NC Department of Public Instruction for all third-graders in two cohorts of children,
representing the 2006-2007 and the 2007-2008 school years. Comparisons were conducted
batween children who attended More at Four during pre-k (in 2002-2003 and in 2003-2004)
and those who did not, as well as by children’s poverty status (i.e,, whether they qualified for
free or reduced-price lunch In third grade). Two primary resea rch questions were addressed by

this study:
o Are there any long-term benefits of participation In the More at Féur Pre-k Program on
children’s math and reading skills in third grade?

s Do the effects of More at Four pa rticipation on children’s third-grade math and reading
skills vary by children’s poverty status? _
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Methods

Patticipants

Two cohorts of children were Included in this study, based on all North Carolina third-graders
who completed the EOG math and reading assessments in 2006-2007 and in 2007-2008. The
sample Included two groups of children—the More at Four {MAF) group that participated in the
More at Four Program during elther of the first two full years of the program {2002-2003 and
2003-2004) and the comparlson group that never participated In More at Four. For the More at
Four (MAF) group, the sample was restricted to children who had attended the program for at
Jeast 70% of the school year (126 days), In order to ensure that they had recelved adequate -
exposure to the pre-k program. The public education dataset contained Information on
108,363 third-graders In 2006-2007 and 111,898 third-graders In 2007-2008. The criteria for
incluslon in the study sample were that at least one third-grade EOG score [math, reading, or
both) was reported and complete data on all other analysis variables (poverty status, gender,
race/ethnidity, and state and local per pupil expenditures) were reported. The final study
sample included 102,852 children {985 MAF and 101,867 compatrison) in the 2006-2007 cohort
and 102,765 children {4,568 MAF and 98,196 compatison) in the 2007-2008 cohort. The MAF
group Included children who participated in the programin 2002-2003 or 2003-2004 and took
the third-grade EOGs in 2006-2007 or 2007-2008, including children who may have been
accelerated, retained in grade, or delayed entry into school (i.e,, had EOG scores in the year
prior or subsequent to the expected year). Demographic characteristics of the MAF and
compatison groups for each year are contained in Table 1. As expected, these data indicate
relatlvely higher proportions of chitdren who were poor and from non-White raclal/ethnic
groups in the MAF group, and similar proportions of boys and girls in the MAF and comparison
groups each year, .

Procedures

Educational data for all third-grade studentsin the state in 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 wefe
obtained from the NC Department of Public Instruction (DPI) public education database, housed
at the North Carolina Education Research Data Center, Including EOG scores, special status,-
poverty status, gender, race/ethnicity, and per pugll expenditures. In arder to Identify chfldren
who previously participated in the More at Four Pre-k Program, demographlc data were
obtained from the statewlde More at Four Program database, housed at the University of North
Catolina at Chapel Hill. The More at Four database contalns monthly service report data from
each local More at Four contractor about the sites, classrooms, teachers, and chlildren
participating in the program. Pre-k data were obtained for 2002-2003 and 2003-2004, the
expected years for attending pre-k corresponding to attending third grade in 2006-2007 and
2007-2008. Children who met the study criteria for pre-k attendance (at least 70% of the
program year/126 days) were matched across the two databases using a combination of
informatlon, including first name, last name, date of birth, school district attended, and social
security number (when available). Of the eligible children who attended More at Four, data on
72% of the flrst cohort and 65% of the secand cohort {66% across both cohorts) were located in

5
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the third-grade data set and included In the study sample. pre-k demographic characteristics
were compared between those who were included In the third-grade study sampie and those
who were not included, as shown in Tahle 2. Based on chl-square analyses of pre-k
information, there were no differences between sample and non-sample children on gender or
poverty status In the flrst cohort {2002-2003), but there were some differences In
race/ethnicity, with proportlonally more White/European-American and fewer Hispanlc/Latino
chiidren in the study sample. In the second cohoit (2003-2004), there were small differences In
all characteristics, with the study sample contalning proportlonally more girls and fewer boys;
proportionally fewer Hispanlc/Latino children and slightly more White/ European-American
children and Black/African-American children; and slightly more children not In poverty and
fewer children in poverty. '

Measures

* Al data used in this study were obtained from the public education database. Child outcomes
included third-grade EOG math and reading scale scores and achievement levels; in addition,
data onidentification as academically glfted or learning disabled were reported. Other data
used in these analyses Included child characterlstics of poverty status, gender, and
race/ethnlcity; school and local educatlon agency (LEA); and district-level state and local per
pupll expenditures for the LEA.

EOG Scores. The EOG assessments are used to measure academic performance and
competency for grade levels based on the goals and chjectives ofthe NC Standard Course of
Study. Inthird grade, all students take math and reading EOG assessments during the final
three weeks of school. The mathematics EOG emphasizes information processing and higher
order thinking, and measures competency In number and operations, measurement, geometry,
data analysis and probability, and algebra across 80 items. The same math assessment was
used In 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. The reading EOG focuses on children's reading and
comprehension of literary and Informational texts, and measures cognitlon (e.g., determining
meaning, summarizing, identifying the purpose of text features), Interpretation (e.g., making
inferences and generallzations), critical stance (e.g., comparing/contrasting, understanding the
impact of literary elements), and connections (e.g.; connecting knowledge with outside
experliences) across 50 ltems. The items and scoring for the reading EOG were changed from
the 2006-2007 to the 2007-2008 assessments.

