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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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RECROSS EXAMINATION BY MR. ZIKQ:

Q. Ms. Pellin, you have no data, you have no
information about the success of these Bright
Beginnings children after the initial kindergarten
assessment, do you?

A. We will have, yes. We plén i

Q. You misunderstood my guestion. I was
asking: You have no information at this tine, dd you?-

A, T know of some preliminary documentation that
has been done, but it is not an official reporf. And
ne, I do not.

MR. ZIKO: Those are all of the qﬁestions'I
have. |
RECROSS EXAMINATION BY MR. TILLER:

Q. Ms. Pellin, could you describe the
prelininary documentation you just referred to?

A. We know that -- |

MR. ZIKO: Heaﬁsay, Your Honor.

COURT: Sustained. I am sure down the road
we will find out what the report shows, but not this
afternoon, not until it becomes official.

MR. TILLER: No further guestions.

MS. ANDERSON: No further questions, Your
Honor.

COURT: Thank you, ma’am.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

1
COUNTY OF WAKE
2 IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
. SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION
3 95 CVS 1158
4
5 . :
HOKE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al..
& _ Plaintiffs
and ' . _
7 ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al.,
. Plaintiff-Intexrvenors,
8
TRANSCRTIPT
g V. :
10 STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, et al.,
Defendants.
13
T2
13 The above-captioned cage coming on for hearing at
_ the October 22, 2009 Civil Session of the Superior
14 Court of Wake County, Raleigh, North Carolina,
. before the Honorable Howard E. Manning, Jr. Judge
is presiding, the following proceedings were had, to
' wit: :
16
A PPEARDMNTCES
17 Tfor the -Plaintiffa: '
Robert W. Spearman
18 Melanie Black Dubis
' T,aurence Armetrong.
19 Parker, Poe, Adams & Bermstein, L.L.P.
20 For the Plaintiff-Intervenors:
ann L. Majestic
21 Tharrington, Smith, L.L.P.
22 For the Defendants:
Themas J. Ziko
23 . Thaura E. Crumpler
 Amsigtant Attorneys General
24 -
- Melvyn G. Levin
25 cfficial Court Reporter
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Examination by Mr. Ziko
Examination by Mx». Avrmstrong

John Brill

Examination by Mr. Ziko
Examination by Ma. Majestic
Examination by Ms. Rice

‘Rebecca Garland
Examination by Mr. Ziko
Examination by Ms. Dubis

Phillip Price
Examination by Mr. Ziko

Jameg Causby .

Examination by Mr. Spearman
~Fxami-pation by Mg. Majestic

Examination by Mr. Ziko .
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whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

THIA WITNESS: I do.
THE CLERK: Please have- a seat.
_MR. SPEARMAN: Youxr Honox, just as a

preliminarily matter here.

T talked with M. Ziko. He .agreed it would b
fine to just go ahead, introduce that now, gee it
in, Severel items in. Ib, I believe, may be in
ovidence in some other form, plaintiffs’ exhibit 1:

THE COURT: For the hearing 10/22/09f
admitted.

EXAMINATION

MR. SPEARMAN:
okay. Could you tell what your present joﬁ ig?

T'm executive director of the North Caroclina Sdhoc

Superintendents Asggociation.

and just very priefly, what .is that exactly?

That organization represents the 115 1acal gchool

superintendents, g directors of the regional

education services alliance. I work for those 121
folke.

THE COﬁRT: James C-a-u-8-b-y.

THE WITNESS: Thank you, Your Honor.

MR . SPEARMAN:

What duties do you have in that position?
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I operate the association. I do pért of their
lobbying. I conduct all theirx tréiﬂipg
conferences, new superintendent orientation,
ﬁentoring of individual superintendents. Basicall
whatever needs by that group;

In the course of that work were you in touch with,

.either by oral or by written communication with al

the sgupervintendents in the gtate?
I communicate directly with them usually several
times a week.

Could you tell us very briefly yvour educational

‘background?

I have two BS degreesg: one in business
administration, one in elementary:educatiOn;
master's degree in elementary; 6~yéar degree in
school administration; doctorate degree from the
Universgity of Noxrth Caroclina, Greenéboro in
educational administration.

After you got your BS degrees did you go in the
Teaéher.Corps?

Yek. When, after I graduated with a B8 degree in
buginess administration I spent two years in the
National Teachex Corps; federal program, very
similar to Teach .for America today.

Through the program in Wayne County, North
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Carolina I learned to teacﬁ. We got all the
courges necessary for certification. Also got a
master's degree through'ﬁhat‘progfam.

Was your undergraduate degree in business as
opposed to education?

Yeé. My BS was in buginess.

Wwag it teaching the core experiénce'that agteered
you into direction of going into education full

time for the rest of your careex?

Yeg, wherxre I decided that's what I wanted to do.

Yes.
could you tell us quickly what different positions
you have held in North Caroiina and the education
Wérld?

ir doing that you don't-need to name every
encounter fram the first education job when you OU
of the Teacher Corps.
I've taught everything fromlkindergarten to 12th
grade.

I've been an elementary principal, high schoc
principal; middle, at three difference school |

systems. Followed that as executive director of

.the School Administrators Agssociation. Now my

ourrent position i1s middle school principal as

well.
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And were you at some point involved with the entit:
called the Low Wealth Consortium?

Yas. I ser%ed ag chair of that congortium from -
1995 to 2003, fox 8 -years.

What.was it then, as_what i{g now, the general
purpose of the Low Wéalth Congortium?

General purpose to 1is represent those school
systems across. the state who, Eecausé of the lack
of local wealth oxr spending local funds below staﬁ
jevels lobby for funds to help offset: that to
provide same educational opporﬁunity for children

in those school systems thét are enjoyed by

‘sounties who had greater wealth.

And in your capacity as head of the Low Wealth
Consortium was that organization, has it.been a
supporter of the Leandro 1itigation?
The Consortium itself wés not a direct plaintiff.
We did_suppért those efforte a great deal
financially to the tune of 178 during that perioé
of time.

also during that period of time waived
Consortium dues for scehool systems -that were
involved so they could better afford to, to fund
thelir attorneys.

Were you selected various times as Noxth Carolina
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Superintendent of the Year?

Yeah. Competition was pretty glim. Three times,

Selected.three times. Yes, sir.

Who selects that, by the waf?

one time there were.ectually two different
ganlzatlons that gave awards.

The North Carolina A55001at10n of School
Administrators give that award for a long time.
The North Garolina_School Board Agsociation also
gave a Superintendent of the Year. 'School'Board
once and aupervisgoxr twice. They jointly give one
each year. Winner proceeded to mational |
competition with the American Association ef Schoc
Administrators. |
Were you 1nvolved at gome point, 1 think in the

1990g, 1in @& project that was called the Intensive

‘"plan to Improve Education in North Carolina?

Yes. That was approx1mate1y 1990, 's1i. T gserved
as chair of that.

It was an effort that superintendente acrose‘
the etate to develope & comprehengive plan to mov
North Carolina public education, what followed
needed to get that.

1 don't remember the number of

superintendents. More than now. becauSe of
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congolidation of superintendents.

T involved in one of 10 committeesg that
worked. My Jjob was to'coordinaté, chair that’
overall effort. '

out of that é document ‘was developed that was

we thought that was pretty innovative and prefty

forward looking. Even suggested a state
curriculum, state accountability programs. Even
mentioned assessments back in the 1.990s. A lot of

things, a precursor in the ABCs program.

Have you also been involved in your wvarious

positions from time-to-time in the work of the

Public School Forum?

.Yes. I served on that board of directorsg foxr a

number of yéars. ‘T don't know the total. I have

served for a numbexr of vears as a member of the

executive committee of the public school board.

Were you involved in the public school forum
raegponding to the.Leandro ruling?

Yes. I thiﬁk that was argund 2005, March 2005 wh
that wases received. | .
That's one in thé notebook that you have up there
with you.

Yes. It is.

Dr. Causby--
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Yed. 1 found it. Tg the last cab. T co-chaired

one of the three Commitfeesnthat did that study.

Yes, gir.

nid you co-chalr one of the committeesd that was
looking at funding issues, OF financing igsues?
Right. I think that's Getting It Right; Focusing
on spending on What Works. The committee that T
co-chaired: Getting It Right. |
I don't Want to go through all of this with you,
put T want to ask you what were ﬁhe major
recpmmendations it made iﬁ that area thaﬁ 1 think
they axe in the exeglutive summary.

They wére actually from my coummittee. Actually
three recommendations that came out at that time.

First one had a short term recommendation, &
long term recommendation. ghort term -
recommendation was full funaing for low wealth.
Long-term was there'sﬁould be a multi-year appros
put in place.

Really target fundsg to districts baged upon
the needs of those school gystems realizing some
gsystems focus on needs, £f£irst recoﬁmendation.

gecond is the state should assume full
responsibility fdf ensuring young people were

taught by qualified feachers.
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And thixd one wag to liwmit any additional
spending that was earmarked to respond to the
Leandro ruling based on éducation@l programs and
strategies to ensure money is being_uéed wigely,
being used in s;rategies that work, not just doing
something becauée it sounded like a good idéa.
That was in Marxch of 2005, which I sﬁppose was a
1ittle lese than a year aftexr the Supreme Court's
secénd rgling in the case. |
In fact, the study was‘done as a response to that
ruling. N
Would wyou look over at page 157 I think there's
some informatioﬁ there about.so—called DSSF
Digadvantaged student Sﬁpplemental Funds.

Yeah. |
T think page 19 I believe the recommendation, one

of the reconmmendations, recommendation 18.

Recommendation 18.

THE COURT: T'm sure they did, assisting th
in that. .
MR. SPEARMAN: Right.

THE WITNESS: Yes. I found. it.
MR. SPEARMAN:
What wag your group recommendation about the DSSF

Well, we talked a great deal about how much fundi
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thig hedaring?

vYes. Both of themn.

Now, in terms of +he hearing the purpose today, ow
of the Couxrti's de51res is for focus on the budget.

Can you tell what it means in terms of Leandr
compliance?

Do you haye any, in your position as executiv
director of the superlntendents do vou have any
1nvolvement in the development of recommendations
for the development of the new budget for educatic
for 2009-201072
In.our lobbying efforts of course we do. We also
ag an organization,adopted things we felt were
imporﬁant. Critical one beilng, for example we're
very opposed to discretionary cuts. We wanted the
General Asgembly to remedy

We also conducted vigitation day of
superlntendents £0 the general Assembly for tﬁe'
gapecific set of recommendatlons we developed foxr

areas that funding that ghould not be in jeopardy

We even made gome. specific revenue

reqommendations. Yes.
Since the budget has been adopted have you had an
opportunity review as to how it comes out in terxw

of education increases OY cuts?
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Very much. We haﬁe reviewed it very thoroﬁghly,
have done some good bit of work with‘individual |
gsuperintendents, school districts since théﬁ how
we'!re golng to redact looking at options.-

qu, on another background matter do you have in
the notebook there a questlonnalre that was
recently sent out to the membels of the Low Wealth
Consortium you sexrve as chgir?

vegs. 1 do. '

and did that aseeck out 1nformatlon about how the
aifferent low wealth districts were trying to co?e
with or react to Lthe state budget cuts?

veg. It appears it did.

and have you generally retiewed thoge in terms of
regponges?

1 reviewed every one of them.

Okay. Now, back on the case from & big picture
perSpective, are you basically familiar with the
requirements that Judge Manning hag laid down?
Yes. They‘vé.been affirmed by the Supreme Court:
certified, competent teachers; we11~tra1ned
competent principals; and adeguacy of reséurce
classrooms for children.

An opportunity for a sound, basic education.

Yes.
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You have read that opinion as well as a hearing

notice. From your perspective both with the Low
Wealth Consortium and now in your presenhi position
do you feel like the Court'!s decisions in the case
and the State's response have accomplishgd
sbmethingvin terms of the problemg with which the

cage was concerned?

We do. T do believe the decisiong the courts made

were accurate. I think they really need to be mad
in terxrms of what néeds to bé done in North
Carolina. They made a lot of state efforts to
react to that. We have heard a lot of tegtimony -
that the state is making a real effort.

Also full funding on the low funds. I think’
part redacted from that. There secems té be from m
working with legislators much more willingness ‘
while the cage was going on and afterward to

respond with full funding of the current formula.

some of ug don't agree, but if you agree with the

" formula, that's fully funded. Also DSSF funding.

Let me just stop you if I might.

Would you_just explain briefly? You were
talking ébout a formula being changed in the low
wéalth funding formula. .What wag the intent

criginally?.
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T don't remember when it happened. gsometime in the
eaxly rg0s L believe the legislation was, I guess,
promoted. The written formula was changed.
Actually about half the amount of money that had
been required to fully £und that férmula
originally. |

The gdea wag, 1L believe, to bring in the
school systems in the sﬁate that are expanding les
t+han the state average in 1océl dollars to give
them additional money to bring them up-to the stat
averagdge. .

That, that formula initially would have
reguired about twice what the current formula
reguires.

Even thougﬁ we have Eull funding now 1t doesn't
mean that it accomplished everything.

It ishnot congistent with what the initial expensi
was .

T,et me move O vou were about to speak on the
congequences of the case being DSSF funded.

pagF funding was 2 direct conéequence'I think £fro
the ruling and of our division of realization by
the General Agsembly that theré had to be
additional funding for these students who were .

at-risk, because that's basically what we're
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talking about.

Thegse are kids who had not received a sound,
basic educatﬁon for whatever reason.
And that annual funding is approxima£ely 76
million-- |
Correct.
-~ isg that'right?

And that's substantially less than, or

‘substantially lower than what was recommended in

your DESSF.
Talking aboﬁt initially a range of 200 million.
That's less than half of that. Yes.

Apart from the DSSF, all the low funds, are there

_other itema or developments that you would point t

in terms of the regults of. the case 1nclud1ng More .
at Eéur?

I certainly think there'were a number of things.
Take that More at Four and some of the Smart Start
efforfs the funde have been, efforts have beep
directed toward helping out kids. Kids are -not at
grade level.

. All of these efforts have been, if not a
direct effect of the Leandro decision, they have
received an impetus ot pﬁsh.

pDid it have any impact in terms of lowering of
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class size?

veg. I think class aize reduction is a part of
that. |

Noﬁ, are you-generally familiar with, I think that
vou already said, you said that you were with the
buaget cuts that havé been made in the coming vear
we'lre, we'ré in now.

Yes.

What approximately ig that? Is that a l1ittle over
400 million in Terms of cuts?

Aqtually total cutsg 700-some millien, a good bit ¢
that of fset by the gtabilization Act. T think
around 404 million, give oOF take.

A little over 400 mil;ion net .cuts when you can't
refude federal money.

Counting atabilization money. not counting on the
IDEA money, Che Title I money. tThat'!'s roughly
sseing about a 5 percent cut, about 5 reduction.
K-12 public education budget.

Yes.

Now, you indicated that you had up there with you
in the.notebook what we have supplied to Mr. ziko
and the Court the responses té the questionnaires

that were sent out to the low wealth districte..

Yes.
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I wanted éo just ask you some genera} thingsa about
budget cuts. ‘

1f it's helpful, you have angwers, résponses
to any guestions, if you want to look at or point
us to any of those responses that were results of
the budget cuts, some reduction in the number of
the teachers, teaching in the North Carolina publi
schools please tell us.
Yeg. It is if youw look at the questioﬁnaifes I
think I only found one that did not show a
reduction in number of teachers.

I don't remember gpecifically. I believe it

~wasg Greene County, -I think that's correct, had not

reduced any.

They explained they were able not to do that
becausge they cut all teachers' assistants' pay by
25 percené, used that funding to, to keep
teachers. They were the only ones that did that.
Ig it correct as the legislation, budget
legislation-finally wag worked out LEAS werelnot
permitted‘to increase class size in the lower
grades but were permittéd to increasge those, to

increasgse class size in middle school'and high

achool?

Correct. In grades 4 through 8 class side limitse

L
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bagically was walved. K-3 could not waive the
class side.
Right . What do you gee ig the impact of that in
terms of the numbers of the teachers, number of
teachersg being reduced?
Well, certainly from what, what superintendents
have told me, I have geen from thelr work response
to these questionnaires, class size is up, number
of students per class is up in grades 4 throuéh
12. Tt varies from system-to-system. it varies.
T think there are probably a number of effect
that may be Seeﬁ from rhat. Some of them wiil be
éreater effects. | |
We're only about a month into.it.
That's correct.
How long does 1t take to have an 1ncrease,in clags
gize to have an effect on student achievement?
I'm getﬁing a lot of feedback from '
guperintendents. They're especially qoncérned
about at-risk kide.
Thege are students, children, who already hac
come to school béfore our recession or econowmic
downturn with lots of problems. Those probléms a

being exacerbated. Home life in many cases are

much woxrse.
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There are kids not +n that situation now,
aren't there, but are going o really see these
problewms begin to show -themgelves in the classgroom

The resources they have o deal  with those

things are less now, 8© more need for those

regources now than before, and now there's less
regourxceg available. -

The questionnaire responses also ghow some‘
reduction in number of teacher assistants.
Everylone Of t+hese responsgesd éhow'reduction in’
teachex assistants.

There have been varioug people through the year wt -
have testified in thé case about the impact or la
of impgct concerning teacherx agsliastants.

What is your view? What differences will th
reduction in teacher assistants be és_a result of‘
budget cuts?

T think the main thing it~does is put wmore
respoﬁsibility back on the teacher. and I mean
that in several ways:

Tt's important to have a gecond person in a
classroom they render first aid. &o, it's almost
abgolutely necessary for safety.purposes if'nothi
else.

1f we're at a first at grade level the teacl
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~gannot leave the clagsroom with 20 kids and take

one child that may be hurt to the pfincipal‘s
office. .There's safety factor that involved.

8o, most syétems as they made reductioné
they've not reduced teacher agsistants at that
grade level. They have maintained. That's the
feedback 1'm getting from thent.

Where they have made reductions are grade-z,

grade 3 where when before they might want teacher

agglistants, now they're seeing the value of these

in many cases are that these folks do a lot of the
teachers are now having ©o make a lot of backup

themgelves, which I +hink distracts from what they

.shoﬁld be really spending their time on, on the

children.

plus, many of the teacher aggistants do a lot
of tutoring and one-on-one work with students. I
think that's also guf fered. |
Ia there gome material in the presentation that
Superintendent Atkinson made to-the oversight
committee about the impact of reduction of teache:
assistants?

If you would take a look, it was State's,
exhibit 1. It is alsgo.in the notebook, DI.

Causby. I think it ig on 5 ox & pages under
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"Examéles" 79 per cent.

Well,-the page that I was referring to is the
one that starts out gtaying that their reduction o
3.57 percent in the numbexn of teachezs and the
reduction of about 8.75 in the numbex of teachlng
aggistants.

Yes. 8.75 per cent reduction in teacher
agsistants.

What dd you gee from that?

Well, again, I think the same things: services in
the heip.for.the.teachérs hag been diminished.

Not only are teachers haﬁing to work with les
regerves as far as money for supplies, materials,
they're having to work with less help in these
early grades.
gpecifically, what kind of impac£ if. any does a
reduction of teacher assistants have on gpecial
tutoring programs for at-risk kids?

Well, I know that many teachers use teachers
assistants in the early grades. They use a lot of
one-on-one.

Sometimes, sometimes thé teacher assgistant
will do that one-on-one, sometimes 1arge group
activities while the teachers themselves divide

thedir time between one-on-one and large groups.
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one can do one, one the othex.

So, a judggent Qould be ﬁhose services will
agauffer because of this. 1I1If you have less
resources, less pegple to listen to be able to do

one-on-one work.

cGoing back to teachers for a minute, it is also of

courge regulres with the Leandro standard the

-guality cf teachers.

- Now, Iin your work on the budget and your
subsequent review of the'budget you reviewed the
quastionnairest

What if anything do ?ou see that's going to
have an impact in terms of fhe quality of teachers
we have Feaching in the North Carolina public
schools?

I dop'tlthiﬁk that it has any effect on quality.
know that wmany superintendents in many districts
manage this as an opportunity. gut they do see @
reduction as making them less effective. in the
classroom as they'd like.for them to be. 5o, I
don't know about guality per 8e ia affected by
this, about numbe¥.

How about the profeésional development funding?
Wwasn't that reduced by gomething 1ike about 12

million?.
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That was totally cut:.

T1ve heard fron

superintendents that is a real problem because

young teachers, beginning teachexrs do really need ¢

lot of training. S0,

it doesgn't exist to do that

now. Many of them I know are really sgtruggling

"with that problem.

Do budget cuts eliminate monies that wer

e normally

an average of 90 million dollare that went for

compensation?

Yes. ABC, ved:

performance bonuses that wexe part of teather

and what impact if any do you either know about ox

foresee coming from that?

Well, I think thexe are geveral potential reaction'

that may happen to us

ope I think is a

whether they get that.

expectations of it.
That funding has

together very hard to

becauge of that.
morale issue for teachexs

People have got many

cauged school staff to work

make things happen, bettex

For students academically.

Tt's been successful becauge this was

rewarding good accoﬁntability in the sysgtem. You

have  rewards, and then ganctions for stopping

people. But you do reward folks foxr doing a good
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job. I think there are some negative mofale isaue
that would resuit.

decond issue, I think it wmay lessen somewhat
the ability to recruit teachers possibly f£rom out
of state becauéé our-position in the national rank

of teacher salaries will dropf If you take 90

~million dollars out of the pot it will ‘drop.

T don't have any idea how much, but we'll
certain drop on the chart from where we compare
nationally in teacher salaries:

S0, certainly on the moraie piece, and we wil
have terrible recruiting»aé consequence of thét.
One of.the other exhibits in the Leandro case that
you mentioned before is the reguirement about a
well-gqualified, competent principal. .

| T wanted to ask you a few things about thét.

First of all, just as a gener;l matter, what kind
of impact, based on your experience, does a
principal ugually have on a school?
Well, I tﬁink in the ﬁhole, whole school
improvement effort the pr%ncipal ig the key in the
day-to-day day 1ife.of the children, and the
teacher is certainly the most important person.

rBut when it comes to talking about schools it

takes a person in charge who is very talented, a
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very well-trained person to be able to make that.
happen, especially iE it's a large high school.

These are very complicated communities. So
ﬁuch has to be dealt with. You have to have a
knowledge basis how you do that. It is so
important.

The prigcipal is, in my opinion is the key to
turnaround gchools, I've never, never seen a good
school that didn't have a good principal.

Was one of the budget cuts that's relevant 11 Fhe
principal area a complete state funding eliminatio
of state fﬁnding for the so-called principals'

executivé program?

Yes. And of all the things that I have heard abou

in the cuts of superintendents that's probably the
biggest o£e: )

That has the bilggest reaction negative
reaction. They are very, very concerned abéut the
loss.

Are you talking about in terms of the guestionnair
regponses or other reactions?
I'm talking about, about both.

'Bﬁt even when the possibility of the

principals’ executive program would be done away

with, in some of our planning gegaions
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superinténdents-just insisted we cpntinue our
gupport for that prograi.

They found it just invaluable with the kind
training it gave aggilstant p;incipals,and
principals, just thinking‘they should not_ have to
reproduce within their own system.

In the questlonnalres we got the same kihds o

regponses. There wag one from Edgecomhe County I

thought. .

vou've got that therxe. Go ahead, if it!'s not too
long to read. |

one paragréph.

Richmond, Richmond County.

The PEP program provided a rigorous professional
development for principals, asasigtant prlnc1pals,
and superintendents as leadexrs.

The PEP program emphagized the importance cof
raising expectations for students, faculty, and
parents how tO increase school éffectivenéss and

t+he needs Lo develop and implement long-range
school goals with the heavy 1nvolvement of facult:
ataff and parents.

currently there is no other leadership progr.

that W111 provide 1eadership training for school

leaders. There 1g no way that our LEA could
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provide the type of training and resources that PE
provided. | .

Keep in mind that the state paid all of the
costs, $4500, per.pa;ticipant for lodging, books,

matefials, instruction, and meals. The district

" only paid travel expenses; what a deal.

The 25-day program provided 165 hours of clas -
over 7 monthsg. Materials covered include 12:books
moyxe than 100 arfigles 20 case gtudiesg, and writte
assignments for all 70 instructioqal sessiong.

Without a doubﬁ tﬁe PEP program was great
opportunity for ;igorous profegsional dévelopment
for principals, gssistant principalé. That's when
i felt better.

Well, that Qas the view Ffrom that omne county. Is
that generally a view that vou would agree with
baged on your experience?

Yes. T felt that's a big loss.

THE COURT: For the record, I've asked for
that principal turnaround, turnaround principal
program. I'fe asked for Erskine Boleg and the
legislature and the governoxr for that in writing,
oxr tickle.

THﬁ WITNESS: Right.

THE.COURT: Well, it's PEP or something els
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MR. SPEARMAN: Whatever vyou want to call it.
THE COURT: T don't think people in Chapel

Hill are realistic the way PEP was operating beforx
we starxted the turnar&und, which we have in
Kenan-Flagler.

They put it in writing t5 the legislature and
;o, to Mark Basnight, everyboay else, everybody
else. They've got to have that type of program in
North Carolina. Now Wake County has got one,
céﬁSOr;ium for good pxincipals. This is a great
program.

The Gates c;owd,.$5mehow in Charlotte they
have gone repaying galaries of 100 thousand.
They've got the money, but the State people don't
have anfthing. We don't have anything.

For the record we need. We've got to have
it. T have asked for it pergonally fox three
years, and if we don't have one where we'Xxe going
to £ind the principal and-superintendent to come
into these.schools that axe dead.

Aand we've got to have a John Maddox 1lke a
hundred times because he took West Charlotte from
25.7. He took it. When he left it was 68.3.

That's a resegregated'high schéol with 1200

students.. He took that. His leadership took that

H
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school up over 30 points in four years, I mean 4
years that he did it.

You QOn't have to savy. For the record I‘ve'
asked for it because the State, we have got to hav
it.

Everyvbody agrees you didn't have the
principals and the 'pipeline to go into thig place.
You're starting out dead—because you're not goilng
to-get any improvement.

He's explained it weall. I learned, Dr.
Causby,_énd a lot of othef people you have gotho
have the principall

MR. SPEARMAN: It also seems Very sttange
pecausge relative amounte of dollars is honestly
that situation. But the absence of it--~

THE COURT: Separation of powers, separation

" of- powers, a dgreat thing. You can lead & horge

water but you can't make'hiﬁ drink, as you well
know. We learned the hard wéy.
.MR. SPEARMAN :
Liet me--
. THE COURT: Get the money because of
separation of powers.
MR. SPEARMAN:

- let me move on to another  -point or topic here,
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Doctor Causby.

The third element that I Ehink was mentiloned
about in Leandro is a reguirement, 18 a réquiremeﬁ
of adequate resources to support thesé
ingtructional programs so that kids, everyone woul
have an egual oppoftunity to a sound, basic
education.

Do you have a chart prepared t$ show what
these, some of the principals' budget cuts are? I
that in the notebook?

Yes. Te is=.

Okay.

Second tab, I believe.

That's the one that says Selected Public School
Programg Reduced or Eliminéted for 2009--
Correct.

- 2010.

Yes.

Okay.. Let me asgk you aboiitt some specific ones in
here, and if therehare any othexrs that you want to
comment on other than these do so.

Is. the largest cut appearing to be the
discretionary OX Flexibility reduction to local
gchool districts--

Yes.
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Q. -~ 225 miiliion?

Can you say briefly about how that works, and
the gignificance of it?

A: Well, it i=s basically just_across the-board cuts
with local digtricts haviﬁg gome decigion asg where
the/cﬁts are made in their wisdom.

The General Agsembly did ask the State Board
to grant some additionél flexibility to school
systems to deal with this.

~ Mr. Price is very-instrqmental in developing
that. It is very good. The State Board did give
them flexibility, but it is still a qué.
Superintendents were very opposed to it being
digcretionary.

Some years we had a 40 million dollar
-didcretionary cut. Mr. Price will remember. The
225 million dollars in discretionary cuts were up
until the very end of each budget negotiations. W
kept lesms disgcretionary cutsg.

It was . put in again in the end primarily to b
able to say that there wag no cvut in teachers
because teacher allocations were not cut becaudge i
wag put in discretionaxy. The school system had ad
choice with personnel being such a big part in the

budget to make cuts in pergonnel to be able to meel
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that need.

When.looking over all the numbexrs, also the
regponges LO questionnaires, does it appeal to you
that by having the so-called flexibility reduction:
instead of dealing with a class size tevel the -
résult hag been a strongex or more serious impact
on a number of the programs that weré particularly
diréated at at-risk children?

I think, 1 haven‘t gtudied 1t to rhe degree toO kno

that'!s definitive, put a number indicates that to

‘me when I 1look at, 100k at the cuteg, many folks tx

to maintain cglaggroom reachexs.

They trled not to increase cdlagg size vexry
much if they can help it. maybe one gstudent oxr LW
atudents. |

in doing that 1 think some of them cut some
programs ;hat might have bean more directed towax
the programs for at-risk kids in guestion.

M. Price talked about WENEY chat was revert
from low wealth. T think this was & dlrect regul
of that effoxt not to cut frowm teachex allOCathﬂ
and positions. 1t wouldn't be g0 flexible that ¥ -
aan do that. That was thelr decision to make.

I think those programs would have been

affected disprbportionally.because they tried toO



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19,

20

21

.22

23

24

25

-R S 1243-
Page 210

recommend and maintain regular programg as much as
possible for 411 kids.

We're s8till on the discrétionary cuts now on the
chart. We have been talking about 225 miilion
dollare in discretionary cuts for '09-'10.

Yag.

There's a further, higher cut, on that, isn’t_phere
for the next year?

Yes:' I don't remember the exact, 200 million
increase; tremendously, alwmost about 4. percent moﬁ
the second year.

That would be the second year of the

biennum: '10-111; |

Not only where they have to react to these game
cuts next year, they'll have to react to 4 percent
more in that area. They'll have less of thoseito

use in the second year as Cliff showed, state

superintendents presentation stabilization funds

.for next vear.

Third year?

Third year, year after next.

Now, 1t appears that another major cut for'09-'110,
Dr. Causby, is student accountability funding,

actually the first one on the chaxrt: 38.3 million.

_That's correct.
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What can you tell us 18 your conclusion about ther
likeiy impact?

Well, those, those funds Wefe funde that weare used
to work with students through gchool level cne,
levél two. .And the test.ié to be directly

intervening with those students, help them be

successful in becoming proficient.

8o, that money is gone. Theretda gtill some,
some'qther_things.

At-risk money, at-risk money is not directied,
just toward level omne. It is directed tbward the
kids at-risk. You're working at-risk and be at

jevel three as well, so that is service to those

'thdents. They are gone.

1f you look at the questiénnaires, and there
are several possibilities that folks could chéose
from as to things. |

They had, had to make reductioﬁs in after

school. When you look at the questionnaires almost

.all.of them, of them that are shown they had done

two, three, four of this after school teacher
gupport teams in More.at-Four, Smart Start, use of
the literacy coach program for the non~-English

speaking students. 5Some of them have been reduced

baecauge of losa of funds.
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While we're on' that same topic does the item 16 on
the chart that you'wve got there in front of vou, i
that a 2 million dollar c¢ut in the limited English
proficiency program?

Yes.

But the same Lhing, that's the same picture that
you were refer%ing to there a moment ago.

fhat was one of thig areag, yes, that was not parf
éf'the 38 million, that additionai éut.

THE COURT: It ig 10 minutes after 5:00.
Court personnel, other pecple, have families and
stuff. We're not going te be through with this
cross examination in the next 10 minutes, I don't
think. I don't want to 1imit-you. I think we'll
come back at 10:00 tomorrow morning.

MR. SPEARMAN: That would be fine. I don't

think. Do ydu have any idea?

MR. ZIXO: At this moment I don't have any
cross.

MR. SPEARMAN: I think I can £finish certaiﬁL

in a few minutes.

THE COURT: - All right. Do you. understand. th
courthouge ig sghut down, people? So I think what
we'll do ig come back at 10:00; finigh in the

morning.
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MR. SPEARMAN: . Ckay.
MR. ZIKO:  TFine. .
THE COURT: Just leave your stuff. Nobody i

going to botherx with this courtroom. If they do
they wouldn't understand what they were reading
anyway.
‘We'll be .in recess until 10:00 in thelmornihg
.TEE DEPUTY : Superior Court stands in xecess
until 10:00 in the morxrning. God save the Btate an
this Honorable Court.:

(The court stands at recegs. )
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF WAKHE

IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE
SUPERICR COURT DIVISION

95 CVS 1158

HOKE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

and T RANGSC CRTIUPT

ASHEVILLE CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION, ét.al.,
Plaintiff-Intervenors,
vy.

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA;
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,

Defepdantsq

The above-captioned case coming on for hearing at
the October 23, 2009 Civil Session of the Superior
Court of Wake County, -Raleigh,. North Carolina,
hbefore the Honorable Howard E. Manning, Jr., Judge
presiding, -the following proceedings were had, to
wit:

AP PEARANTCES

For the Plaintiffa and Plaintiff-Intervenors:
Robert W. Spearman

Melanie Black Dubis

Ann L. Majegtdic’

For the Defendants: :
Thomas J. Ziko.and Laura E. Crumpler

‘Aggigtant Attorneys General

Melvyn G. Levin
Official Court Reporter
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PROCEZEDTINGS

{The following proceedings were held in open
éourt.)

THE COURT: Let's have Dr. Causby.

(The witnesg, having been previousgly sworn,
tegstified as follows.}

MR. SPEARMAN: Thank vou.

Do you etill have your notebook up there with you?

Okavy.

T believe when we stopped I was asking you about
the budget cuts shown on that chart and different
items that wére on that. Do vou still have that in
front of you?

Yes.

Okay. Does thisg show anything about student
éccéuﬁtability funding? I think that's where we
were.

Reduction of 38.3 million total budget adjusted, so
that was totally eliminated.

What wasg that program?

That funding was designed for school systems to use
with students wht are level 1 and level 2 on the
state tests to give them extra help and atténtion,
hélp them become proficient.

At least in termg of kids' economic positions those
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would be students that are considered to be
at-risk, that are not performing at proficiency
1eve1..
Correct.

In addition to the loss of the funding those

numbexrs Have in reCeiving significance with the
reforming of the gtate's tests, eveﬁ though there's
been.some improvement, those large, are still
larger than they were when the fund was first
created.
With respect to the at-risk students, when vyou
reviewed the questionnaires, the different low
wealth districts submitted questionnaires, also
there in vour book. |

Wag thére any further information from the
various LEAs in the low wealth counties, what
impact there wag if any?

All of them indicated that the programs that would
benefit these students had to be reduced or done
away with.

There ﬁas one in particular, I believe it wasg
Cleveland County. I'm not sure, that I Ehought that
was a really good statement, that kind of
summérized, if I can read that.

Go ahead.
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okay. Thig was in response to the guestion number
11, adverse congeguences of the cuts. It sayse:

I think we have covered the major concerns.
The only other thing that really 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 studénts by the poor economy..

At the time the need for additilonal services
are highest the availability of resources are at
the lowest levels we have experienced in most of
our educational careers.

We will persevere, but the impact of this will
not and cannot be measured'ﬁgxt vear. 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 ail of our students and not just the

at«risk students.

.Doeg the chart also show that there was a

limitation of literacy coach positioﬁs?
Yes. 200 posgitions, 12 million dollars.

These are positions, if memory serves me right,
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they are middle school oriented to provide specific
reading coathing services to students, those
teachers who were teaching reading to students.

Those folks wexre folks whq-really used the
expertise in teaching literacy, who ﬁ;uld be able
to help other teachers be able to do that with
students.

THE‘COURT: We'lve been hearing witnesses,
reading coacheg tegtify two yvearsg ago.

MR. SPEARMAN:
aAnd were there cuts, Dr. Causby, with respect to
the limited Eunglish proﬁiciency pfogram for
children whose English is not a primary language?
é million dollar reduction there in that program.

And that is a program need. As we look at
demographics we know the number .of students |
primarily as a number, not exclusively, that have a
need for those achools. |

S0, we have the iIncrease in numbers with the
decrease in.funding. That's.certainly going té
affect.local systems' ability to meet their needé.
Now, one of the progfams we touéhed on briefly
yvesterday was the DSSF for the disadvantagéd
students, supplemental funds.

Yes.
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Did that remain at about the same level for'09-'10
ag it was at the prior vear 1evé1?
Yes. In fact, there's a slight increasé, but
barely; basgically the sawme funding.
Let me just hand you--

THE.COURT: on page 2 of this exhibit?

THE WITNESS: Yes

THE COURT: 76 million.

MR. SPEARMAN: A formula for all the LEAs.

THE COURT: Formula. '

MR. SPEARMAN: I think we markéd the notebook
as an exhibit 1, Your Honor; We marked this as
exhibit, plaintiffs® 2, Jjust to keep track of it.

Let the recofd show It've hgnded the witness a
document ffom DPI entitled "Low Wealth Supplemental
Funding FY09-10 Initial Allotment." We'd like to
have that marked as plaintiffs’ exhibit 3.

THE COURT: 2 and 3 are admitted.

MR. SPEARMAN:

Now,.can you tell me on the DSSF, I think you
tegtified yesterday that, you were tegtifying
yesterday as to what level the DSSE funding subsidy
had during the course- of this case.

You alsc testified about what level you

thought was necesgary. Can you tell anything about
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that?

When we had studied it in 2005 we relied somewhat
on involvement provided by the Department of Public
Ingtruction.

The génexal amount that was being used per
pupil was a thousand déllars per student._ Again,
that was looked at from national research.

 From both pfograms we were able to, ablé to
develope tentatively, I can't gay what the exact
amount wag, but the amount that seemed to be agreed
to by both folks.

The formula I think identified over $300,000
in new funds. We had thoughﬁ a lot more.

The DSSF funding initially proposed in response in
this litigation before the Supreme Court's
decision, it had proposed aimiﬁg for DSSF about 225
million.

I think that's correct. Yes.

. You have exhibit 3 up there, which is a low wealth

one.
Yes. I do.

Okay. And.with respect to low wealth money, what
change if any was there with respect to that in the
new budget? .

Basically, the same as it wag last year, There was
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some initial effort to reduce by about 50%, bﬁt the
final budget basically held the same level.

Now, one funding I think we have not reached, we
talked, but I want to ask you about next is local
funding. |

What 1f anjthing can you tell you as to what
change there has been in various LEAs in terms of
local funding for the 095-10 yeax?

In my wgrking with superintendents and a number
gygstem, a manner ddne in working in almost, in most
other cases, vast majoxrity of cases, local funding
has been decreased.

Many of them actually took money back duriag
the previous fiscal year in that reduction. Then
the next fiscal yvear low funding.

There were a few éystems that have held about
the same level. There were a few systems that
actually made some éains. Those were ﬁostly
systems that had funding arrangements between the
board and the county commissionexrs and...

And was the loecal funding incfeased at all in state
superintendent oversight? TIt's in the notebook.

I don't recall. )
well, look on the second page. There'!'s an

indication there. Reductions that took place but
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Aid not include local funding cuts.
Thét's correct. All the numbers she gave. When
you look at the.number of teachers and teachers’
assistants those things, they did mnot include,
inciude locally.
Now, éoipg back to the chart for a minute, 1s there
alsc a cut with reapect to monieg for funds, state
funds for acquigition of textbooks? |
Yes. If I may do go, I'm trying to find 48 million
dollars, which actually I think that was the entire
émount, and that item was totaily deducdted.
And that textbook funding is what, item 15 on the
chart?
That's correct.
15 million dollars. And the chart alsgso reflects a
tran5portatioﬁ funding reductiaon? . |
Yes, 15 million dollarsg, item 15.
What 1s transportatién'funding? What does that
mean? What's that abouf?
It means school systems have 15 million dollars
less to provide the necegsary transportation that's
needed for primarily the transportation by Yellow
school bus. to pick kids up, bring them to school,
other kinds of things.

For example, you may have students that are
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doing internships in vocational programs;
Trangportation for those students during the day,
all of the transportation asgociated with

instructional programs.

What kind of impact does that have if any upon

after-school or Satuxrday tutorial programs for

at-risk kids?

The largest effects on the student accountability

funding were they ugsed gome of those funds to cover
transportatioh for gstudents.

That means studenté who don'ﬁ have their own
tran8portati6n to get to weekend and]aftér—sahool
programs, they can't take advantage of ﬁhem.

You also gaid the guestionnaire Xxesponses reflected

a number of postponements or reductions in programs

for at-risk students.
That's correct.
Is there anytﬁing else that you have not refereﬁced
that's on the chart that's in the notebook, Dr.
Causby?

Let me just .focus youx aétention on items
12,13, and 14 that are on the chart.

Can you tell us what those are and what kinds
of consegquences they have? ITtem 12, central office

personnel reductions, 14.6 million.
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Correct. That wag about 12% of a reduction,
gsomewhere in that range.

These are positions'that are leadership
posgsitions in the school systems. They have been.
Theixr posifions have been extremely wvaluable in our
éfforts to lmprove instruction, classrooﬁ,
turnaround schools.

Theée people wmany times have done a lot of
work.to'put things in place in diagnostic testing,
all of these Einds of issues. That certainly
reduces the number of folks we havé available to
work‘with thosé kinds of prégrams.
ftem 13.

Item 13, funding for teacher mentoring reduced 2
million dollars.

That, céupled with the cuts in staff
development, in wmy opinion are some of the most
criticél cuts that have been made in the budget.

The monitoring program is a program where
experienced teachers work with beginning teachers,
help them be succegsful, help them learn how to
teagh, to deal with issues . and any problemé they
might have. Taking that away is a real loss to
those young teachers..

Very, very rarely do you have teachers come
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directly out of college into schools that are
really prepared and ready. They just cannot have
the experience.

They need to have someone available they can
rely.on. They need gomeone on their team devoted
to them. It's critical in developing young

professionale to have someoneé who has that

experience.
Let me refer you to item 14. What is that?
That's a reduction in technology funding. The

biggest result from that will be it will cut a hole
in a number of school gystems! efforts to, efforts

to upgrade their technology. They'll have to rely

on outdated technology laboratories and remediation
efforts.

Some of the, even the omnline kindg of programs
we're heard ébout vesterday: The virtual schoél
program.

Did that kind of funding reduction have any impact,
as you understand it, on the virtual public school?
It could havé an effect on the schools' ability to
deliver that program either because they cannot
replace equipment that no longer .is working or
outdated.