Two types of EOG math and reading scores were examined: developmental scale scores and
achievement levels. Developmental scale scores are calculated from the raw scores (number of
ltems correct) on the EOG assessments to show students’ growth from year-to-year. The range
for scale scores an the math assessment is 311-370 for both years; on the reading assessment -
“the range for scale scores is 246-272 for 2006-2007 and 302-367 for 2007-2008. Achlevement
level scores group students’ performance based on predetermined standards. Achievement.
Level 1 means that a student hasan insufficlent mastery of knowledge and skills; Level 2 means
that a student has an inconsistent mastery of knowledge and skills; Level 3 means that a
student has demonstrated mastery of knowledge and skills; and Level 4 means that a student
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has a superior mastery of knowledge and skills. Achievement levels were examined as a 4-level
variable indicating actual achievement level (scored 1, 2, 3, or 4). In cases where children had
more than one score for the same assessment In the same year (d ue to re-testing), we included
the highest score in the analysis In accord with the typical use of these scores by scheol
districts. In cases where children had scores in both years, we only used the data from the first
year to ensure independence among the observatlons in the analysls,

Special Status. 1n additlon, information on speclal status classifications of children as
academically gifted or learning disabled was obtalned from the public education database.
Children could be Identifled as academically gifted In math or reading; children also could he
identifled as having a learning disabillty in the areas of math, reading, writing, or other,

Poverty status, The poverty status of all children at third grade was determined based on
identification In-the public education database as qualified or not qualified for free or reduced-
price lunch, Children qualified for free or reduced-price lunch If their family income was at or
below 185% of poverty based on federal income guidelines.

* Gender and race/ethnicity. Children’s gender and race/ethnlcity were obtalned from the public
education database. The database listed each child’s race/ethnlcity according to one of the
following categories: Ametican indlan, Asian, Black, Hispanic, Multi-Ractal, or White. These
classifications were collapsed Into four categorles for these analyses, given the small sample
sizes for some cells: Black/African-American, Hispanic/Latino, White, and Other.

Per pupil expenditures, District-level Information on per pupil expenditures from state and local
sources was Included as a measure of the quality/resources available to studénts. There were
small negative correlations between state and local expenditures across the different years
{r=-.15 to-.20); they were both included because they captured different aspects of the overall
provision of resources. Expenditures from federal sources were not included because they
were highly cotrelated with state expenditures {r=.57 to .61).

" Results

Analysis Strategy

Analyses of third-grade EOG math and reading scores were conducted to examine the long-
term effects of partlcipation in the More at Four Program. Data were examIned for two cohorts.
of children, NC third-graders in 2006-2007 and 2007-2008. Analyses compared the

performance of children who attended the More at Four Program duting pre-k (MAF group) to
all other children In NC {comparison group). The analyses also took into account poverty status
at third grade, examining two groups of children, those eligible for free or reduced-price lunch
{poor group) and those not ellgible {non-poor group).
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Separate analyses were conducted for math and reading scale scores and achlevement levels.
For the math assessment data, both cohorts were anaIyzed'together. Because the test [tems
and scoring criteria for the reading assessment changed from the first to the second cohort,
separate analyses were conducted for each cohort, The analyses focused on comparisons
among four groups of children: 1) poor children who attended More at Four (MAF poor), 2)
poor children who did not attend More at Four (Comparison poor), 3) non-poor children who
attended More at Four (MAF non-poor), and 4} non-poor chitdren who did not attend More at
Four (Comparison non-poor). In additlon, the analyses adjusted for children’s demographic
characteristics of gender and race/ethnicity, as well as for state and local per pupll
expenditures, which represented variations in the quality and resources provided by the school
districts attended by different groups of children. ' '

For the EOG math and reading scale scores and achievement levels, three-level hierarchical
linear regresston models were used to examine whether children’s performance was different
based on participation In More at Four and poverty status, accounting for students nested
within schools and schools nested within LEAS. Each model contained the following predictors:
pre-k group (1=MAF, O=comparison), poverty status at third-grade (1=poor, 0=not poor), pre~k
group X poverty status {nteraction, race/ethnicity (coded with White as the reference cell),
‘gender (1=male, o=female), and LEA state and local per pupll expenditures. In the case of
significant pre-k group X poverty interactions, follow-up tests of differences In the adjusted
means for scale scores and achievement levels based on the regression models were conducted
to examine the extentto which performance differed among the four groups of children. Effect
sjzes for between-group comparisons were calculated for scale scores and achievement levels
using Cohen’s d, (calculated as the mean difference between groups divided by the square root

of the model pooled variance}.