Tt's one of the biggest ilssues of funding for
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local school systems. It is very difficult to
maintain.

Every time the State improves their syétem and
gomething new, local systems have to respoﬁd in
gome ‘'way to fund the necessary eguipment and .
upgfades to maintain that.capability. Mo&t syétemé
struggle to do that. Systems don't have an
abundance of local technology to de that.

I think the other one that yvou have not addressed,
I believe, Dr. Causby, isg number 18. Could vou
look in the chart, tell about what the staff and
program reductions at the Department of Public
Instruction:6.6 million?-

Those are directly about a 2% cut in the Department
cf Public Instruction.

If you look at tﬁe recent history, recent
history of the last 10 or 12 years, the Department
has taken tremendous reductions.

Bevause of the réduction because our efforts
to comply with Leandro compliance a number of
thiﬁgs, I think the general feeling among
superintendents across the state is that State

resources just are not adeguate to be able to

provide the help school systems need. These cuts

just exacerbate that.
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The job they're doing with what they have is=s
admirable, about as well as you can use them, but
they sorely need more contemporary technology.

T think, Dr. Causby, were there any points or

imsues in response to the gquestionnaixes to the low

weallth districts?
I apologize, but they say it much better than I
can. |

Robeson County had one statement ip there I
wanted to, to share. It was also in response to
guestion numberhlls adversge consedquences. It goes
a 1i£tle further than just the guestion about
at-risk students. It says:

The State cuts have put a strain on federxal

programs to provide remadiation, fund programs, and

to provide teaching and learning instructional

regources.
So many of our employees arxe worried about
their jobs and how they will provide for their own

children. It is also impossible to.make any long

range plansg, not even a year in advance.

We operate from month-to-month not knowing if
we will have to revert additional monies back to
the state.

If this happens again, especially‘with the
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previous cute and the discretionary reduction, we
will be forced to cut prégrams even deepér, as well
as pérsonnel.

8o, I thought it was a fair}y good sgsummation
of what some of them iﬁplied_in their statements.
Ig there énything else in the questionnaires that
yvou would like to address?

No. I, just, the fact, I think they are very
coﬁsistenf in their responseg. All of them showed
a seriousg concern about availability of resgources
to be able to meet the requirements of Leandro.

In my opinion, I think in the opinion of we
were not being funded at a level that allowed
gchool systems to meet their needs before the cuts,
and the cuts éxacerbated, made it more difficuls.

I think actually anofher one I wanit to asgk vou
about, I apologize, I.didn't ask you about, does it
also show anything about the More at Four program
which was started after this Court reqﬁired'pfe—K
cor at-risk kids? |

A reductiqn in Smart Start funding, 16 million.

Both of those programs operate within the
school systems: sometimes by the school systems,
sometimes by the partnership. |

Thig ig primarily Smart Start. Not'primarily,
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but primarily the prodgram fof, for preéchool kids
already at-~risk who need additional help. to be able
to be prepared when they enter kindergarten. The
reduction reduces the number of kids who
participate in the program.
ﬁow important are those pﬁbgrams, based on upon
what yoﬁ know about them being a superintendent?
All the research shows higﬁ—value and guality
preschool programs, especially with at-risk kids
that come from homes. In many cases they don't
have the opportunity to get the exposure and
experience of these kindg of programs we know
students need: |

So, it provides additional kinds of help fox
the students to help them have the experience so
they are prepared and ready when they. begin
kindergarten.

and from working with kindergarten téaéhers
and first grade teachexs it's alwa?s been that one
of the thingsg they have expressed that the biggest
need.is to make sure childrén are ready when they
come to kindergaxrten.

And as you know, also the agé for kindergarten
;dmission has changéd this vear. It has changed

from October 16th back to, . I think, August the
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31st, ox Sométime in late August.

The premise is a good one. We agree with
doing it, because.you have such, at that time a
yvear's difference in age is tremendously different
in the development nature.

By making that cutoff date earlier it
basically cuts out-25% of the youngest students
that will be entering kindexrgarten.

So, that group of students, at least at that
moment, are not eligible te be in kindergarten.
So, you know,-your gtudents who are not as ready
are no longer getting kindergarten services at the
same time as the More at Fotur, Smart Start Ffunds
that would have heléed some of those students.
And, you know, teachers have actualiy lost two
optionsg.

Has this had an adverse impact on service
provision?

It certainly has had an adverse effect on those
students in need of those services because they
can't-avail themsélyes of them.

Let me refer you briefly now Dr. Causby to
Superintendeﬁt Adkinson's presentation to the
oversight committee again, which was in the

notebook, and... Well, first of all, have you
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reviewed that yvourself?
Yes, I have.
Are there any particular items of issues raised in
there that you ﬁould like to. address while you're
up on the stand?
T think we have covered almost all of theﬁ.

One that Mx. Price did referxrence at the .very
iast page of that presentation, that's a, about as
good an illustration as 1l've seen of the
circunstances.

That explains, of course, the funding needed,
recovery of funding without Federal Recovexry this
yvear is significant,

And I fully believe thig was a Very
gignificant impact on school systems' ability to
meet Leandro reguirements. It will be worse next
year because there are additional cuts.

One, the ingreasas in reduction is.in-the so-called
ndiascretionary" or "flexibiiity" reductions.

About 40% additional cuts, 300.

2010-2011--

Yes.
;—fiscal year.

A1l I'm hearing in talking to superintendents and

the regearch, it will have the effect as the
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pregentation has suggeéted.
It will be 2613 to 2014 if the recegsion recovers
before State revenues will be back to where they
were.
In the presentation, if vou look at the year after
that, 2012, if not a recovery in the.State, funds
are gtill not there, posgibly even worsé, and
stimulation money is gone.

I haven't seen much discussion. _In watching
TV on Fox there's not much political will fér a
gecond recovery package.

I can't really say we know what will happén.
If that does not happen and ﬁhesg funds are gone
the year after next, literally this cliff will be
much worse.

Cﬁts will be. Jugkt, just not, I'm not sure.
The word is, "terrible® is the besgt word that I can
think, to summarize.
You're referring not to regular federal programé

but the Stabilization.

‘I'm referring to the Stabilization funds. This

year the legislature didn't mandate, but basically
gaid vou uge this moﬁey to offset cutz, gtate cuts.

The Federal'Recovery and Stabilization funds
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themselves came with restrictions. Those
restrictions and the State cuts kind of ééme
together to create that great storm we all dread.
MR. SPEARMAN: Thank vou very much, Dr.
caugby. I don’t know if Mx. Zlko has anfthiﬁg
more .
MR. ZIRO: T have nothing else at this point.
MS. MAJESTIC: I have a few guestions.
"THE CQURT: Go right ahead.
EXAMINATION
M8, MAJESTIC:
Dr. Causby, Mxr. Spearman talked about kindergaxten.
We're having fewer kindergarteners enrolled this
year because of the change in the entry date--
That'se correct. '
-- ége date.
Right.
8o next year we'll have -a bumper cCrop of
kindergarteners.
That 's correct.
In the same year we're going to haye a greater,
much larger discretionary cut.
That 's correct.

And the discretipnar? cut doesn't recognize any

- increage that school systems across the state may
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experience next year in enrollment; correct?

That's correct.

In your comntacts around the state being plugged
into developments have yvou heard anything about any
additional reversgionary cuts this year?

I've heard that Jguestion asked several éimes. The
response has been we don't gee any immediate
revergionary.

Perhaps with the presentation I sgaw coming and
with the General Assembly committee it wou;d not
have.to be any considération probably into spring.
We're looking_aé revenues for the first quarter.

So,-right now, ves. There ig a possibility,
but not until gpring. It will be with more time to
adjust because you haven't spent already so much on
your budget vet.

Public schools have already experienced ﬁne

reversionary cut.

In the past yéar they did.

So this year is still recovering from last year's

reversionary cuts.

Last yeaxr they usged some lbcal funding to heip_them

get through state cuts, which depleted local funds.
A couple of them had county.commissioners taking

back money that was already allocated. It's been
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taken away.

MS. MAJESTIC: Thank you.

THRE COURT: Let's get back, make:sure that
I've got it.

summer of'06, we'lre dealing with low wealth
not fully funded, DSSF one way or the othef, but
the question of whethex there was going to be
aﬁything going up on the 45 millioch in
discretionary reductions. Ffanklin Freeman asked me
to go to Mark-BaSHightfs office in June about that
problem. |

What happened was somebody was relling the
covernor that the money which was about the
discretionary reductions was a superintendents’
glush fund.

That's what the Governor had in his mind, that
it was. They went to the public échools one
afternoon before they had that great day at the
1egi81ature; |

MR. SPEARMAN: Regearch.

THE COURT: Research. They wanted to know
what was‘affected by the discretionary reductions.
r.'Bottom line, it-is ADF funding. It goes to

fund teachers. That's because the State has to

fund positions. You've get X number of ADF, X
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number of teéchers. The State is obligated to fund
it .

So, DSS¥ funding ig taking teachers out of the
classrooms, or not allowing teachers in the
classroom by making this discretionary reduction,
or ﬁuts the onus on the school LEAg to do the cuts.

We've got that straight, got that straight.

20, he backsg off of that ill-informed view;
And because it was so much money, 45 million versus
10 moxre for... Tom Ziko remembers the day he came
in, brought ug 10 million dollars from the
éovernor.' I'll never forget that.

MR . ZIKO: Heady days, Your Honor.

THE éOURT: But at least it was gomething.

MS. MAJESTIC: Really big issue in the Board.

THE COURT: Where they gave Johnny Smith and

the Smith-Shaver sgettlement. They wrote this check

out, which I think he gave the check to Ed Speaks.
But that's another casge, another year.

But in my opinion at the time he was asking.me
what I thought. Discretionary reauction
elimination was the most important thing after they
fully funded low wealth. éo, we spent 30 minutes
talking about it.

And as a result of that, disgcretionary
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reduction disappeared. They thought they had one
way forever. And then thanks to Doug Young DSSF is
there;

If there's any money we'ﬁe'got to have low
wealth funding. We've got to have that. They
funded low wealth fully and money for DSSF and'the
discretionary reduction in the summer of106. So,
we're talking about the same ﬁhings.

Last year the Governor cut. We have to cover
up wmoney, our paychecks. And the legislaﬁure cut
our salaries by a thousand dollars anyway,
discreﬁionary raduction.

So, that's what we're talking about now. So,
they put it back it.

MR. ZIKO: Much larger.

“THE COURT: But the money is coming out of
galary. That's ADF; what they call salary money.

MR. ZIKO: That‘é correct. It can come from
anywhere in the-- |

THE COURT: Money, the big money that comes
from tﬁe State is.salary money.

MR ZIKO: That's correct: salary, benefits.

THE COURT: Because we're going back to
yesterdéy to the 44 original high schools, 23 point

something. We're still on thosge schools. Salary
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and benefits, we're‘paying people who are not doing
the job. -

Got any other guestions for Dr. Causby you
want to talk to him about?

MS. MAJESTIC: I just ‘have gome from your
gquestions. |
If we look at the nature of the reductions in the
budget this year the'}eéislature chose
transportation and technology and professional

development and textbooks, all these ostensibly

- non-personnel items, leaving school districts with

either no regources for that, or ;o use their own
resources for professiOnél development, which in
the courtroom has been related as essential for
improving student achievement.

So, in your opinion what are school=sYstems

left to do while they have to cut when there are

‘additional cuts?

it's personnel. That's the only place that you can

¢ut. You can cut out transportation totally, but

_you've got to get your kids to school, or you can

cut out school food services. I tell folks you've
got to send them Ilunch.
When you get past those kinds of things it is

personnel. It is nothing but personnel. Only big
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item on the school level. You can cut central

office personnél, you don't get anywhere near

giving you that money.

- Even if it's not a very small percentage, even

though folks talk about it, the only place they

have to go get it is in the school-level personnel.

THE COURT: Mr. Ziko, what exhibit has the
middle school?

MR. ZIKO: 10 and il.

THE COURT: 10 and 11. Let's go. Let's go
to, everybody. I think... |

Mﬁ. ZIKO: 11 and 12.

THE COURT: 11 and 12.

MR. ZIKO: 11 ig high school and 12 middle
gchools.

THE COURT: Well, 1ef;s lLook at the first
page. Let's go. First page says original 44. It
shows on the, that's the gross. That'!'s the gross
expenditures.

Come back over here. .You see where it is
folded over that, the 5 years?- That's my 5 vear--

THE WITNESS: Yes.

THE COURT: -- data to get every one of theose
schoolsl Then you'vé got one that says category

definitions.
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THE WITNESS: Yes.

THE COURT: All right. Come over to that
attachment A--

THE WITNESS: Yes.

THE COURT: -- which says expenditures by major
cost category--

THE. WITNESS: I'm with vou.

THE COURT: --'08-'09. Evervbody there?‘
Starts out-with, starts out these are your major,
major expenses for those schools; right?

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: That's not mortar, bricks,
electricity, or busses,'playing fields, or anything
else. Thisg is what's going on in Ehe field.

THE WITNESS: The state, it's a total.

THE COURT: I'm not talking abﬁut ;tate
dollars, what they spend. Everything comes from
that pot.

The poin? that I'm wmaking is the pot isg all
one with the exception of supplies and equipment,
ag you're all aware, and staff development.
Everything else on there is sélary.

And then when you look at benefits they are a
whopping, about a third}IZS% or 30%, all money to

pay people. But the expense is incredible, but it
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is all people.

This ig all adult money, and adult money. And
you're spending a fortune of msalaries. Then you
add beneflts, media people and the other salaries.
There are gubstitute teachers, other than salarles

Bagically, you'wve got basically 92%, 93%.

THE WITNESé: Over 90%.

THE COURT: More than 90% goeg to people.
That's'thé problem. Tt's when you come down to it.

If you look on the overall data on the page 5
which I've seen, courge-by-course, the math with
the data broken out by, by race, total.

MR. SPEARMAN: : What page?

TﬁE COURT.: It is not. It ig in the evidence
broken out for'me was'08-'09, all courées by, by
ethnicity.

I wanted to see what the spreadsheét wag, but
by and large before everybody last year the
weighted averages statewide. Single course in the
80g, statewide stuff. I look at individual
gachools. Your agency scores are high, are higher
than that.

L,oock at the math. HisPanic scores come in,
come in 3. English, reading, they're down,

obviously, because of language;
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But math, because it's not language. But math
scores are up-all the way through. And the‘black
kide are, who are at.the bottom of the barrel in
pasging.

These are, are, the pexcentages are amazing in
terms of the, of the gap in statewide tests.

THE WITNESS: Correct.

THE COURT: I'm looking at. I was looking at
a bunch of high schools, looked at English I,
Biology{ Algebra I.

Let's start with West Mecklenburg. They've
done such a good job on their black kids. West
Charlotte, 300 taking Algebra I. These are, are,
were not the bank scores. I don'p think three
whites in the school. Thef were 65.3%. They're
over 20 =some points above average f@r blacks
étatewide.

-MR. SPEARMAN: 65%, which is about 20.points
above the average of all students.

THE WITNESS: Can I point out one other thing?

THE COURT: I'm going to make oﬁe more. point,
then let you respond.

There are blacks. There are blacks in that

school, Charlotte. By assessing weekly teéting,

-assegsing, and at the gate people put the scanners
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40 teachers have the data, every algebré teacher on
the data, on the benchmark the next morning.

They have exceeded because they worked so -
hard; This is what we have to have for these.
children to succeed. Thaﬁ might not wmattexr what's
happening anywhere else that's not going to work.

They acknowledge they have the money. They
have the willpower. They've got the technology.
They've got the backing. ~They're succeeding where
others are not even trying.

Aand that's the thing that really keeps couming.
They're not: trying. The high schools, they're not
trying. But it can be ‘done with the kids.

You look at Broughton. Okay. In Broughton,
Needham Broughton where my daughter. And Needham
Broughton Algebra I, 2a total 173 black kids, and
1448.5 proficiency.

That's because the graders tﬁat took these are
ones who didn't take it and grade. 8o, there ig a
disparity.

Broughton, that is the same as the state,
statewide disparity. Kids in Charlotte
outperforming the blacks in Needham Broughton, in
that high school by 20 points. If can be done.

5

ganderson has got 73% of blacks proficient, 91% of
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the whites proficient.

MR. SPEARMAN: Youxr Honor, what did you say
wére the- particular programg for effort? Whatever
they are in the Charlotte—Meckleﬁburg sgschooleg they
were relatively speaking a lot better than other
placés.

THE COURT: I have i1t up. I have it upstairs
in my office, stuff'you have given me, bullet |
points.. I'1ll take it and make a copy of it. But
basically a powerpoint presentation, stuff.

They showed smart things, that Charlotte
gchools. Rgally the thing is good for CMS. They
predicted that next year success rate with Algebra
i ig going to be only 60%.

Then they have gone back and looked at what
they're getting out of the middlie schools. They're
looking back two years to see what coming forward
out of the middle schools. |

Only 23, or some low percentage, are
proficient in algebra, eighth grade math, which vyou
know 18 a predictor that you're not going to be in
Algebra I.

They're using data to look backward to see

- what kind of product thev're gétting out of the

middle school. The product is not ver? good, 8o
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ﬁhey gscaled back, thinking next year they've got to
get, to get more in Algebra I because we're gettiné
kids coming into the, the 9th grade.

vou feel that stuff, it sﬁould be done. Every
gingle school district in the state, they ought to
be looking at the data and planning what's to come
to get ready fof it. They don't do that.

MR. SﬁEAﬁMAN: I thought that you were also
referring to technical programs oY efforts.

THE COURT: The effort, the effort, the
ecffort, Mr. Spearman. The effort, just hard work

and professional learning. Teaching togetherx,

" 1ooking at data, using the data, using the

ascessments correctly.

Azgessments, once you assess objectively all
10 items, each scoring level, you're at level 2.9.

They can go back to Bob Spearmén and szay he's
mis&ing on this one and missing on thig one, |
migeing what they re-teach the, until you've got it
ehrough your thick head that you'wve got the
concept. Then you can. Then they, they go on this
same thing. They didn't even know what an
aggessment was.

Now I know what the project achieved, did this.

in detail, which was assessing little kids and
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re-teaching them until they got it. That's why the
whole class was together.

THE WITNESS: Can I comment on that?

"THE COURT: Sure.

THE WITNESS: I've worked with individual
school systems not onily throughout North Carolina
but all across the country doing this very same
thing. It'g, very simple, I was guoted in the
Atlanta newspapers: "It's simple but hard as hell.™

It's very, very difficult how it's very simple
to ﬁut aﬁ outsténding principal in that school who
can motivate, organmize, set high expectations, that
you put.the best teachgrs that you can in there.
Then you train those folks to do it in the way that
you want them to do it.

When you work with kids-théy don't all learn
the same wav. They don't have the sgame experiences
ag my children d&, or most of your children do.
They haven't developed the same synapsié between
the nerves and brain as other children have.

Becauge they have had experiences you have to

teach these students a different way because they

learned that way. They retain it.

You have to do diagnostic testing, that you

have to see where they are. As soon as they're
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- taught you have to test and re-teach if they don't

know.

Kids from poverty cannot wait weeks to be
remediated. You have to dé it immediately or they
forget. If you do it imme@iately they do well.
They learn it regardless of the racial background.

That works when you get a whole staff of
peopie, the whole school working to &o that. You
need to find something that works fairly well, and
you make it excellent so that they experience
succegs, becausge if you just beat people's heads
against the wall it just won't work.

We'lre looking foxr success. We cén do this
thing over a period of 3 or 4 years.. You can
follow expectations and leaxrn.

Now, 1 wanted to comment on your comment
about the difference in scores of black studénts
and white students.

There ére two ways of looking at those scores
as to why historically we have made great progress
in North Carolina with all levels of students even
going back and ralsing students.

We still didn't make progress that's really
good. But when we're comparing, again, we're

looking at between black students and other
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students, and again between those who are at g?ade
level. And that's not the real gap, folks.

The real gap we don't want to talk, the real
gap is where their scale scoreg are. That's where
the level three sgcale.

Whité gstudents aren't on the scale score. You
know, ﬁaybe a eertalin percentage on level three.
Whén vou look at the scale, gchool scale score it
i way up. When you look at black students phey may
just be getting c¢loser to level three.

But the scale score difference is growing.
Evep though the, we're moving, black students scale
gcoreg is, difference is growing.

The implication is if we ever get the gap done
away with, get the gap level, then we have got to
tackle .the real gap. | .

THE COURT: 'What he's saving is that the.,

THE WITNESS: Scale score accountability.

THE COURT: I've got some of‘it in my office
upstairs.

It shows you statewide success, averages on,
on everyone's gcores, but it breaks it déwn‘by
ethnicity, by poverty, by parents.

THE WITNESS: Remembexr that'é parénts'

educational level, all that data. .That's four
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. pages for each in there. They have got the levels.

They have got average scale score in Algebra I
acale gcore for the break is, I think one. I'm not
sure of the data that's come ocut my eérs.

T think, for example, 154 in algebra, 160 ig
152, 160 level 3. it would show the average sgcale
gcore for white, black, Mexican, Hispénic; black.
1f we use gcale scores withouﬁ the same gsubjects
and. make a couple between the level. But that
tells you about the scale score, a difference.

But you can go. You can bg 149 and éhen dump
to 152, get to level 3, loweat level.

MR. SPEARMAN:

Dr. Caugby, it is saying, if T look at 1t in terws
of gcale score, in terms of what people,
percentages have slippé& into level 3, it is a more
substantia} program.

The real gap.

THE COURT: Real gap.

THE WITNESS: Real gap, not between the
levels. ﬁeal gap in the scale score, that'slthe'
real gap. We don't want to talk.

THE COURT: I:11 gi#e vou all the data after
we leave, publié records for the'08-'09,'07-'08,

which is by ethnicity and by level.
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They don't give the scale score level totally.
It ghows the number of kids that are, what the
level 4, level 1, level 3, level, .

Black kids are very Ffew at level 4, and the
bulk of them, toco many-of them level 1, not getting
anything. Bulk of them are bunched into 2.

And then the whites bunched, whites are up
there in the 4. There are.blacks, which shows vou
bunched by level, not by gcale =zcores.

THE WITNESS: It is critical to know the test
wag reformed. .You've got that drop. Scale gcores
are just as good; but the nuhber of kids at level 4
wag less because you increased where.level 4 ig.

We've geen a reboﬁnd effect. We've geen
systems constrict and the scores begin to go back
up, significantly back up ovef the last two vears.

But it ig important to understand the kids whe
were at level 3 before, they are low level 3. Wher
the bar moved up and then below it these kids were
to movel You give them attention. You move them
te level 3 very guickly. So, we haveiﬁovéd back
theose kids to lower level 3.

They'!ve dropped‘tq 2. 8o, they're 2, back to
2, becauge the students that are lower up t§ that.

That ig 2till down there. BAnd to get them to 2 nov
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is going to become harder because it is a much

bigger wmovement to 2 now than that was before.

THE COURT: November and Februéry 8th grade
reading tests before it wag reformed, 90%. BEighth
graders were deficient in reading, which you know
ig not tﬁe case. |

MR. SPEARMAN: Before it was reformed.

THE COURT: Then gtraight averagdge doﬁn from
90% to 55%.

THE WITNESS: S0, it was based upon what the
standérd was.

THE COUﬁT: We know that was, the standards
were £§o low.

THE WITNESS: Of course the way nationally ig
to compare standards from the same state. They 're
all different.

THE COQURT: If I asked you What state hag the
toughest standards what would yvou say when you've
got the national norm?

THE WITNESS: It is South Carolina. That
was the highést atandard in the nation percentage
of kidsg, meaning it's very low by the highest
standards.

| and those standards levels in most cases

across the nation were political decigions, not
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educational decisions, where vou put.them.

THE COURT: Anything furthex?

MS. MAJESTIC: I do.

EXAMINATION.

20, you said in reference to outstanding teachexrs
you wanbt to train them and why vyvou want to train
them. You want to comnnect those things, yet we're
seeing a significant hit to the funding for publié
schoolas this yeér and we anticipate even more next
vear.
Yes.
Well, I think that you used this case everybody in
the courtroom has been concerned about: the
progress of the students that are not performing
well.

ﬁow do you believe the reduction in funding
impacts school systems‘ ability to have outgtanding
principals and the best teachers they can get and
train to addfess.the-needs of these struggling
students?
Well, all those things that you talk about, you
mention, are taking funding. And the reduction id
that makes it a little difficult for them té be
able to recruit teachers.

A lot of systems that could have had them now,
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that was affected much this year becauge people
1osing jobs. - You would hope that will change with
the recesgsgion recovery. ‘

But it's really oritical, especially with the
number-of young ;eachexs we have, young principals,
that staff development piece 1is critical.

It way nbt show up in the first éix months
thig yvear or even the first veaxr, but it will léng
term show up the effect that we're gseeing wore and
more'students ﬁecause of the transition into the
at-risk category.

What - -
Categoxry of at-risk. T think the number, because
of the récession, they're going té go up. It
doesgn't mean just because they go to another level
tomoOrrow, bﬁt lost'jobs and income and expenses,
things they're going to deal with in at-risk kids.
_The‘resources to provide services to those
kids are, are dwindling, so systems do have the
ability to offex those services.

Now,Aas they did before, they have additional
students that néed it. And 1ogiéally you would
think those students now may be experienced in
those programs, be éasier onesg to deél with. But

if you let that languish over time without those
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services it gets worse and worse.

You were here for the testimony deécribing the

resources being provided to the Halifax County to

jumpstart or to push them forward in improving

student achievement.

Were

Yes,

| I did hear that, yes.

they people? .

they were people.

There were additional lavyvers=s of coaches.

Yes;

Yeg.

coaches, instructional.

'With a heavy emphasis on professional development.

High level of observation and accountability which

requires what, Dr. Causby, to

gchool systems.

It reguires money.

MS. MAJESTIC: Thank vou.
EXAMINATION

MR. ZIKO:

Dr. Causby, did you also hear

be put in place at

testimony that

redoing standards at universities and colleges of

education so it is not necesgsary to go out, if you

will,

and "re-teach" people?

They're actually

WS
coming up with a schedule for graduates.

Yea.

I heard that.
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You also heard the reason the State is still in
Halifax County, at least for the kids, 1s that
Haiifax dounty has ignored its own obligation to
teaching students.

T heard that. Yes.

And that did you hear Miss Majestic saying there
was a ijpstaft?

I heard ﬁer use the term "jumpstart.”

The jumpestart is going to improvements in the

gystem. It would be more effective in teaching the

students.
Tt would help. That's the case.
Bottoﬁ 1ine is while this is a severe blow to
education, budget reductions at this time, no one
knows what Ehe long ferm consequences will be.
T think you're right. It is not poséible to
predict. But I think it is pretty important to
look af the history and have a good idea what's
going to happen.
But there wexre many'changes ongoing in the delivery
of education as weil in how professional
development was used.

When you look at ways of implementing that,
one was the use pf coﬁferences; right?

Yes.
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People now receive lots of training ovexr the web?

No qguestion we're making progress. Just kind of a

shame the mindset of people in that progress.

We're going backwards.

. What was that?

It'e a shame, the mindset of people, The prodgress,
we're now.going backward.

That's no one’'s fault. I mean that place. ‘I

mean: just the circumstaﬁces.
The fact is that the imﬁact on education is going
to be, you know, more, more because the jobs that
are logt in the economy or not coming back. :
Abgolutely. Yes.

THE CQURT: Well, bottom line where I am right
now,.the State's new standards, stuff they're
doing, IPE, despite the fact that people are doing
the IPE to change, to go deep, not wide.

The standard course of studf is woven into the_
necesgary assessment, which épparently is
overlooked, guite frankly, by ouxr high schools to
teach students, higher education teaching, traininé
programs, guite frankly to do assessments, teach
them.

Erskine Boles gent them a memo. They wrote

back. Basgically UNCG said we're not going to deal
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with bluebird or classgate. It is a commercial
device.
That ‘g as ldiotic as you cal be. And now they

all want to do it oxr they're not going to be
éatisfied. They're not going'té'be allowed to teéch
all these great, things.

THE WITNESS: Wonderful.

' THE COURT: Great stuff.

oHE WITNESS: Wonderful.,

THE COURT: If they'zxe just simply allowed to
do the hard work to implement it.

That's what irritates me to no endp They're
talking about this gtuff, about what they’'re doing
in Chérlotte, or working hard to implement these
thiﬁgs.

They're teaching students coming out of our
gschools of education, walking into the room, and
yéu can do élassgate. If asked, they've.got
broadband. You don't have to give them
profeasional development. -

Going on and on and on. They don't have the

money to give you and give. If you ordered money’
they haven't got it to give. 8o, it is just a

mess.

But there's a good thing going on. I just



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Page 258 Rs1291-

want to make that clear. DPI people that I've met-
are first clags folks, are great, but you're not
affecting Halifax County.

They've got a box.on the shelf. They trained
them. Came through 12 assesgsments. People_in
Halifax County put the box on the shelf. ThatAs
the kind of the way they looked at this. Tom Ziko
knows.

West Hope Middle School two years ago, they
looked, This isn't a miracle.

Aggistant superinﬁendent went down there énd
made an attempt to téach the gtandard course of
study using the basic grade. It went up 19 points.

When she left I found ghe's in a turnaround
program. She was 1in a turnaround program. But
the next year Wegt Hope Middle dropped 20 points.
And the reason for that, Dr. Causby, is what?

THE WITNESS: They don't have someone makiné
them. _

THE COURT: Teacherg went back to do what-
they've done; little. |

THE WITNESS: They have to monitor.

THE COURT: Tﬁat‘s why thelr team never got
any 1isting results. As soon aé they left they

went back to do it the way that they did. -That's
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MR. SPEARMAN: other things to mention. We

‘have several times asked foxr,. suggested that the

gtate be directed to present some kind of plan to
deal with all of these issues. And in all candoxr I
don't think we have ever really gotten that from
the State.

aAnd I understand youx view about what you,
what you can and cannot order in terms of money.

But it does seem to me at ieast and to the low
wealth plaintiffs‘that, you know, it would be
pexrfectly appropriate based on everything we ha%e
heard the last couple days for you to direct the
State to explain just what it ig they'xe géing to
do' to try to deal with a number of fhese problems.

THE COURT: Well, the problems, MNr. Spearman,

'aré related. We have identified them. We all know

r

whgre they are every yeaxr when the distripts are
having a problem.

We also know, amazing enough, that we've got &
1ot of players who are, doing, doing fine. And
there's no need to ordex the State to do anything
more than what they're told they have to do.

That's clear as a bell.

Someone 1ig saylng what we do we need9 What d¢
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we need to do? How do'we Erame thé goal?

The goal_is have a competent, cgertified
teachér in eﬁery gingle claésrooﬁ teaching the
standard courge of studyf

MR. SPEARMAN: That's what we agree what we
ought to do.

THE COURT: What the law requires.

MR. SPEARMAN: What I'm saying, I think we
need to put some, we need.

I think it would be wvery helpful to reguire
the State to explain how they propose to make you
o?der them whaﬁ to do with respect to the Leandrxo
standard, the same kindsg. of things that Dr. Causby
hag talked about a few minutes ago in terms of the,
the goal of certified, competent teacherg in every
clasgroom and the reguisgite resources.

I don't think the State has ever come in with
any kind of plan to show how.

I know they understand certainly, certainly
ag lawyers as to what the .standard is. But I den't
think the either ﬁPI or the State Board hag ever
developed and proposed, presented to you or to the
courts how they're going to fix, how they're going
ta get from A to B, what specifically they're-gding

to do to, to comply with the, the 3-prongs of the
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t,eandro standard.

Tn fact, I mean for example in Miss Ashley's
testimony, jou know, there were many things where
shé had a, identified particular gchoolg and
particular groups of students.

As I understand hex testlmoﬁy she was gsaying
that various kinds of programs in remediation were
necessary, but they doﬁ‘t have the resouxces toO do
it. |

what I'm suggesting, T think it would be
helpful to have some kind of fuxther supplementary
order for the State to make a proposal to you as tc
hoﬁ they're going to implement the Leandro
standards.

vou can then furthex agsess. If you don;t
order some specific or some particﬁlar program you
can indicate in, woxre gimply in morxe detaii whethet
that approach is datisfactoxry or not satigfactory.

T think that, in all candor I think whenaveX
the Court speaks toO thege things that the General
Assembly does pay attentlon to them.

I don‘t subgcribe €O the 1dea when some

constitutional atandard or program ig laid out tha

the General Assembly just avoids it.

1 do think it would be very helpful to have
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more specifics than we have now,

. We have obviously no gquarrel whatsoever with
what the Leandro standards are, but I think nore
gpecificity how the State proposes to get there
would be extremely helpful to everyone.

THE COURT: I think we've come a long way.
I'm going to make this statement: I've been at this
for as long as you have, but I've algsoc acgquired in
the process, especially since 2004, a whole lot of
knowledge. |

I dragged you all in here for scome of it.

ITt've gotten stuff. I have access. . I go down there
anytime that I want to and ask gquestions. And I
do.

And I think we need a piece of paper from the

State gaying this is what needs to be done. This

is how we're going to do it, because I think they

know what needs to be. We all need to be. We all
know what needs to be done.

The gquegtion: Have they got any money to do
these things? If we're not going to ge£ the.money
out of them where are we going to get the money?

'MR. SPEARMAN: Well, Your Honor--
THE COURT; To me 1t goes back. I look at it

on an individual school basis and that school.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

15

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page 263
-R § 1296-

We need to get rid of the principals that are
not performing, teachers that are not performing.
put people in there that can do the 5ob. _Wﬁen vou
do that vou have sgolved the problem.

.Question ia: Where you get the money to go, to
go, go where it needs to be done in thosge
individual schoolsé That, tﬁat‘s the problem.

problem is, is happening in individual gchools
all over the state where you've got administrators
who are not doing what they're supposed té do.
They're not working hard and they're being paid.

gdame thing as somebody working in Wake County
that's got-a clagaroom full of 95% performing kids,
when what needs to be done, all I'm hearing from
everybody, it is a gquestion of money.
| Tt is also a question of being willing to
work. That's the point. .This is what neéds to be
done.

You can have.all the things. You can have all
the professional devélopment that you want to;.but
1if they don't, horse doesn't want to get in the
watexr, go back and put it in. What I'wve learned,
it is a‘waste of money and a wéste of time.

. That's what needs to be doﬁe.

So, and yesterday Miss Ashley was testifying.
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She had a reason and excuse for every single

gschool. Do you remember that?

An excuse is that justification, the reason

and explanation as to why. Thesge are not excuses,
unacceptable., Reason, these are reasons why,
excusges. ’

West Hope Middle went back 20 points because
they took leaderghip out of the school. That's not
an e#cuse to allow that school to continue to go
backward.

MR: SPEARMAN: In all candox, Youxr Honor, I
don't think that the superintendent of the Hoke-
County Board of Education took leadership out of
the school. .

She checked. T checked on that. The woman
decided ghe was going to‘take another job.

I méan that, that's not. I don't think that's
to be the fault of the Board of Education or the
superintendent. |

THE COURT: It is not. But that's a reason
why that school went backwards 20 points in one
yeér. That's not an excuse for that school to go
back.
| This is the rubber meeting the road right now.

When you come in here and tell me we failed because
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we logt leadership, that's the reason why the
school stays in the, at 42%, because we had a
principal and ahe left, that reason, I know that

that's the reason, that'se the explanation for the

-fallure.

But that's not an excuse for the‘failure;
because the faillure is still existing. It is not
being taken care of.

This is what's going on: to move the pfincipél
around like,'liké a shell game.

We have to try during the trial, if they get a
principal, to put gsomebody in there, They're
gafe. We mow have a new principal.

But that the reason for the failure is that
the teacher in that classroom and the principal in
that school is not an instructional leader.

They*re not following the standard course of
gtudy. They're not assessing thelr kids, letting
them go to at the end of 9 weeks, and then they,
they can't read. That's the reASOn why they're
failing.

No amount of money on God's green earth ié
going to chaﬁge that with that teacher unless
they're retrained, retire, or just get the hell

out.
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Thoge teacherg are not in these classrooms'
every davy. Thgy're not doing what the congtitution
of the state reguires them to do.

' That's not an excuse. That's a reason for the
failure, falilure of the claggroom teacher and.the
ptincipal and that superintendent to ride their
fannies enough so that they do their jobs.

" The lady said the second grade testa. I've
talked. They didn't change. Nothing changed.
Crime in- the neighborhood didn;t change. Only
thing that changed them was the fact when the
teacher was in that clagsroom.

In your public schoecl the guality of the
teacher isg the key ingredient, mosg important
ingredient to a child learning. It's the teacher.

When they get rid of everybody that was, that
was what they call a "pocketbook" teacher. They
replacde them with Teach for America, and about
three years we get a great gystem and a greaﬁ
principal.

But you can't éet rid of them. There's nobody
to replace. Our schools of education. are not

turning out people that are guality, or training

teachers that we need in our classrocoms. That'g

the solution in this case.
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You can get can the legisglature to double the
money. We won't get any betterx resu}ts wh#tsoever
unlegs you''ve got Jim Causby to ride herd on
everybody and make, make people do what they're
supposed to do.

If you don't know hoﬁ to do assessments, get
trained to do assessmenté then when you're training
you do them.

That's the, what we're, fhat's why, I mean all
thig stuff about more paper. all this other stuff,
ﬁore money, when thé real problem is the fact we've
got people in classrooms who are not doing their

job, principals not seeing to that, doing their

'job.

You've got a failing scﬂool and gchools where
they are. We have.good regults. That's it.

That's the bottom line to the problem in having the
solution to the problem.

What was your gquestion? It's work but it is
hard as hell. Halifax County ig not willing to
have to put their nose to the grindstone in three
deéades.

We're having to start from the bottom.

They're putting children in a line all, all right

out of the same book. They didn't get an educatior
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in spite of the teacher. That's why there was no

plan seen from the State to do what I just said

needs to be done is going to solve.
If you can convince me somehow, or some great

plan is going to be implemented that's going to do

what I. just said needs to be done, that's one

thing, but I don't think it can be.

Ag I.said,'quality teacher, notﬂing more and
nothing less. .They don't have the assessment.

MR. SPEARMAN: We don't have any digagreement
about the standard for gquality teachers. That's
What in fact I think isg, as I recall, what I argued
to you hefore you.issued_your opinion in 2002.

The import of your question was; the bottom
iine was what's doing the most important thing in'
all of this. My resgponse was the most important
thing is quality teaching. |

If I recall this, you, vou thought about it
for a moment and said that's the right answer. I
came to that conclusion myaelf.

THE COURT: Everybody is coming to that
conclusion. We all acknowledge critical pieces
along with leadership. We're talking about the
samé. We're all on the same wavelength.

So, it is that the, that the State is
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contending they don't know? They already know whaf
has to be done. Thét's the peoint. I mean why?

MR. SPEARMAN: Your Honor, what I'm saying--

THE COURT: T can't ordexr the schoolsg of
education under Erskine Boles. I can't order those
tenured professors to turﬁ their, don't want to do
this, to turxn their‘teaching afound, teach

something and turn out students who know what their

doing. - Théy know what they'ré'doing.

MR. SPEARMAN: That they should.® But what I'm
saying is that although you have made these
obgervations. you have'ingluded a number of these
things, wvarious notices of hearing, so forth.

We think it would be very helpful for you to

make a directive to the State that thé State needs

. to come up, be much more gpecific about how they're

going to accompligh the goal, which you have ruled
ig a constitutiomal standard, the Supreme Court has
affirmed is a constitutional standard.

THE COURT: That's not.

MR. SPEARMAN: No debate about that. But
we've never in my view, in our view we've never -
gotten the kind of gpecificity from the State as to
how we're going to get from A to B. |

For example, if part of the problem is what
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they're deing or not doing in schools of eduvcation
I would say that this is something that thé State
cught to include.

Wheﬁher you call it a plan, whether you call
it something else, the State ought to be required
to come in and tell vyou and also us, the public,
what the standards are going to be, what steps they
propose to take to ensure that the promise and
mandate of Leandro is carried out. I don't. I
don't think the State has ever done that.

Beyond that, the further thing we would urge
is that if the .State Aid that, you review such a
plan or such a standard; whatever you want to cali
it,'aﬁd rule that peortions of it were'appropriate_
and were conétitutionally required. We submit that
would also be a big help in getting there.

THE.COURT: i hear vou.

MR. SPEARMAN: Okay. Thank you.

(Proceedings were concluded.)
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Selected NC Public School Programs
Reduced or Eliminated for 2009-10

workers, etc.) (est. 1.46% reduction)

Progrgms Eliminated %‘::;:;?gﬂf
1 Student Accountability funding eliminated’ $38.3 million*
2 | Staff development funding eliminated $12.5 million*
3 | Principals’ Executive Program eliminated $1.3 million***
4 | Funding for all 200 literacy coaches eliminated $12 million*
5. | Math and science supplemental pilot eliminated (program aimed at | $0.5 million*
attracting and keeping qualified math and science teachers)
Programs Reduced ‘;‘;ﬁ;ﬁ:ﬂf
6 | Non-instructional support persennel reduced (such as substitute $379.6 million*
_ teachers, clerical assistants, ete.) *
7 | Clerical / custodian reductions ° $10 million*
8 | “Discretionary” or “flexibility” reduction to local school districts $225 million*
9 | Smart Start funding reduced : $16 million**
10 | More at Four preschool program reduced by 5.8% $5 million™ }
11 | School-hased child and family support teams funding reduced” $1.2 million*
12 1 Central Office personnel reductions $14.6 million*
13 | Fundmg for teacher mentoring reduced 32 million*
14 | Technology funding reduced $9.6 million*
15 | Textbook funding reduced 548 million*
16 | Limited English proficiency program reduced (program aimed at $2 million*
non-English speaking students) :
17 . | Transportation funding reduced $15 million*
18 | Staff and program reductions af the Dggartment of Instruction $6.6 million*
Headcount Reductions ?{::;):(:gof
19 | Number of classroom teachers lost (3.57% reduction) 2,466 positiong*++%
20 | Bstimated munber of teacher assistants lost (est.8.75% reduction) 1,521 positions****
21 | Estimated number of instructional support lost (counselors, social 108 positiong*##*

! Comparing the 2008-09 and the 2009-10 certified budget numbers *¥, the Low Wealth Fund (LW) and the
Disadvantaged Student Supplemental Fund (DSSF) remained stable with increases of $9.8 miltion (due to ADM
increase) and $0.9 million, respectively. As aresult, LEAs are not able to supplant the elimtination of the Student
Accountabitity funds with LW or DSSF monies.