I addition, descriptive data are presented regarding the percentage of children identlified as
academically gifted in math or reading and the percentage identified as having learning

. disabllities (across all categories as well as within specific categories of math, reading, writing,
and other), by pre-k group (More at Four vs comparison) and poverty status (poor vs non-poor).
Because of the small numbers in some of these cells, no further statistical analyses were

conducted for these data.
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Desctiptive Results _

information on children’s performance onh the NC third-grade EOG math and reading
assessments is provided for the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 cohorts by pre-k group (MAF vs.
comparison) and poverty status (poor vs. non-poor). The means, standard deviations, and
ranges for the scale scores and achievement levels are shown in Tabie 3, and the percentages at
each achievement level are shown in Table 4, : '

Scale Scores

Results from the hierarchical linear regression analyses for math and reading EOG scale scores
are shown In Table 5, Table 6 shows the adjusted means {adjusted for variations in children’s
demographic characteristics and state and local per pupil expenditures) and group comparisons
based on this model, and Table 7 shows the effect slze calculations. For both math and reading
scores, a consistent pattern was found where non-poor children performed better than poor
children, both for those who attended More at Four and those who did not. However, these
differences related to poverty were much stronger within the comparison group (df=.46-.55)
than within the MAF group (¢=.16-.31), based on comparisons of the effect slzes. Further, the
regression analyses showed signiflcantinteractions between pre-k group and poverty,
Indicating that participation In More at Four was assoclated with higher math and reading
scores for poor children, but not for non-poor children, Among poor children, those who
attended More at Four performed better than their peers who did not attend More at Four,
with effect sizes ranging from d=.14-.18. Among non-poor children, compatison group children
performed better than participants in More at Four (d=.09-.17), ' '

Achievement Levels

Results from the hierarchical inear regression analyses for math and reading EQG achievement

levels are shown In Table 8, Table @ shows the adjusted means (adjusted for varlations in '

children’s demographic characteristics and state and local per pupll expenditures} and group

comparisons hased on this model, and Table 10 shows the effect size calculations. The results

are similar to those for the scale scores In both domains, For both math and reading

" achlevement levels, a consistent pattern-was found where non-poor children performed better
than poor children, although these differences related to poverty status were greater for the
comparison group (d=.42-,53) than for children who attended More at Four (d=.18-.33),
Further, the regression analyses showed significant Interactions between pre-k group and
poverty status. Among poor children, those who attended More at.Four had higher math and
reading achilevement levels than thelr peers who did not attend More at Four (d=. 12-.19),
Among non-poor children, there were no differences between the MAF group and the

" comparlsoh group in reading achievement levels In the first cohort, For math achievement
fevels and reading achievement fevels in the second cohort for non-poor children, those In the
comparison group performed slightly better than participants In More at Four {d/=.06-,08).
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 Special Status Indications

As seen in Table 11, among poor children, the percentage of children identifled as
academically/intellectually gifted In math and reading was similar for those who attended the
More at Four program during pre-k com pared to those who did not (the percentage for the
MAF group was slightly lower In the first cohort and slightly higher In the second). Among non-
poor children, a somewhat lower percentage of children who attended More at Four were
identified as academically gifted compared to all other nOn-poor peers, As seen in Table 11, the
percentage of children identified as having a learning disability was substantfally lower ove rall
for children who attended WMore at Four compated to thelr peers, both for the poor group in
the two cohorts and the non-poor group in the second cohort. In the first cohort, the
percentage was similar or slightly higher for non-poor More at Four participants compared to

" other non-poor children.

Summary and Conclusions

These findings suggest that for poor children (those who qualified for free or reduced-price
 tunch), participating In the More at Four Program during pre-k had longer-term benefits in

terms of math and reading skills at the end of third grade. Based on the third-grade EOG
assessments, poor chiidren who attended More at Four had higher math and reading scale
scores and achlevement levels than similarly poor children who did not attend More at Four.
These findings were consistent across all outcomes, indicating a broad positive effect of
participation in the More at Four Program on children’s later academic skills. Descriptive
results also showed somewhat lower proportions of children who attended More at Four being
identified with a learning disability than other children, especially among poor children.
Altogether, these findings are of note, because they pertain to the majority of children served
by the More at Four Program. children from poor famllies are one of the primary target groups
of this pre-k program, and family Income is one of the key eligibllity criterla. At the time these
cohorts of children entered More at Four, 90% qualified for free of reduced-price lunch, a
percentage that has rem ained consistent in the program over time as well.

Not surprisingly, hon-poor children performed better than poor children, both for those who
attended More at Four and those who did not. This achlevement gap in academic skills related
to poverty is something that s wld_espread in our country. The strongest effects In this sample
were found for differences related to poverty status. However, these effects were greater for
the comparison group and substantially reduced for the MAF group. such results may indicate
“that participation in More at Four has an ameliorating effect on the negative effects of poverty
related to children’s academic achievement. in accord with this idea, the differences between
the More at Four and comparison groups were greater for poor children than non-poor
children, with consistent positive effect of More at Four on the performance of poor children.

For non—boor children, those in the compatrison group generally performed better than those
who attended More at Four. However, children in the non-poor comparlson group likely
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