2 The $379 million reduction in non-instructional support personnel was offset by the appropriation of the federal
Education Stabilization Fund (ESF), The State directed that this ESF fund would be used to fiund non-instructional
support at the schools, An additional $10 million reduction in non-instructional support (shown in the chart as a
separale line item) was not offset by federal stimulus money or otherwise.

* Represents the $10 million of additional reductions in non-instructional support not offset by the federal ESF.

1 Other programs affecting students’ opportunity for a sound basic education but which are not part of in the
education budget were also reduced or eliminated (e.., social services program funding, drug prevention programs,
early intervention programs, etc.)

PPAB 16i8632vl
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‘Sources

* Obtained from The Joint Conference Committee Report on the Continuation, Expansion and
Capital Budgets, Senate Bill 202, N.C. Gen. Assembly 2009 Session (Aug. 3, 2009),

** Obtained from The 2009-2011 State Budget: Trifecta of spending cuts, tax increases and
Jederal aid used to address historic shorifall, NC Budget & Tax Center Report, NC Justice
Center, Vol. 15 No. 8 {Sept. 2009); certified budget mumbers obtained from North Carolina
General Assembly’s Fiscal Research Division.

According to the Fiscal Research Division of the NC General Assembly, certified budget
numbers for the Low Wealth fund, the DSSF and the PEP for 08-09 and for 09-10 are as follows:

de Wealth:
08-09 Budgeted: $197,681,587
09-10 Budgeted: $207,499,970

DSSE:
08-09 Budgeted: $75,481,056
09-10 Budgeted: $76,397,619

PEP: :
08-09 Budgeted: $1,266,170
09-10 Budgeted: $0

**% Obtained from State Budget Adopted; Conflicting Views on Teacher Layoffs, The Public
School Forum’s Friday Report, Vol. 12 Issue 6 (Aug. 7, 2009).

- X Obtained from State Superintendent June Atkinson, Education Ovels1ght Committee

Presentation (Oct. 13, 2009), available at
http:/fwww.neleg.net/gascripts/DocumentSites/browseDocSite.asp7niD= 1Q&SFolderName"\Commlttee%
20Meetings\2009-201 O%QOComm|tiee%20Meetlnas\October%201 3-14,%202009

PPAB 1618632v1 _ 2
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The Public School Forum’s Friday Report.

PDF versions can be found at www.nefornm.oxg

Volume 12, Issue 6 - August 7, 2009

- State Budget Adopted;
Conflicting Views on Teacher Layoffs

Both the House and the Senate gave final approval to the proposed state budget on
‘Wednesday and Governor Perdue has, with soxe reservations, signed the budget bill into law,
However, conflicting claims about the impact of the budget on class size and possible teacher
and teacher assistant layoffs are creating confusion in some quarters.

NCAE, even before the budget was signed into law, was ¢claiming victory contending that
its lobbying efforts had saved thousands of teacher and teacher assistant jobs and praising
Governor Perdue for her efforts to protect the classroomn.

The Governor, in a Raleigh news conference, made it clear that in her view there should
not be cutbacks when she said, “We have had a pot, a very large pot of federal recovery dollars
coming in to North Carolina and that money coming to counties and fo school systems across the
state is supposed, according to the federal legislation, to be used to prevent cuts to teachers in the
school systems across North Carolina. I have asked the state board to require that a monthly
report be sent to them from every LEA (i.e. school system) in the state. 1 absoltely am going to

- compare the cuts to the money that they have in this budget and that they have received from the

federal recovery money. In my mind it’s going to be really hard for somebody to explain to me
why they’ve had to cut teaching positions.”

However, before the ink had dried on the new state budget, local school administrators
and school board members were publically saying that it would be impossible for schools to
absorb the education cuts in the budget and find $225 million more in mandatory, albeit flexible,
reductions without increasing class sizes and laying off employees. On Wednesday a formal

statemnent to that effect was issued by the NC Association of School Administrators.

Based on House and Senate proposals to increase class sizes, therefore reducing the
number of teachers, schoot districts across the State have already laid off school employees and
made classroom assignments for the new school year. With children already back in session in
Western North Carolina and due to begin in the next two weeks elsewhere, it is highly-unlikely
those decisions will be reversed at this late date.
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Children and Education Have Taken Enormous Cuts

While it will be weeks before the impact on school employment numbers can be

measured, this budget was not kind to education or to young people. Cuts not only in the
education budget but in the Division of Health and Fuman Services and in Juvenile Justice have
dramatically cut services to young people and to schools. Looking at some of the major impact
areas effecting young people and their families include:

(-]

The SOS and One-on-One Mentoring programs that provided afterschool programs for
nearly 15,000 young people are eliminated.

Smart Start, the program providing support services to pre-schoolers and their familics is
cut by $16 million.

More at Four, the early education program for four-year-olds is cut $5 million

Student Accountability funding designed to help low-performing students was eliminated
altogether for a savings of $38,339,798.

Funding for school-based child and family support teams was cut $1.2 mﬂhon

Cutbacks thai directly impact education and educators include:

@ @ @ 9 © ©® & o @ © 2]

@ @ © 9

$379 million reduction in non-instructional support personnel.

Performance bonuses for teachers in buildings with improving student scores are not
being paid; they have averaged $90 million plus per year.

PEP, the Principals’ Executive Program, lost all funding.

$14 million reduction in funding for central office personnel.

$9.6 million reduction in technology funding.

$47 million reduction in textbook funding.

The Center for the Advancement of Teaching (NCCAT) was cut $6.9 million.

The Schools Attuned program was eliminated.

Complete elimination of staff development funding for a savings of $12.5 million.
Elimination of 200 kteracy coaches (including $1.5 million in training provided by the
Teacher Academy) in low performing schools for a $12+ million saving,

15% reduction in Teacher Academy:

Elimination of a program aimed at attracting and keepmg qualified math and science
teachers for a savings of $1/2 million.

$2 million reduction in spending on non-English speaking students.

$2 million reduction in supplemental small school funding.

$15 million reduction in transportation funding.

$6.6 million in staff and program reductions at the Department of Instruction.

In the final week of budget negotiations plans to increase class sizes in grades 4-12 were

taken out of the budget. In their place the final budget includes a “flexible adjustment” of $225
million, In plain language, school funding will be reduced by a quarter of a billion dollars;
however, with the exception of a prohibition on increasing class sizes in grades -3, school

_ officials can determine where the cuts will be made.
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Children and Education (cont’d)

The only bright spot in the budget comes from federal stimulus dollars, roughly $600
million of which were earmarked to help offset some, if not all, of the reductions in education
funding. Those funds will greatly soften the impact of education cuts in this fiscal year and next.
However, when the stimulus dollars end in two years, the General Assembly will be faced with 2
very large funding gap.

Retesting Plays Important Role in This Year’s Test Resulis

This being the first year that the state board required elementary and middle schools to
use retest result, North Carolina schools meeting AYP jumped from 31 percent from last year to
nearly 71 percent. In addition, 78 percent of Title I schools mei AYP, a better showing than the
state as a whole.

Following the State Board meeting yesterday, Dr. Fabrizio, director of accountability
policy and communications shared that this dramatic improvement in individual student and
school results is probably a one- time deal and is not likely to be repeated next year.

Yesterday’s report also includes snformation on the state’s ABCs results and high school
graduation rate. According to yesterday’s results, 80.8 percent of schools showed student
academic growth that was at the expected level or greater. In addition, the 2009 four-year cohort
graduation rate increased to 71.7 percent. The rate has improved each year since 2006 when
North Carolina reporied its first measurcment of a cohort graduation rate (68.3 percent), and is
up from 2008 when it was 70.3 percent.

Superintendent Reports on Physical Activity Standards

During her monthly repott to the State Board of Education this week, Superintendent
June Atkinson praised NC CAP and its partners for their work in developing physical activity
standards for the state’s afterschool programs. The Move More North Carolina: Recommended
Standards for After-School Physical Activity provides guidelines for creating practices, policies
and environments that support physical activity in afterschool programs.

North Carolina is the first state to release recommended standards for physical activity in
afterschool programs. The voluntary guidelines offer ways for afterschool programs o
incorporate more physical activity - a growing concern for the state that ranks fifth pationally in
childhood obesity. The standards were released at NC CAP’s statewide conference in May.

For a copy of the standards, visit:
www.eatsmartmovemorenc.conﬂAftch choolStandardsi’AfterSchoo]Standards.html
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A Step in the Wrong Direction??

A last minute provision added to the budget enables the Wilkes County Schools to cut 18
days from its 180 day school year as a money saving measure, The result will be a 162 day
school year. School officials contend that by adding 45 minutes fo the 162 instructional days, no
time will be lost. ‘They further contend that they will save roughly $900,000 as a result of
savings in salaries, hcanng costs and gas for school buses. While the economics of the change
will be positive it remains to be seen whether the impact on young people will be equally
positive. North Carolina’s 180 day school calendar is already the shortest in the industrial world,
In other industrial countries students typically attend school more than 200 days per year.

Recession’s Impact Being Felt in Rural North Carolina

The NC Riral Economic Development Center’s electronic newsletter, “Rural Partners
Update,” published a “State of the Economy” asticle containing sobering data about the impact
of the recession on rural North Carolina. Among the highlighis of their findings are:

o Nearly 260,000 rural workers are ymnemployed in North Carolina. This is more than
double the rate of Yanuary 2008. Three rural counties have the highest unemployment
raics in the state: Scotland at 17.2 percent, Edgecombe at 16.6 percent and McDowell at
16.1 percent.

e More than 27,000 North Carolinians exhausted the basic 26 week’s wotth of
unemployment compensation in May. Though many workers are eligible for extended
benefits, nearly 8,000 workers had exhaunsted ail benefits in May and June and the
number can be expected to climb.

o The recession is taking a higher toll on middie-aged North Carolinians than on any other
age group. More than 43,000 rural workers between the ages of 40 and 49 filed
unemployment claims between January and May.

Additional highlights can be found on the Rural Center’s website which contains a
wealth of data on rural North Carolina as well as a special section called “Economic Stimulus™
which is tracking the impact of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.
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National News...

Tax Receipts to Drop 18 Percent This Year

According to an Associated Press analysis, while the federal deficit balloons to a record
$1.8 trillion, tax receipts are on pace to drop 18 percent this year, the largest single-year decline
since the Great Depression. For this report, the AP analyzed annual tax receipts dating back to
the inception of the federal income tax in 1913; with tax receipts for the 2009 budget year
available through June. . '

Compared to a year ago, individual income tax receipts are down 22 percent and
corporate income taxes are down 57 percent. In addition, social security tax receipts are likely to
drop for only the second time since 1940 and Medicare taxes are on pace to drop for only the
third time in their history. The last time the government’s revenues were this bleak, it was 1932,
in the midst of the Depression.

FEDERAL TAX REVENUES
TAKE MAJOR HIT
Tapsreceipts; drier By:bfydropsiiy Individual intpmesaind
corporatetates; areop pace £o post thelk-biggest.single-year
declnesiicethe GrestPepression: :
EChangein federal axweceipfs, fiscal years:

60 pércent —
PENTEH co hithitedl e Gorporite

20 -
-4
68 -
1980 '85 9G -] ‘00 '05 09
ROFE: Data from 2009 aredfroughatune; the fcal yepr enids [n;Feptember.
Sotircest Difice otnznagriniént ad BUEGEL Tréasury Oppartmant The.Assoclaled Press

Did You Know...

Home-schooling on the Rise in NC

All 100 North Carolina counties had home schoolers in the 2008-09 school year, with just
over 77,000 children participating, That is up from nearly 71,600 the previous year. Wake
County leads the state, with about 3,700 registcred home schools teaching an estimated 7,500
students, with Mecklenburg following close behind with just under 3,000 schools and about
6,300 students. _
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Forum News...

Call for EPFP Applications — Only a Few Spots Remain~

Applications are now being accepted for the Forum's Education Policy Fellowship
Program (EPFP). The ten month seminar program meets weekly on Tuesday night from 5:30 to
8:30 pm from September 15, 2009, to May 11, 2010, The program addresses issues related to
policy and leadership development.

Confirmed speakers/presenters for this fall’s program include: Dr. Jim Johnson, Urban
Investment Strategies Center, Kenan Flagler Business School; Rob Christensen, author of The
Paradox of Tar Heel Politics: The Personalities, Elections, and Events that Shaped North
Carolina Politics; and Wake County Superior Court Judge Howard Manning Jr.

‘The program seeks high energy individuals committed to enhancing their professional
career throngh networking and exploring leadership and policy in the "real” warld. An
application may be obtained at the Forum's website. Go to www.ncforum.org and click on EPFP,
Apply today!

The F riday Report is published weekly by the Public School Forum of NC and is distributed to
Forum Board members, legislators active in education policy, the press, and Forum subscribers.
Archived editions can be found at www.ncforum.org/doc .
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THE 2009-2011 STATE BUDGET:
Trifecta of spending cuts, tax increases and federal aid
used to address historic shortfall

By ELAINE MENA, PrOJECT DHRECTOR AND MEG GRAY WIEHE, POLICY ANALYST
WITH STEPHEN JACKSON, POLICY ANALYST

s s A 1)
- - '

Executive Summary

B OnAug 7, 2009, the General Assembly passed the final state budget for fiscal
years 2009-10 (FY09-10) and 2010-11 (FY10-11). The final General Fund
budget provides for $19,008,079,980 in appropriations in the first fiscal year,
which is 112 less in state-funded spending than the originally adopted
budget for the previous fiscal year. In the second year of the adopted budget, -
spending will increase by $547 million or 2.9%, over FY09-10 (Figure 1).

B Facng a budget gap of $4.6 billion between the anticipated state tax .
revenues and the cost of continuing state services at current levels for FY09-
10, state lawmakers chose to dlose the gap with a balanced approach that
refied primarily on spending reductions (net of $1.7 billion), revenue
increases (37 biflion), and federal assistance from Lhe American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act ($1.4 billion).

The revenue plan includes two temporary tax Increases: a ohe-cent increase
in the state sales tax, bringing the state and local total rate to 7.75% (set to
expire june 30, 2011) and an income tax surcharge on high-income
households and corporations (for tax years 2009 and 2010), The plan also
includes modest increases in taxes on tobacco and alcohol products and a
small expansion of the sales tax to digital products.

®  The FY09-10 General Fund budget includes $2.7 billion in spending
reductions, the largest of which are achieved through cuts to local scheol
districts, management flexibility reductions, reductions in payments to
Medicaid providers, and more than $500 mllhon in unspeqf’ jed cuts to the
Medicaid pregram.

——————

e

AT,

T s

AL

#  The FY09-10 General Fund budget also indludes just over $1 billion in
expansion funding, the vast majority of which is to pay for the state
employee health plan, entoliment growth in higher education and Medicaid,
and the final step in the state’s assumption of all county Medicaid costs (in
turn, the state will assume Ya-cent in local sales tax revenue), However, most

NC Bupcer & TAX CENTER ¢ BTC Rérorts 1
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t of the expansion items are offset by large unspecified cuts to the confinuation

; budget. After accounting for new spending, the net reduction to the budget is
$1.7 billion. :

Many of the spending reductions will have imnmediate effects on direct
sexvices, such as Community Alternative Placements for famities with children
with developmental disabilities, Other reductions could have more long-term
implications. For example, reduced funding to pubiic schools could result in
increased class sizes in grades 4 through 12, and cuts to paymenis to medical
providers who treat Medicaid clients could impact access to services over time,

# A few areas of the state budget received additional resources despite the
shortfall. Examples include $17 miftion to increase enroliment in the Children's
Heajth Insurance Program and $13 miflion for dropout prevention grants.

® Thefinal budget also enacted several spending reductions by putting in place
. efficlendies, such as improving fraud detection and negotiating for lower prices
in state-funded health care-programs and closing seven inefficient rural prisons.

Overview ?"he now year-and-a-holf fong recession has had a dramotic impact on state tax doliar

' colfections across the country, Last year, North Carolina’s state tax colections were §3.2
+ Dillions short of what fawmakers fad been counting on to pay for the state budget {North
i Carolina’s 2008-09 fiscal vear ended on June 30th). This forced the governor to take drostic
b measures fo fill the budget void, which equaled nearly 15% of the fotaf state budget. The

Sti
. .. Ghange from previous year appropriafions : -10.99%
~ Change from previous year eslimated expendilures S S -3.27%
" Ghange from FY09-10 Gonfinuation Budget -13.89%
- Change from previous year approprialions . -4.45%
' ~ Change from previcus year asiimated expendiiures 384%
Change from FY09-10 Continuation Budget -7.56%

RVIEW FY201 0";2311
A on BUdaets e

GChange from FY09-10 approprations

Change from FY10-11 Continuation Budget .
Changa from FY09-10 appropriations wifed.stimufus

Change fiom FY10-11 Confinuation Budge! _ . ) 8.70%
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" State-takgover of county Madlcaid o " $252,566,010
Medfcaid .emﬁilment growth . $154,748.266

. Children’s health insurance expansion $17,096,952
State healih plan- j _$132,214,752
Enroliment growth in communRy colleges, universifies. $129,536,101

" UNC Need Based Ald $23,000,000
K-12 Diopout prevention grants $13,000,000
State retirement contributions $22,300,000
Severaﬁcé:ExﬁéndFtures $47,957,108
$235,330,643

Muscel!aneous (mostly includes continuation review programs}

Edsscatfon

significant education budget changes.

FRMAR (Medicait) ' $857,352,497
Fiscal Stabilization- Education $517,484,298 $517,484,208
. Roaditction 1o Non Instnuctional Suppart $379,668,352 $373,281,648
Reiluction fo alowable lfems in University budget $137,615044. . $144,202,648
Flsgal Stabilization-Géneral Allocated fo JPS/Conections : $12,926,135 $12,926,136
AARA Funds fo&' Specific Purposes Useil to Temporarlly Reducb GFAI!ocatmn $10,100,923 $4,614,297
’ Sew o ',EanjuntewenffonfEaﬂy fodd!erprogram : ' $2,700,000 $2,700,000-
"= Chilfen’s vacones” $500,000 o
. - Fosfer Care and Adopffon Assfstance $2,840,235 $1 452 537
Chld support enforsement $2.214542 )
* Oldor Sfind Individuals Independent Living program $260,590 $260,550
Independent LivingVocallonal Rehabifiation $201,170 $201,170
- Home and Communily Care Block Granis $1,384,392 o

“account for the federal stimulus
- receipts) and $1 billion in new

spending for a net spending -
seduction of $1.7 billien. The vast
sriajority of the new spending Is to
pay for the state employee health
plan, enrollment growth in higher
education and Medicald, and the
final step in the state’s assumption
of all county Medicaid costs (in
turn, the state will assume %-cent

- inlocal sales tax revenue) (Figure

6). However, most of the expansion
iterns are offset by large unspecified
cuts to the continuation budget.

Figure 7 compares spending In the
FY09-10 budget (appropriations

* plus federal stimulus receipts) to the previous year's approprations, the previous year's achual
spending, and the FY09-10 continuation budget for each major spending category. Every
major spending category saw a cut from iis continuation budget, with Health and Human
Services being hit the hardest. An overview of budget decisions made in the areas of Education,
Health and Human Services, and justice and Public Safety folfows.

i The FY09-10 budget, including federal stimulus money for fiscal relief, reduces overall
education spending on public schools, community colleges and universities by 3664
million, or 5.4%, from the recommended continuation budget level. Flgul‘e 8 lists the most

NC 8utcts & ax Coner « BICReroms 7
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Previous Y. (FY08-09) General Fund {GF} Appropriations $11,418 556,853
Esiimated FY00-09 Expenditures + Fed, Stimulus used for GF gap 11,638,672,604
FY 2608-2010 Recommended Continuation Budget ' $12,344,090,234
FY 2008-2040 Tota! Appropriations + Fed. Stfmulus used for GF $14,660412,993
Change from previous year approprations 23%
Change from previous year estimaled expendifures 0.4%
Change from recommended Confinualion Budget -54%

Change from recommen ad Continustion Budget

Previous Yr. (FY08-09) General Fund {GF) Appropriations $4.914916842
Estiinated FY08-09 Expenditures + Fed, Stimulus used for GF gap 4,353,279435
FY 2003-2010 Recommended Continuation Budget $5536,344,939
FY 2803-2010 Yotal Appropriations+ Fed. Stimulus used for GF $4,770,803,031
Ghange from previous year approprialions -2.9%

Change from previous year estimated expendifures 8.8%

-13.8%

Previous Ve, (FY08-03) General Fund (GF) Appropriations . $2.038,8§9,859
. Estimated FY08-09 Expenditures + Fed. Stimulus used for GF gap 2,118,774,568
- FY 2699-2010 Recommended Continuation Budget $2,333,202,436
-FY 2009-2010 Total Appropriations + Fed. Stimulus used for GF $2,197,555,938
Change from previous year appropriations 5.2%

3.7%

Change from recormended Continuation Budgot

-5.8%

Previous Vr. (FY08-09) General Fund (GF) Appropriations $459,387,160
Estimated FY08-09 Expendifures + Fed. Simulus used for GF gap 450,684,524
FY 2009-2010 Recommended Continuation Budget . $487,462,120
FY 2009-2010 Total Appropriations + Fed. Stimulus used for GF $440,876,661
Change from previous ysar eppropriations 4.0%
Change from previous year esfimaled expendiliires -2.2%

Change from nded Continuation Budget

5.7%

Previous V. (FY08-09) General Fund (GF) Appropriations $2,088,869,658

Estimated FY08B-09 Expenditures + Fed. Stimulus used for GF gap 2,118,774,568

FY 2009-2010 Recommended Continuation Budget $498,140,559
FY 2069-2010 Total Appropriations + Fed. Stimulus used for GF $436,957,238

' Change from previous year approgriations -23.8%
Change from previous year estimated expendiiures - -16.2%

Change from recommended Conltinualion Budgef ~12,.3%

&TC Rerotrs o NG Bupcs & Tay Cesir
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-',Ad'ustf{.:lzaudgeuoarever a!orbefowFYﬁ&DQ budget . _ _ $(79,903,050)
" Reduglion of 7.5% to-14% o school distrct Contral Administrafions L $(14,613,199)
Fimmding for alt 200 Lieracy Coaches eliminated - e §(12.034,400)
Hfore af Four preschon} program radticed by 5.8% o . ' $(5,000,000)
* Cufs toJocalschool d;sfncls (dafermined by Jocaldistric; -3 class § size must rema!n at current !eve!s} $(225,000,000)
’ Fundmg for u'mpmwng Siudent Accoun!aﬁimy eliminated. .. - .- " - e §(38,339, f98)
' .Increased. spending for drop-out preventfon granfs : - -7 Lo - $13,000,000
Communily Collsges . - - , . '
_Au!;usf Com. Collage’budget to a level at or befow FY 08-08 budget ${67,745,918)
g Mapagemeni Flexibility Reduction (cannot impact activities involved in retraining dispiaced workers) ${14,000,000)
Funding for programs to teach ife skills fo disabled adults is ellminated ) $(1,229,760)
" Tuition Increase of $8 per eredit hour . . $(30,522,884)
Fully Fund em_ofknent growth . A N $58,068,720
Universilles.. = - . T . R oL
~ Adust, Umye:sriy Butget fo a fovel at or below Y 08-08 budgef L . L. . §{171,868,601)
ch Management FIexlb:ﬁty Reduction: app!:ed o SE and middie mgmi posrtrons centers am:l fnsr:futés - $(72,866,184)
- low envollment programs, efo. .
Reducs’ :'undmg fo UNC Cenfers and Insfitufes . o $(12,000,000)
Tuitfon-increase of the fessor of $200 or 8% af 2if UNC institutions - “takes effect in 2010-2011,
Saves $35m,
Fully Fund enroliment growih $44,197,776 -
Public Schools { Public schoot spending was reduced on net by $409 million, or 5%, over the proposed

(K-12) | continuation budget for FY09-10, Without the aid of the federal fiscal stabilization funds
intended solely to mitigate cuts to education, averall public scheol spending would have

dropped by another $380 million.

The single fargest cut to public schools is a flexibllity cut to school districts of $225 milllon in
FY09-10 and $305 million in FY10-11. The cut will be distributed pro-rated according to the
average daily membership of each school district. School boards are instructed to reduce
spending such that classroom services and services for at-rlsk and special-needs children are
protected. Class sizes for kindergarten through grade 3 are to remain unchanged, but grade 4
through 12 class sizes may be Increased to reach budget targets. School districts were asked to
report the reductions to the Department of Public instruction (DPI} by September 3, 2009. Itis
ineviiable that this cut will resultin fewer teachers, teacher’s assistants, and classroom resources,

W) AR T e R ———

Funding for programs and aliotments atmed at special needs and disadvantaged children
were subject to major cuts this year. The Improving Student Accountability alletment for
school districts to improve the performance of students scoring at Level § or I (considered .
below grade level) on certain siate tests was eliminated ($38 million both years}. The
rationale behind this cut is that the Disadvantaged Student Supplemental Fund and the At-
Risk Fund support similar activities.

NCfubsty & Tax Coats = 1€ Reposets 7
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More at Four, the state’s nationally lauded pre-kindergarten program aimed at four-year-old
children from poor households, was cut by 5.8%, or $5 million, both years. An Early
Childhood Education and Care Task Force will consider adminisirative consofidation of More
at Four with other early childhood prograras (i.e. Smart Start, Head Starf) in 2010, All 200
literaty coach positions were eliminated ($12 miflion both years), while funding for the
education of students with limited English proficiency was cut 2.5% ($2 million both YEaTs).

The budget contains several cuts that reduce or eliminate expenditures designed to
improve teacher quality. These total more than $15 million in both years and include the
climination of staff development or professional development funds for both years {8126
million pér year), a 17.9% reduction in funds allotted to the new teacher mentoring
program, and the elimination of the salary bonus pilot program to encourage higher-
quality math and science teachers to work In Bertie, Columbus and Rockingham counties.

Teaching suppoit, incuding materials and administration, received heavy cuts of more than
$92 rillion tn FY09-10 and in excess of $160 million in FY10-11, including a 2.5% cutin
expenditures on non-instructionat support personnel funding in both years; a 90% cut in

“the School Technology Fund, which assists schoot districts in the execution of technology

upgrades; a delay in adoption of new pathematics textbooks in middle and high schoels in
the first year of the budget and a temporary moratorium on all new textboolk adoption in
the second year; reductions of 7,5%, 14% or 18% in funding for school districts” central
office administration, depending on the envoliment of the school. district; and the
elimination of 64 state-supported DPI positions in the first year, an additional 11 in the
second, and another 25 positions funded from other sources.

Finally, state spending on school transpoﬁation.wés reduced by 3.9% (315 million both
years) and the schedule for school bus replacement was stretched in order to generate
savings of $6.3 million in FY02-2010 and $10.3 million in FY10-11.

The major expansion to the education budget is the provision of $13 million in recurring
money to widen the dropout prevention grants program. These grants are given ona
comnpetitive basis to local schools, agendies and non-profit organizations,

The community college system received a $72.7 million net reduction in FY09-10 over the
proposed continuation budget., The system did not receive any federal stimulus money
intended for flscal rellef.

The largest cut to the communiiy college budget was an unspecified reduction to the
continuation budget of $68 milllon, which more than offsets the $58 million provided to
“fully fund” enrollment growth. The recession has spurred enrcliment growth, which is
expected to Increase by 7.6% to 216,884 students.

Community college tuition will increase by 38 per credit hour starting in FY09-10 to free up
another $30.5 million In the budget. Tuition for residents wil} be $50 per hour and $241.30
for nonresidents. Tuition for full-time resident students will Increase by a maximum of $256
per year to $1,600,

Administrators were tasked to cut another $14 million at their discretion (management flexibility
cuts), starting first with reducing expenditures on senior- and middle-managernent positions and
on programs that have either low enrollment or low success rates. They were directed to
reinimize reductions to instruction, student services and retraining of dislocated worleers.

Supplemental funding of $1.2 million for programs that provide assistance and teach life skills
to developmentally disabled adult students was eliminated from the budget. Coileges will

: continue to receive funds on a per-student basis for these programs.
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Executive Summary

The Suprente Coust dedision to uphold the Leandro case
finding that the stafe is not meeting its constitutional
obligation to provide alt students with the opportunity for a
sound basic education will potentially have a profound impact
on schools in North Carofina. The Public School Forum spent
over six months examining the steps it will take to bring the
state into compliance with the State Constitution. The major
recommendations that emerged follow:

Primary Conclusion

In recent history the state has responded in piecemeal fashion
to school improverment needs. What has been lacking is a
comprehensive, research-based, master plan for improving
schools and insuring alf young people the opportunity fora
sound basic education. To bring the state’s educational
program into compliance with the constitution, such a planis
needed, as is the will and the fortitude fo stick with the plan
overtiine. The necessary elements of such a plan include:

Element #1 I

-Strengthen the Capacity of the State

to Respond to the Court Ruling

= Resolve the school governance issue through a .
constitutional amendment.

° Align and, where needed, transfer existing state resources
and programs to the State Board of Education.

= Expand and strengthen the Education Cabinet.

* Create a Leandro lmplementation Team that includes
representation from the General Assembly

Element #2 ]

implement a Comprehensive Teacher Recruiting &
Retention Plan
« Launch an ambitious marketing campaign fo recrult feachers.
¢ Eliminate existing barrlers to recriting teachers from

other siates,
° Create a statewlde campaign to improve teacher

working conditions.
> Create ncentives to attract teachess to hard—to—staff schools,
= Overhaul the current Teacher Salary Schedute.

Element #3 [

Overhaul School Funding Policies

@ Inthe short term, complete fnding of the Low Wealth
supplemental fund; longer term, adopt a multi-year
approach to providing targeted funding fo the state’s most
challenged schools and school systems.

= The state should assume full responsibility for insuring all
young people are taught by qualified teachers

< Limit additional spending earmarked fo respond to the
Leandro ruling to research-based educational programs
and strategies.

Central Elements of a Comprehensive Plan ., ...,
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For the eleventh time In ils twenty-year history the Public
School Forum has corwened a Study Group on an issue
confronting education in North Carolina. When the Forum
conducts a Study Group, is entire sixty-plus person Board of
Directors and others invited to participate in the Study
function much like members of a legislative study commission.

For the better part of a schoo! year;, Study Group members
work in committees. The committees gather information related
to the study, hear from expert whnessos from within and
ouiside of the state, examine how other states are addressing
the same issucs and work to frame recommendations intended
to strengthen schools in North Carolina.

Many of the recommendations that have emerged from
previous Study Groups have subsequently formed the basis
for legistation or policy changes. Others have had a major
impact on educational policy discussions and direction setting.

As the Forum refeases the results of its eleventh Study Group,
It hopes that the thinking and recommendations that follow
will make a contribution to the on-going effort fo create a
Nerth Carolina system of schools that is second o none.

Responding to the Leandro Decision

The focus of the Forum's eleventh Study Group report is
assessing what it will take for the state to respond to the
court’s findings in the decade-old Leandro Jawsuit, a suit that
chalfenged the constitutionality of the state’s current system
of financing schools. The essence of the court’s rulings is that:

> The stafte, as judged by its own system of halding schools
accountable, Is not meeting its constitutional obligation to
insure that all young people have an opportunity for a
sound basic education.
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* Furthey, the siate itself — not, as the state argued, local -
school officials - is solely accountable for insuring that
all young peeple have the opportunity for a sound
basic education.

© Also, itIs the state’s fesponsibility to insure that alf young
people are taught by qualified teachers and that all schools
are led by qualified, capable piincipals.

= Finally, it is the state’s responsibility to determine and
provide the resources that are necessary fo insure that all
young people have the opportunity to have a sound
basic education.

Those findings framed the work of the Fonum'’s Study Group,

To address the question of how could, or should, the state

respond to the Leandro dedision, the Study Group was

organized in three working commitiees that addressed the

foflowing questions: .

¢, Does the state anrently have the capacity to fulfill its
constitutional obligation? If nof, what needs to be done to
give the state the capacily to meet its obligations?

= Is the curvent state system of funding schools sufficient o
insure that all young people have an opportunity for a
sound basic education? If not, what could be done to
strengthen the state's funding system?

= Finally, what steps must the state take io insure thet all
young people are taught by qualified, capable teachers?

Over the course of six months, each working committes met
frequently. What follows is the result of their defibemtions.
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An Examination of the State's Capacity to Respond to Leandro

Of necessity, any examination of the state's capacity to meet
its constitutiona} obligations must begin with the State
Department of Pubfic lnstruction (DP) and with the State
Board of Education. They are accountable for leading and

_supporting the state’s public schools, However, even a cussory
examination of the DPI's ability to meet the challenge of the
Leandro dedsion finds a Department that is iiterally » mere
shadow of what it once was,

If one fooks at the functions expected of an education
agency, the roles fend to f2il into several broad categories:

* Monitoring/Regutation/Fiscal Management,

¢ Providing Technical Assistance/Service to Lacal Schools
and Systems,

* Giving Leadership 1o the state’s Schools.

A series of cuthacks over an extended period of twenty-plus
years has left the department stripped of its capacity to
adequately fulfill all of the functions above. A glance at a
chart below wracking the staffing patterns of the DPI
graphically illustrates what has happened as a result of a
succession of cutbacks. '

The reasons for the DP staff's being veduced from'1,025 to

473 are varied, but the first, and largest, serfes of cuts

impacting the department’s ability to fulfill it obligations
“stemmed largely from perception and politics. Inthe early

%500 £ @ Student Population {is in the thowsands)

s
1000 |- B
1025
500
Fi—— b1 Staff

eighties, the tenure of the then elected State Superintendent
had spanmed twenty years and the Department’s staffing level
was over twice what it is today.

The heart of the DPV's program at that time was a serfes of
eight regional offices 1hat were designed to provide technical
assistance and staff development to schools throughout the
state, The typical reglonal office was staffed with between
25-40 people and induded specialists in subject areas like
mathematics, reading and sclence. These specialists provided

echnical assistance In cunrfeulum planning and offered an

armay of staff development programs, some geared to regional
needs, others 1o spedfic local needs.

They also served as a commumication conduit between the
state and local schoo! systems. Through the regional offices,
the DPl received regular and frequent feedbacl; conversely,
local school officials were kept abreast of new state initiatives
and priorities.

Within the political community, however; many viewed the
regional offices as little more than the political arm of an
elected state offidal — the Superintendent of Public
instruction. When, after twenty years of service, the
Superintendent announced his intention to step down from
office, the offices were extremely vulnerable to budget cuts -
and, in fact, over time most of the regional offices shrank
diastically or, for all practical purposes, withered away.
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At first the funding for regional offices was sent directly to
local school districts that were given the choice to use their
funding to sustain regiona! services; or they could choose to
keep the funds and use them locally. Later those funds were
also cut, and today only a handful of regions have sustained
regional support centers from local funds,

Coindding with this round of departmental cutbacks was the
beginning of a protracted and public series of disputes
between the appoinied State Board of Education and the
efected State Superintendent.’ At fssite was the question of
day-io-day control and accountability for the DPI. Did the
authority rest with the Superintendent elected by the
people, or did the authority reside with the State Board

of Education?

The guestion finally ended up in court; and for those
working in the DPI, it was an extremely frying period of time.
Arabiguity and tension permeated the agency. Some staif
soundly supported the State Superintendent and looked
longingty back at the times when the Superintendent was,
without question, the head of the agency, Others supported
the State Board. Many simply stayed "out of the line of fire”
and hoped for the fssue to be resolved.

The issue ultimately was resolved by the General Assembly,
which sided with a strong, popular Chairman of the State
Board. The result was a piece of fegislation that designated
the State Board of Education, not the elected State
Superintendent; to be in charge of the state agency.

When the issue of control and accountabifity was resolved,
the State Board invested a Deputy State Superintendent,
who reported directly to the State Board, with the day-to-
day operational powers previously held by the State
Supetintendent. for the Dpl that period of conflict extended
through much of an eight-year period, beginning in the late
1980’ thiough the mid-nineties. During that time, the size
of the department continued to be reduced, the reglonal
service centers withered and key functions, like the Office of.
Teacher Recruiting, were sacrificed to budget cuts.

Ih 1996 a new State Superintendent of Public Instruction was
- efected, and the refationship betveen the State Board of

Education and the Superintendent improved to the point

where most of the functions that had once resided in the

Superintendent’s Office were returned 1o the new
Superinfendent. That authority, however, was “loaned,” not
retumed on a permanent basis. When that Superintendent
announced in 2004 that he would not run for re-election,
the State Board voted to reclaim the powers they had loaned
to the Superintendent, And that is where things stand today.
When a victor is declared in the currently confested State
Superintendent’s race, the individual will come into office
with little more than an office and the “bully pulpit” that
comes with having run foy, and won, a statewide pesition, In
the early days of the 2005 Session, proposed legislation was
introduced that would make the office of State
Supetintendent an appointed, not an elected, offics, and the { 13
issie remains unresolved.

Through this long period, spanning neady 16 years, ouc
time and energy has been spent resolving governance ap
accountability issues. it is worthwhile to consider v;ﬁatﬁ‘
been lost within the state agency:

° The regionaf offices, as noted earlies, have wlthered* 2ol
time. Most of the subject-area specialist's expertise’tl‘i‘

once existed has largely disappeared. Today, the fargest:
regional support center has a staff of 10 compared to an
average of 25-45 in the peak regiomal office years; several
have only full- or part-time directors worldng alone or with
the help of one desical staff person.

= The Office of Teacher Recrvitment, which once had paid
teacher recruiters in each of the state’s high schools and
regional recetiters charged with coordinating recruitment
efforts, is largely dismantled. -

* The DP! no longer has a Research & Development arm
{R&D).

In returning to the major three functions of the Department,
as things now stand:

* Technical Assistance/Support, At the beginning of the
eighties, North Carolina had one of the nation’s largest and
most comprehensive technica assistance programs.
Through the roughly 250 employees in its 8 regionat
offices, the Department provided on-site technical
assistance and training services o schools across the state,
Today the DPI has Jargely ceded its technical support and
staff development functions to other entities that have, as
will soon be clear, come nto existence in recent years.




+ Monitoring/Regulation/Fiscal Matters. Fhis is the funclion
that remalns the strongest in the state agency. In the area
of fiscal contro), the depariment is under a heavy burden
with both the state and federal money to insure that fupds
ave properly accounted for and the agency has kept this
function fairly weB staffed and supported.

52, * Leadership. With a handful of notable exceptions (ie,
2 proposing the Basic Edueation Prograrm in the efghties and

" creating the ABCs accountability program in the nineties),
e DPl and the State Board have laigely been reactive to
Emonal initlatives coming from elsewhere, In some
{i.2., Senate Bill 2, new funding policles for low

and small schoals), leadership came from the
Heral Assembly and educational think tanks. In others,
feadership came from Governors, with initiatives like More
2. at Fous, dlass size reduction, the Excellent School Act,
. SmartStart, and Leam apd Earn. In still others, inltiatives
wme fom the federal government. The feder! inftiative
ild Left Behind, for instance, is the primary driver
B ucatlcn today. For the reduced DPY, most of these

artment. As for leadership, at: the
Wiore reactive than proactive.

obligation te provide all young peQ

sound basic-education, it has a 5taté. il

much less capacity. However, the” statedg ri‘o

resotrces, A phenomenon that aéconp fiigE 1_. &

the DPI was the creation of other [:;mgfja_f5 3tid entit

many of which were created to fill the va'c' t};ﬁ:
P

reduéed in size and capacity.

focused on staff development, In 1984, far instafice, e
Geneoral Assembly created the Principals” Brecutive Prog :
(PEP) to begin a focus on strengthening leadership at ﬂr:e
schoo! bilding level, At the same time, the state establishéd"
the North Carolina Center for the Advancement of Teaching
(NCCAT) with the goal of praviding stimufating learning
experiences for teachers and implanting motivation to
_continue in the teaching profession.

With the DPI under intense scrutiny, Jargely preoccupied
with internal divisions over day-to-day control and not
highty-regarded in the General Assembly, both programs
were housed within the University of North Carolina system
{UNC), beginning a pattern of locating new educational
programs and initiatives outside of the DPY, That trend
would accelerate aver time.

Ultimately, there would be nine state-funded programs, all
intended to provide staff development ot program support

. for K-12 schools, honsed throughout the University system

and elsewhere, Some were attached to UNC colleges and

universities; others fell under the UNC Office of the

President (General Administration). In addition to PEP and

NCCAT they Induded groups lile:

* NC Model Teacher Education Consortium, established in
an effort to improve teacher retention tates in hard-to-staff
school systams in Eastern North Carofina.

o NC Teacher Academy, created o bolster teacher training,

o NC Mathematics and Science Education Network, a
consortium of college campuses that augment teacher
tminl'ng in math and sclence.




{t should be noted that since the Center was created, it has
formed partnerships with other organizations that are also
housed at the Center. They include groups fike:

o NC Educational Research Coundil, established to give the
Edircation Cabinet Independent research capacity.

o 1FARN NC, established to aeate a clearinghouse of
educational nesources easily accessible through technology;
LEARN NG fioused at the Center for School Leadership
but formally atiached to the UNC Chapel Hit Scheol
of Education. .

s James B. Hunt, Jr. nstitute for Educational Leadership
and Policy, created to be a resource fo stafe governors
and their edugation staff; the Institute now Ts funded by
the state to provide issue conferences for members of
the General Assembly,

‘Today the Center is a center more in name than in fact.
There Is ot one Center budget that establishes priorities
and directions. Hiring decisions for some key persomnel de

NC Center for Advancement of Teaching (NCCAT)

INC Mathematics and Sclence Education Network
{NC-MSEN)

NC Mode} Teacher Education Consortitm {NCMTEC)

NC Principaf Fellows Program (PFF)

NC Restructuring Initiative in Spedial Education
{NCRISE) .

NC State Improvement Project (NCSIP)

NC Teacher Academy (NCTA)

Principals’ Executive Program (PEP}

“Jeachers of Excellence for alt Children {NC TEACH}

i

not fall under the Center but are made elsewhere by
antoromous boards. As for the Center itself, it does not
have appropriated operational funds; instead, it Is expected
fa be self-supporting.

Programs and Leadership Placed

Outside of Governmental Circles

The lack of centralized leadership and direction has been

complicated even more by another phenomenon that began

vith the dedine of the DPL As the DPI's capadiy to provide

program leadership and support withered, new groups were

estabiished to fii the void. The resuit has heen the cieation

of groups likes

* The North Carolina Partnership for Excellence established
1o bring tota! quality principles and operation lo school
systems across the state.

SRR 7 4 03
James B, Hunt, Jr. Institute for Educational Leadership
and Policy
NC Educational Research Council (NCERC)
_ LEARN NC
Mational Paideia Center
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* The North Carolina Network, established after the
passage of Senate Bill two in an effort to strengthen site
based decision making and more effectively address
school improvement.

° ExploNet (now the Center for Quality Teaching and
learning), established originally to bring more technology
into the schools, it now focuses on hamessing technology
to quality instruction and provides staff development.

* Schools Attuned, established 1o give teachers training and
tools to use in dealing with different leaming styles of
young people.

All of these groups veceive state support. They, however,
operate outside of government. Fach is a nonprofit
organization. Fach is governed by Its own Board. For the
purpose of “full disclosure” it should be noled that the
Public Schoo! Forum, recelves state support to oversee the
North Carolina Teaching Fellows Progiam.

Few of the groups receiving state support meet on a regular
basis with the Siate Board of Education to share the results
of their work, much less their goals and vision. Furthey, in
most cases, the State Board has never formally embraced
their approaches or their goals or attempied o incorporate
their programs into a comprehensive improvement plap.
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Looking Beyond DP! For Leadership of
AfterSchool & Pre-School Programs

Beginning in the nineties, the state recognized the link
between quality pre-school and after-school progams and
long-term success — especially for at-+isk young people. That
led o the creation of new programs designed to support the
state's dyive to improve schools.

AfterSchool Support Programs

» Support our Students (SOS) — In 1994, the state created
the SOS program designed o create afterschool programs
that wonld give atrisk young people afterscheol
alternatives. The goal of the program was 16 prevent crime
prevention by taking young people off the streets during
the hours when most juvenife crime happens. Since the
idea for the program was the result of a blue ribbon
commission studying ways to reduce criine, the program
was housed in the Department of Juvenile Justice.
Communities in Schools (CIS} — In 1989, the state

began providing funds to CIS to provide technical
support to afterschool programs providing tutoring
services. CIS programs are heavily dependent on volunteers
from within communities and focus largely on atrisk
youngsters who néad more support. CIS is a stand-alone
nanprofit organization. ’

°

Pre-school Programs

= SmartStart ~ In his second eight-year term, Governor
Hunt made SmartStart a major priority. The geal of
SmartStart was to give disadvantaged youth a head start
and to arrive at schools healthy and ready to learn. Locally,
SmartStart programs fall under nenprofit arganizations.
At the state level, the program is housed at the Division of
Health and Human Services,

> More at Four — Follawing former Governor Hunt, Govermor
Easley continued the focus on pre-school education by
making More at Four one of his top priorities. More at Four
is focused on at-risk fouryear olds and, like SmartStart,
typically falls under 2 nonprofit organization at the Jocal
level, The statewfde administration of the program is alse
housed at the Division of Health and Human Services.



A Wealth of Program Resources...
A Dearth of Coordination

When one axamines all of the groups that have come into
being io support school improvement in litle more than
twenty years, It quickly becomes evident that the state is rich
in educational resources. It is, however, impoverished when it
Jcomes to isuring that all of these resources are worldng in
tandem toward common goals. Each of the programs cited
thus far have faudable goals, Each can make a legitimate
claim 16 having contributed to North Carolina’s educational
progress to date, Each of these programs ako came into
existence bacanse it was believed that they could make a
positive contribution to the drive for school improvement.

- . Many came bito existence because policymakers doubted

. whether a diminished DPt could adequately fill progiam gaps.

‘The issite for the siate is whether the sum of the parts can
equat far more than the individual entities if these and other
state-supported groups were to become part of a
coordinated attempt to betier vse existing resources.

A Last Word on State Capacity
Hindsight is frequently described as "twenty-twenty.” it is
easy 1o say that the state was shorisighted when it began
downsizing the DPI — and espedially so when it brought
about the shrinkage of the department’s regional offices.
That may well be, but it is counter-productive to play
Menday meming quarterback at this point in time.

It is equally easy to say that the army of new programs and
organizations created over the last twenty-plus years were
created thoughtlessly. That, in fact, is not the case. Each of
the new programs came into being to fill 2 perceived vacuum
or to inject new thinking and innovation into a system in
need of improvement.

What was missing through the eighties and ninetles remains
missing today. New programs and initiatives were not
launched systematically as part of a grand design, Rather they
came Into being in an attempt to address problems in a

piecemesl, disconnected fashion. As DPYs capacity dedined,
so did confidence in the department. Subsequently, new
inftiatives were placed elsewhere, in the belief that they would
not live up to thelr promise if housed at the department.
Thus, confidence in the department ebbed even more.

While this history is instructive, it doesn't substitute for the
fack of a grand design - a master plan to fnsure that all
young people have their constitutional opportunily to
receive a sound basic education.

At the root of this set of recommendations is the belief that
the stale has far more resources ta marshal than those which
exist within the DPL it is a question of designing a plan that
will maximize the potential of state-funded educational
support entities, wherever they happen to be housed. Thatis
an administrative challenge, a leadership challenge. And, the
Study Group believes, it is a challenge that must be
addressed eamprehensively if the state is to meetits
constitutionaf obfigations.

How do the various programs addressing preschool
education fit with the overall school improvement design? Is
there a guarantee that young people who have had the
benefit of early education vill continue to receive additional
services through afterschool programs once they enter
schools? Can the state, relying on existing state-supported
groups that provide staff development and baining, create a
systematic program of staff development that will enable new
teachers to get off to a good start and give more seasoned
teachers the fools they need te succeed with all learners?
Can state-funded organizations that are afready worldng in
schools across the state shape their programs to help the
state accomplish its educational goals? Can all of the various
state agencies that house key educational programs work
across agency lines and devefop a seamfess, comprehensive
plan that better Insures success for students fiom age four to

" twenty-four? The Study Group believes the answers to those

questions are resoundingly in the positive - if the state can
design a comprehensiw plan and bring together the array of
educational resources it has created.



Develop a Plan Offering a Sound
Basic Education to All
The State Board of Education, working in tandem with the
Covernor's Office, the Education Cabinet and the General
. Assembly, should design a comprelensive plan for moving
North Carolina’s schools forward. At the moment the state
has broad goals — bring all young people to grade level
proficiency; reduce drep out rates, etc. it does not have a
comprehensive plan with meassurahle benchmarks.

How will staff development fit into the plan? How much
training will be required of what teachers? Who or

what will be accountable for making the training easily
accessible? What resources will it take to achieve the
goals of the state? Which schools or systems will require
additional funds? What will be done with the funds? How
much will it cost? When should it be phased in? How cant
the state meet its constitutional obligation to guarentee

schools are led by competent prindpals?

These are examples of the specificity that shouid be
included in a master plan to make Notth Carolina’s schools
what they cotld, and should, be. Ideally, the plan should
span at least five years. The process of designing the plan
should bring not only educational stakeholders to the
table, but policymakers as well.

Resolve Once & For Al the

Governance of Public Schools
Much of eight years was spent with school officials arguing
over who or what had control of North Carolina’s schools.
At the root of the issue was the ongoing question of how
to distribute atthority and accountability between an
elected State Superintendent and an appointed State
Board of Education. The practice of electing State
Superintendents of Public Instruction is 2 vestige of the

that qualified teachers are in every classroom and that alf .

past that has been discarded by the overwhelming
majority of states across the conntry. The state should
place a constitutional amendment on the ballot caffing for
the appointment of the State Superintendent and darify
once and for all accountability for the management and
leadership of the state’s schools. Since the process of
placing a constitutional proposition on the baliot s time
consuming, in the Intesim the State Board of Education
should publicly make clear how the DPI s organized,
explain the role of the Board #self, and publidy delineate
the roles of the Deputy Superintendent and the electe
State Superintendent, :

o

Better Focus Resources for
Staff Development.

It is becoming avident to more and more people that high
quality staff development and training is key to North
Carolina's successes or failures in the years ahead. That js
especially true as larger numbers of new teachers are
recruited from the private sector: These individeals are
typically well schooled in subject matter but have not had
the benefit of cousses or internships giving them the skills
needed to successfully manage classrooms and deal with
different ypes of young peopla

Rather than re-create staff development capacity by adding
new staff within the DPI, the siate should seck ways to
better focus the resources of the UNC Center for School
Leadership Development on the central training needs of
the state, That could be done in the following way:

if the school governance changes recommended in the
serond recommendation (see above) are made, transfer key
training resources to the DPI. PER, the principals’ training
program, the Teacher Academy, the NC Center for the
Advancement of Teaching, Leam MC, and the Model
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Teaching Consortium, which are each, in their own ways,
providing vital services to the public schools, To insure that
the state has a caordinated plan focusing both on the most
important training needs of the state and on the school

. syslems or buildings most in need of state support, these
functions should be transferred to the State Board of
Education, where they would be integrated into a
compiehensive plan for school improvement.

Uniil school govemance Issues are resolved, the Center for
School Leadership Development should remain intact and
under the UNC Office of the President. Howevey, regardless
of where the Center and its functions are Jocated,
autonomous governing boards that currently oversee some of
the progranis within the Center should be eliminated. If the
state 15 to have a coordinated direction and program focused
on school improvement, there needs to be darity around
management and leadership. For the Center to truly be a
Center, it should have the capacity to shift resources as

" needed, insure that different programs within the Center are
working as a team, not in siles, and set a unified direction. .
Furthey, DPl and UNC need fo create a mechanism that
insures that the Center’s resources are focused on the goals
and priorities of the State Board of Education. .

Experiment With Regional Support

Centers in Eastern North Carolina
As poted throughout this report, the dedision to efiminate
the DPI's vegional support centers effectively ended the
state’s ability to provide technical assisiance and training.
Howeves, the functions of regional offices have been
sustained in some parts of the state. In Western North
Carolina, for instance, focal schoof systems saw the value of
regional support centers and have voluntarily maintained
viable Regional Educational Support Alliances.

The region of the state that has largely allowed their
regional centers to disappear is Eastern North Carclina, the

area of the state with the highest need, the most at-risk
young peopla and the bulk of North Carolina’s low-
performing schools. The state should experiment with
regional support centers in northeastern and southeastern
North Carolina, Further, staffing support to the regional
centers could be found by decentrlizing existing programs

" within the Center for School Leadership Development and

augmenting staff resources with DPI staff, to insure maximum
use of existing resources.

Expand and Strengthen the
Education Cabinet

The creation of the Education Cabinet was the result of
General Assembly action calling for a coordination mechanism
to bring the state’s major educational entities more closely
together. The Cabinet is chaired by the governor and inchedes
the heads of the public schoo system, the community college .
system, the university system and the Association of
Independent Cofleges & Universities. it is intended to bring
together the educational resources of the state in ways that
will strepgthen the schoof improvement effort.

Missing fiom the Cabinet, however, are other agencies that
oversee key educational programs. The Division of Health and
Human Services, which houses SmariStart and More at Four
and is the finding backbone of other afferschoof services
across the state, is not represented on the Cabinet. Neither
is the Juvenile Justice Department, which houses the SOS
afterschool program and is responsible for education of
Incarcerated youth serving time in state institutions,
represented on the Cabinet.

All state agencies that house state-funded educational
programs should be included in Cabinet meetings in an effort
to create a cohesive plan that begins with preschool
programs and moves on to higher education. Additionally, the
Education Cabinet should be institutionalized and given
sufficient staffing support to enable it to fisfilt its function. There




should be an Executiva Director responsible to the Cabinet.
That position should be supported by an R & D staff not
capght up in the day-io-day issues of any of the individual
governmental entities that make up the Cabinet, but rather
focused on large, cross-cutting issues impacting the overall
health of the siate’s total education system,

Establish Closer Ties Between
Education Nonprofits & State Board

As noted earlier; there are a growing number of nonprofit
groups that provide educational services and create networks
of educators across the state. The State Board should ceate
a vehicle that vould allow those groups to work much more
closely with the Stale Board of Education and, conversely,
epable the Stafe Board to maximize the potential
contribistion each could make to the overall school .
improvement efforts.

g

The Governor Should Create A

Leandro Implementation Team

Missing thus far in these recommendations s any mention of
the General Assembly and the central role it plays in any
school improvement efforts in North Carolina. While a better
{unctioning and expanded Education Cabinet canlead to a
more cohesive and efficient plan for school improvement, any
plan devised to improve schools, of necessity, will require a
partnership with the Genéral Assembly.  ~

The Governor should invite leaders of the General Assenbly
to meet regularly either with the Education Cabinet or with a

smaller group tasked by the Governor to focus on meeting
the educational constitntional obligations of the state, Such a %
group should meet regularly fo insure that the Ceneral
Assembly is a full partner In defiberations centered on
strengthening the state's ability t6 provide a sound and basic
education o all young people. The group should begin by
familiarking itself with the new legal requirements established
by the Leandro case.

Enable the DPI to Attract Top

Educational Talent

Over time not only has the DP] seen its staffing cut by over
one-half, it has become less and less competitive when it
comes to salaries. I recent years, there has beena steady
stream of talented DPi employees who have departed for
higher-pald, and in many cases, less demanding jobs at the
local or federal levels of government or at colfeges and
pniversiies. At the moment, DP1 is barely competitive with
the pay earned by schoel principals. lt is not competitive with
salasies paid 1o fop local scheol officials working in the front
offices of the state’s leading schools systems.

As the final report issued by the state’s recently departed
State Auditor pointed out, this problem is not urique to DPY;
it is a problem thronghout state govemment. However, DPl is
the only branch of government now working to bring its
function, the public schools, info compliance with the State
Constitution. The infiastructure of the Department will only

* be as strong as those who work within it.

The state should conduct a wage comparability study in
order to assess what salary levels would enable the DP| to
fairly compete with the state’s leading educational
institutions in the area of recruiting and retaining top quality
staff, Such a study should not only lock at comparability with
the state’s leading school systems but with the community
college and UNC systerms.




Central Elements of a Comprehensive Plan

Thus fai; this report has focused largely on bettey
coardination and alignment of existing reseurces, Tvo other
issues, however, will determine the success of any master plan
for education In North Camlina, These Issues go directly to
the quality of education offered in schools and dassrooms

‘across the staie,

As a result of the Leandro decision, one of the issues -
guaranteeing that all 1.3 million of the state's young people
are taught by “competent, certified, well-trained” feadhers
and that all of the state’s 2100-plus schools are led by
competent piincipals — is no langer a laudable goal, ftis a
constitutional olfigation that North Carolina must meet.

The other fssuis is also spoken to in the Leandro decision, but
in far less specHic terms. That is the issue of adequate
resources, The Leandro decislon says only 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 educational needs of all
children, ncluding at-risk children, to have the equal
appartunity to obtain a sound basic education, can be met”

The two Study Graup committees that addressed these
issues reached conclusions that could provide the state a
road map as it looks at short and long tevm goals and
benchmarks far a long-tenm approach to meeting its
constitutional obligation,

High Quality Teachers

North Carolina’s ongofig problems in finding qualified

teachers have been much discussed in recent years. The

dimension of the problem can be summarized quite easity:

= Each year, the state must fill 9-11,000 teaching pasitions
as a result of teachers moving to other schools, retiting or
teaving teaching altogether.

= The state’s teacher training institutions, bath at public and
ptivate colleges and universities, produce only 3,500 '
teachers annually and, of those, only roughly 2,500 will
enter the field, .

* To'fill the supply and demand gap, lecal schools are now
recruiting in states agoss the country and, mora and more,
in other countries.

» Even though local school systems are now offerlng signing
bonuses, higher pay and a varlely of recruiting incentives,
over 9,000 of today'’s 86,000-teacher work force are not
fully qualified to teach.

* While the problem is widespread, it is espedally acute in
fowr wealth, nual copnties and i many innercify schools
serving large numbers of young people living in paverty.

The dimension of the problem can be summarized quite
easily; however; the solutions o the problem da not Jend
themselves to equaily easy answers.

Regardiess of the difficulty of meeting the challenge, the drive
fo guarantee that all chifdren are taught by qualified teachers
is now being driven by three factors. First, as noted eardier is
the Leandro decision. The ruling could not be cleaven
“Morth Carolina Constitution, as interpreted by 1eandro,
goarantees to each and every child the right to an equal
opportunity ta obtain a'sound basic education requires
that each child be afforded the opportunity to attend a
public schaol which has the following educational
vesources, at a minimum: “First, that every dasssoom be
staffed with 2 competent, certified, well-trained teacher
who Js teaching the standard course of study by
implementing effective educational methods that
provide differentiated, individualized instruction,
assessment and remediation to the students in that
dassraom.” (Manning, Aprit 4, 2002).

The second factor lending urgency to the drive o guarantee
high quality teachers in every dassroom comes from the
federal government's No Child teft Behind legislation. That
legistation requires that all dassrooms be staffed by "highly
qualified” teachers, as defined by the states. Local schaals
nat meeting this federal mandate could suffer econamic
consequences in the future.

The last factor is not fegalistic ~ rather it is the moral
dimension. A growing body of research finds that the single

~
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best predictor of student success or failure is found in the
capability of the {eachers students will encounter over time.
Students exposad to high quality teachers will excel at high
levels — regardless of parental income levels or ather factors
frequently cited as reasons for fallure. Conversely, students
exposed to medioare or poor teachers can be educationally
scarred for ife.

it is not an exaggeratlon to say that.in 2005 the siudents
who most need the state's very hest teachers are least likely
1o have them - 2 finding that did not go by unnoticed in the
Leandro decision-What, then, is the answer fo this problem?
‘At the risk of overemphasizing the importance of having a
comprehensive and constitutionally compfiant plan and
sticking with it, it may bz ne more complicated than that,

Ironically, in the fate efghties the state was facing a similar
teacher shortage and adopted & multi-faceted recruiting
strategy, An Office of Teacher Recruiting was created. Each of

" the state’s high schools had paid teacher recriters, whose job

it was to stimulate interast in feaching as a career The state
had funds to place advertisements promoting teaching as a
career, Afl of these programs fell victim to successive rounds of
cuthacks within the Department of Public instruction.

It is not as if the state has been without answers on how o
improve the situation, Instead, the state has not been willing
to embrace a comprehensive plan and stay with it for the
long haul_ Subsequently, what was a problem in the eighties is
now a matter of urgency. Both the Supreme Court and the
federal government have mandated that the state address the
recruiting and retention issue. The recommendations that
follow are forwsed on those issues.




Deve!op an Ambitious Masrketmg

Campaign for Recruiting Teachers
Just as advocates for mathematics and sdence run campaigns
aimed at stimulating interest in these fields, so shauld North
Carolina market, in the truest sense of the word, market
teaching as a profession. Such marketing shoufd begin in

middle school. The state should reinstate recruiting officers in

_middle and high schools charged with putting new energy
into groups like Teacher Cadets and Future Teachers. Major
teacher oyganizations should mount campaigns uiging
members to be positive about the teaching profession and
plant seeds that could translate into teaching career choices
for their best students. The Governor's Leam and Eam
program should establish high school career tracks leadmg to
teaching as a careen

Ellmmate Barriers to At&mcftmg

Quality Teachers from Other States
The State Board of Education should immediately implement
the Reciprocity report and recommendations passed
unanimously by the Board in 2004 but never implemented.
This would remove bamiers confronting local school systems
attempting to hire highly qualified teachers from other states,

Launch a Statewide Campaign to

Improve Teacher Working Conditions
The Governor's Office, in colfaboration with BellSouth and
the Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, has conducted
wo statewide surveys on teacher working conditions that

" underscore the impertance of working conditions and teacher

retention. The néxt step in responding to the findings of
those surveys shotld be to provide tralning to the state’s
principals and assistant prinelpals in strategies that could
create teacher support programs and improve working
conditions at the school building jevel.

In the Long Term...

Partner with Higher Education to

" Increase Teacher Production

Differences,in requirements and cotrse work demands make
portability between colleges, community colleges and

+ universities difficult. The feacher'shorfage fadng the state is

such that territorial fssues and “turf” need to be set-aside in an
attempt to fill North Carolina’s classes with qualified teachers.

* UNC is to be commended for setting an ambitious
goal of increasing the number of stidents majoring in
education; independent colleges and universities should
be encouraged to embrace a shmilar approach for
increasing their output of teacher graduates.




* The Teaching Fellows program should be expanded and a
new bio-year scholarship program should be designed to
attract college fimioys fo teaching,

@ Community Colleges should forge 2 strategic alliance with
fouryear colleges that would make it easier for teaching
candidates to complete two years of work at a community
college and transition into four year institutions for their
Junior and senior years,

Create Teacher Incentives &
Strengthen Teacher Coaching

® Teachers earning National Board Certification should be
able to work outside of the classroom in mentering and
support roles with new teachers,

= Finandal incentives should be created to attract and keep
qualtfied teachers in hard-to-staff schools.

* Substantial bonus pay should be given to teachers who will
temain in the cassroom for three additional years beyond
the 30 years in the current salary schedule.

= Create a mem of choices that can be tailored to best mect
the specific needs of districts and schools across the state.
Fund this menw of cholces so that school systems can tailor
incentives to ther needs. Choices could include:

* Spedalized scholarships for graduate work of securing
- certification in fields ke math, science and exceptional
children. :
= Retention bonuses paid in annual increments.
* Pay for performance tied to ABC and AYP goals.
° Relocation bonuses for moving to hard-to-staff schodls.
® Free tuition at UNC institutions for children of teachers.

° Housing subsidies and low-interest loans for first-time
teacher homebuyers,

Overhaul Current State
Salary Schedule

* The starting salary for t=achers must become more
competitive with other felds.

 The current salary schedule snust be compressed o enable
teachers to advance more rapkdly; additionally, financiat
incentives need to be created to-aitract retirement-eligible
teachers to remain in the fiefd. )

» New teachers and their mentors should be given eleven
or twelve month contracts to provide optimum time for
mentoring and staff development.

Improve Overall Staff Development

A yearlong collaborative effort of the Education Cabinet

and the Z. Smith Reynelds Foundation focused on how to
improve the quality of staff development available to teachers,
make staff development more accessible to all teachers,
regardless of their location, and insure a high quality of staff
development offerings. In light of the growing number of
teachers entering the field from other walks of life and in
need of training, the report focused on an area that is
increasingly important if the state is to meet its constitutional
obligation, Incorporate the recommendations from the recent
report on professional development, “The Professiona!
Development Initiative, Proposal for Action.” into a
compiehensive plan responding to the need 1o insure that all
young people are taught by highly-quatified teachess. Those
recommendations would greatly improve current staff
development programs and give schools far more training
toals to use when fotusing on schoo) improvement.
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Is the State’s Sysﬁ‘em of Funding Schools Sufficient?

The Study Croup believes it is essential that policymakers
come 1o grips with the fact that providing sufficient resources
1o insure all students an opporiunity for a sound basic

- education Is a matter of meeting a constituifonal right for
children and a constitutional obligation for the state.

That places the question of schoa] finance in a very different
category than funding other state functions. For the siate to
avoid a constant stream of additional litigation charging that
the state is not meeting its constitutional obligation, it will be
necessary to put in place funding policies that, in fact,
guarantee that all of the state’s young people have the
opportunity promised them by the constitution.

As the Study Group began its examination of current funding
practices and possible alternatives, it was confronted with a
wealth, or gut, of studies and recommendations on how to
improve school finance, Some of the recommendations came
from groups within North Carofina that have studied the
state’s funding systems; others came from states across the
country that, like North Carofina, have wrestled with schoo!
finance litigation-and alternatives for years.

To suin up misch of what the commitiee found when researching
school funding altematives, much of the cusrent thinking
about school finance can be reduced to these conclusions:

* Most state funding systems, including North Caroling’s, are
based largely on “one-size-fits-all” funding formulas that
essentially provide the same amount of funding to pupis
across the state, regardless of differences between students
or communities.

» Amore strategic way of funding schoefs would be to determine
the needs/costs of dealing vith differences between studertis
as weil the differing fiscal apacities of communities and base
funding on need, not on same-dollar-perpupil formulas.

in the mid-nineties, North Carolina’s General Assembly
départed from its tradition of funding schools based on a
"one size fits all” formula that allocated equal amounts of
funding on a per pup basis when it created supplemental
funding for low wealth 2nd smalt school systems, These funds

‘were created in an effort to provide a more equal foundation

for all school systems, regardless of the funding capacity of
their counties or their size, While the General Assembly has
increased these funds over time, itis important to point out
that ihe funding curvently provided is barely balf of the
orignal funding goal embraced by the General Assembly.

since the Leandro decision, the DPI has worked to create a
new school finding siream that would more strategically
focus additional dollars on students and schools mostin
need. The product of that work is a proposal to create a
Disadvantaged Student Supplemental fund (DSSF). The
DSSE is based on a formula that uses a variety of indicators,
ranging from poverty to parental education, to identify
students most at risk of academic failure.

The proposed formula would provide additionat funding to
school systerns based on the number of atrisk youngsters
they serve. Starting in the 2004-05 school yeas the first
version of the DSSF mechanism.was used to provide funding
to 16 pilot projects in school systems that, for the most part,
are located in low wealth counties and serve a high number of
at risk young people.
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Yet to be resolved, however, are cicial questions, For
instance, the pilot funding currently underway allocated

-school systems an additional $250 for each entolled student.

The Forum's working committee examining this issue believes
that is far too little to sufficiently provide the resources
needed fo bring the state into compliance with the

‘constitution. Further it does not distinguish between children

with differing educational heeds.

A second problem with the proposed DSSF funds
underscores the complexity of the school finance issue.
Currently, in the sixteen pilot projact systems the bulk of the
DSSF funds are being used in an attempt to athract and retain
qualified teachers. In fact, over 60% of the DSSF funds
provided to the pilot systems is being spent on personnel ~
bonuses to atiract teachers, differentiated pay for teachors in
hard-to-staff areas, longavity incentives, and the fike.

The reasons for this are vaded, First and foremost, howevey;

* local school systems are now confronted with the federal

government’s No Chitd Left Behind mandate that all young
people must be taught by “highly qualified” teachers. In
systems facing the most extreme educational and
demographic challenges, this is a goal that Is much more
easily stated than accomplished. Systems that fail to meet
this federal mandate (an unfunded mandate, it should be
pointed out) nun the risk of losing federal dolfars, That said,
the state, as part of the compact it made with localities when
it assumed the bulk of the costs for education, assumed the
responsibility of providing teachers to local school systems.
The state, however, has not tived up to its end 6f the bargain,

By devising a “one-size-fits-all” salary schedule for teachers,
the state nadvertently created a situation In which some
conununities could easily attract the best and brightest of the
state’s teachlng workforce, while others could barely find
“bodies” (gualified or not}) to staff classrooms.

In some communities, the recruiting problems are deep-
rooted. Poor;, rursl counties, especially in Eastern North
Carolina simply do not have the amenitles {i.e, shopping
centers, housing alternatives, colleges with graduste degree
programs, night life, etc.} to attract and keep teachers. Gthers
are located in close proximily fo wealthier communities that
pry far more in Jocal supplements than do their poorer
neighbors. Those communities essentially have become farm
clubs™ for wealthier school systems, After new teachers gain
experience, they find that with a longer commute or a move
they can eam substantially more and frequently leave for
greener pasiures.

The personnel issues make school funding 2 much more

- complicated matter, If the state presumes thak addiiional

dollars — he they from low wealth funding or the newly
created DSSF fund — are providing extensive, new educational
programs, it is making an incorreet assumption. Most of the
{funds are going te pay more competitive local salary
supplements and to create incentives to attract and keep
qualified teachers. :

These Issues led the workirg committee to recommend
the following.
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Create a Short«Term Solution and a

Long-Term Comprehensive Plan

In the shortierm, the state needs to inject additional resourres
to systems, espedially those most in need. Longer tevm, however
the state needs to reach consensus on a comprehensive plan io
overhaul of the siate’s school fimding syster. Today's funding
system was favgely framed in 1937, That system served the state
well, espadiafly in the depths of the Great Depression when,
without 2 fange infusion of state dolfars, schoo! doors would have
closed across North Carclina.

The frameviork that was established in the thirties, however,
has altered dramatically over time. Under the frmework the
stata was to assume the program costs for schools —
teachers, administrators, textbooks and supplies and the like.
Counties were to assume the cost for building and
maintaining schools. That compact is wow blurred, The funds
providad by tha state are not sufficient to meet the needs of
today’s schools, Subsequently, county government, especially
in counties with farger tax bases, fs spending more and more
tocal funds on teachers, technology, counselors, special
education and other program costs orighnaliy envisioned as
state responsibilities, Also, as noted earlier, more and more
cotnty dollass are providing safary supplements needed to
attract and retain qualified teachers.

As a result of county gevernment's assuming more and move
of the educational program and personnel costs, education,
for most counties, has becoime the lagest single expenditure
for county govemment.
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At the same time, state funds have increasingly been
appropriated o help county governments meet school
building demands — especially in the twenty fastest growing
counties of North Carolina. In the nineties, the state assumed
the payback responsibility for $1.7 billion in schoo}
construction funds; yet, the most recent estimate of
construction backogs finds that it would take $6 biliion to
meet today’s needs.

In addition to a blunring of state and local responsibilities, the
demands of the federsl government’s No Child Left Behind
legistation cotld ot have been anticipated in the thirties. Tor
the state’s schools 1o meet the demanding standards of the
federal govemment's program, it will requive far more
investment In education.

Last, but ceriainty not least, the state now must weet an
unmet constittitional obligation. The Leandro decision has
made the issue of school funding a priority, not simply a
problem. A comprehensive overhaul of today’s system is
needed. The Study Group recommends that the 2005
Sessioh of the General Session support the propesal to fully
fund the tow Wealth Fund and that it should increase the
funding level for the DSSF fupd. At the same time, the
General Assembly should direct that a comprehensive funding
plan that will bring the staie info constitutional compliance
be developed in sufficdient time for it to be considered by the
2006 Session of the Genaral Assembly.




Revarnp Education Salary Schedules

The funding issue cannot be solved until the parsonnel cost

issue is resolved, With over 91% of state school expendifures
going to salaries and fringe benefits, this issue is at the heart
of school finance.

One could argue that today's one-size-fits-all salary schedule
accounts for much of the personnel problems now facing
educators. Fewer and fewer callege graduates in high-demand
areas fike math and science choose teaching asa career
because of salary potential in other areas, High performing
teachers lack pay incentives, Starting pay is low and salary
advancement is slower yet under today's pay schedules,

A revamped salary schedule would have to account fos at a
minimum, the following issues: ) .
* Differentiation for hard-to-staff subject areas
(math, science, spedial ed, etc)
= Incentives to attract and keep teachers in hard-to-stafi
school buildings and schoof systems.

Cuiding the creation of a new approach to salary schedules
for teachers should be the realization that the Leandro ruling
has frmly come down on the side of all students having the
constitutional right to qualified teachers, That means that the
state, not loal school systems, is obligated to fund 2 salary
systewn sufficient to guarantee that all young pecple are
taught by qualified teachers.

Toward that end, the stata should revamp today’s teacher
salary schedule and areate a system that will both attract and
keep more people within the teaching profession and
guarantee that today’s hard-to-staff schools can attract the
teachers they need. :

The DSSF Should be Based on

Research/Need

Currently, the State Board of Education’s proposed funding
for the DSSF program is $250 per student, That number has
no basis in research. lt was chosen move on the basis of
affordability than need.  *

As an example, nationwide there is a consensus among
afterschool program providers that it takes, on average, at

teast 1,000 per student to provide a high-quality
afterschool program that blends academic support, personal
development and enrichment. However, afterschool programs
are only one of many strategias that are needed for low-
performing students, Non-Engfish spealing students, for
instance, have wnigue needs that require bi-fingual staff,
speciat teaching materfals and, often, technology and more
time. Schools, especially those serving diverse student
populatians, need to use different strategles and support
programs for different students.

At its current fevel, DSSF could not even guaraniee the
establishment of afterschioo! programs for at-isk youth, ruch
jess address other feaming issues for limfied Engfish speakers,
gifted students or students with disabilities.

“There are ample precedents to draw on to establish what a
sufficient amount of DSSF support would require. Drawing on
high-quality programs from within and outside of North
Carolina, the State Board should establish a prudent, but
sufficient, amount of funding that would be reguired to
puarantee all students an opportunity for a sound and basic
education and advocate for that funding from a research
base, not an affordability, standpoint.

Limit DSSF Spending for Program
and Support :

While guaranteeing that all young people are taught by
qualified, competent teachers will, in theory, go a long way

toward insuring all students ab opporiunity for a sound basic
education, it is not, in itself, a “silver bullet” solution.

Atrisk young people vil} still need programs, currently not
avaifable in many schools. Examples of such programs include
afterschool programs providing academic support, smaller
class sizes, additional summer programs and technology-
infused learning options. Further, limited English speaking
students will still need language immersion programs,
technology geared to students leamning English, and tutorial
support. Advanced students deserve advanced math and
science offerings and foreign language options nov not
avaifable in all schools.

DSSF funds should be the funds that make those types of
high quality educational programs possible. They should not
be a surrogate for improving salary structures.
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Meeting the Demands of Leandro...
Begins with a Plan and £nds with Determination

The restlts of the Forum’s Study Group X}, like the resulis of
recent studies on teacher retention and staff development,
contain a framework of ideas that eould be the foundetion for
a comprehensive master plan that would enable the state to
fullill its constitutional responsibilities. Without such a plan,
it is highly fikefy the state will remain in a reactive mode,
responding piecemeal to its educational needs, with no
.comprehensive end goal in sight,

Unfortunately, the state’s record of completing
comprehensive plans is unimpressive. In the eighties, the state
embraced the Basic Education Plan, an ambitious eight-year
plan that was to establish a higher resource standard for
schools across the state. The plan was only half completed
when budget woes derailed the implementation schedule.

In the ninefies, the state created the Low Wealth
Supplemental Fund, with the goal of bringing all of the low
wealth counties in Nerth Carolina to at least the midpoint of
available school resources. A decade fater; the fund remains
only partiafly funded.

There is, in recent history, only one example of the state’s
embracing and staying with a multi-year plan, and that
example illustrates what is possible when policymakers are
committed to a multi-year strategy, In the mid-eighties, the
Geneml Assembly embraced the Excellent Schools Act, an
ambitious prograwm that resulted in teacher salaries reaching
the natfonal average for the first time, financial incentives for
teachers eaming National Board Certification, a formalized

and financed teacher mentor program, additional days for
trafning of new teachers, the ABCs accountability program
and much more, The plan was not inexpensive. It required
mvesting $1.4 billion over a fouryear perfod of time,
Howevey, the investment was made and tha state has been
the beneficiary ever since.

It is time for another mulii-year plan. Howeves, this plan
needs o address the full scope of problems confronting the
state, including:

.= A revamped system of school funding that gets resources io

the schools and communities that most need them,
= A comprehensive plan 1o attract and retain teachers,

» An amblitious effort to make high-quality siaff development
accessible to teachers across the siate.

* An initiative aimed at better uijlizing existing public and
private resources that receive state money for suppert
programs in the ¥-12 arena.

= Astrategy to strengthen the DPI to the point that it has
the capacity and resources needed to support and lead the
school improvement dyive.

This is a challenge no less daunting than that, which faced

North Carolina lawmakers in the depths of the Great

Depression. That generation of lawmakers did not shirk from

assuming the responsibility for keeping the state’s

educational system intact and, in fact, stronges Today's
generation of lawmakers should do ne less.
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The Public School Forum Calls on State
To Meet Its Constitutional Obligation to Young People

The Public School Forum announced a series of recommendations designed to have the
State meet its constitutional obligation to provide all young people with a sound basic
education. The recommendations emerged out of a Forum study that began last fall in
response to the Supreme Court decision upholding a ruling that declarcd that the State is
currerily failing to meet its constitutional obligations.

3 “North Carolina is in the unique position of being under court order to live up to its
S responsibility to the 1.3 million students attending public schools,” said Thomas Lambeth,
the Chair of the Forum Board of Directors. “Specifically, the couris have said that the
State needs to stop pointing fingers at local school officials and do whatever it takes to
turn low performing schools around. The courts have also said that the State is
responsible for insuring that every child is taught by a'competent, qualified teacher and
that schools get the resources fhey need to do the job.”

After devoiing the better part of the 2004-05 school year studying what the State
should be doing the Forum’s Study Group reached a number of conclusions, Chief

among them were:

* The State needs a comprehensive, master plan for meeting its constitutional
obligation. ‘At the moment improvement initiatives are piecemeal and
frequently unconnected.

* The Governor needs fo establish 2 Leandre Implementation Task Force

charged with overseeing the State’s efforts to comply with the constitution.’

* The State needs to coordinate the nearly twenty different governmental
entities and non-profit organizations receiving state funding for K-12 programs
to maximize the investment already being made in school improvement.

9197816833
FAX 919-781+6527

3739 National Drive, Suite 100
* Raleigh, North Carolina 27612
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* The State needs fo attack the teacher shortage in a comprohensive way through
" establishing competitive salarigs, providing incentives to atfract feachersto
hard-to-staff scheols, creating additional scholarships for young people witling
to become teachers and focus infensely on improving the day-to-day working
conditions of teachers.

* The State roust make a major, fargeted investment focused on the communities
and schools serving the largest number of at-risk young people. Toward that-end,
the Study called for the establishment of 2 Commission charged with bringing
a long-sange, comprehensive plan back to the 2006 Session of the General
Assembly for action,

While the Forum study did not recommend a specific dollar figure that would be
needed to provide sufficient resources to schools, the Forum’s Board Chairman pointed
out that, “We’re headed in the wrong direction,” Lambeth said, “In the last four years
we’ve fallen fasther and farthier behind other states in ferms of how much we invest in our
children. Currenily we’re spending $1,384 per child less than is the average state. On an
annual basis, that means we’re spending $1.88 billion less on our schools than is the
average state. We've also fallen farther behind on beginning teacher salaries,
compounding our difficulties in finding and keeping qualified teachers.”

Lambeth concluded, “We know we’re not going to spend our way fo constitutional
compliance, but we also know we’re not going to meet our constitutional obligations on
the cheap. It’s going to take will, determination and investing to get our schools where
they need to be.”

The Forum Study Group recommendations now go to the Governor, the State Board of
Education and to the General Assembly. Previous Forum Study Group recommendations
have led to the creation of the Teaching Fellows Program, supplemental funding for low
wealth schools and other major pieces of educational legislation.

###
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North Carolina Continues to Slide in National Rankings:
Ramnks 40 in Public School Investments

North Carvolina has never been a high-spending state when it comes to
public school funding, but it now ranks 40th in per-pupil spending and
has fallen behind states like Louisiana and South Carolina. Beginning
with the state’s budget woes in 2001, the state has fallen from 36th
place to 40™ in the nation. As the chart below shows, the state’s
spending compared with the national average has fallen steadily. The
state would have to increase its spending $1.88 billion to reach the
national average, based upon current enrolliment figures.

North Carclina’s Per»Pupxl ssseﬁdmg Gap Growing
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Translating the national rankings into dollar terms, the gap between

" what North Carolina invests in schools and what the average state

invests in schools is now $1,384 per child per year. The chart below
shows what that spending gap means in dollar terms:

Spending Deficit

Per Spending Deficit | Spending Deficit
Pupil | for a 25-Student | for a 600-Student for @ 2000-
Gap Class Elementary Student High
School School
$1,384 $34,600 $830,400 $2,768,000

Those numbers underscore the difference in average school
investinent at the school building level. Statewide, the degree to
which North Carolina is falling behind other states is even starker:
North Carolina spends less per pupil than most of its neighbors (see
chart below).

North Carolina Spends Less Per-Pupil Than Most of
Its Neighbors

%ﬁm B
$7,800 |
£ $7,600 -
s
g 37,400 -
.

= $7,200

$6,000 -

$7,832

} -

$7,724

7,047

T WA (23} GA {Z25) SC (36}

State {ranic)

Source: Census Bureaw, 2007 Annwed Survey of Local Government Finances- School Sysiems

NG (20}
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Beginning Teacher Salaries

Irt addiiion to the per-pupit spending gap, North Carolina has fallen
behind its neighbors in beginning teacher salaries. Based upon the
most recent survey of state departments of education, North Carolina
‘has fallen to 34 in the nation in beginning teacher salaries It wilj be
extremely difficult for North Carolina to recruit and retain the highly-
qualified teachers need to meet its constitutional obligation under the
Leandro decision if it continues to 1ag in beginning teacher salaries.

North Carolina’s Beginning Teacher Salaries

Lower than Neighbhors
(34th lowest beginning teacher salary in the nation)

/2y

2002-03 beginning teacher -
salary
&
&
8
&

GA (8) VA (18) TN {25) SC (29) RC (34)
Source: AFT annual lescher salary survey state {ravk)

Given the resource gap North Carolina educators are working with, it is
a tribute to teachers and administrators statewide that the State has
made the educational gains that it has made in recent years. The
question for 2005 is whether the downhill slump will continue?

With support from the Burroughs Wellcome Fund, the Policymakers
Briefs are published by the Public School Forum of North Carolina for
the benefit of education policymakers and the media that cover their
events. ' N
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA IN THE GENERAL COURYT OF JUSTICE
SUPERIOR COURY DIVISION
COUNTY OF WAEKE FILE NO, 95-CVS8-1158

HOKE COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION,

et al.,
Plaintiffs

and

ASHEVILLE CITY RBOARD OF EDUCATION,
et al., Plaintiff-Intevenors,

vE.

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA;
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION,

Defendants.

Transcript of proceedings taken in the

General Court of Justice, Superior Court Division,
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Civil Session before the Honorable Howard E. Manning,
Jr., Judge Presiding.
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Tharrington Smith, LLP
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THOMAS J. ZIKO, ESQUIRE
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North Caroclina Department of Justice
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reporter and we'll get it marked.

If you would just mark that as Plaintiff’'s
Exhibit 1 and put the date on it.

MR. ZIKO: Your Honor, Mr. Pruette has been
sitting patiently to talk about More At Four, I don't
know that you need to hear that Mére at Four report,
it's in here. I can do 13 minutes.

THE COURT: I want to hear Mr. Pruette with
More At Four, then we're going to quit.

MR. ZIKO: I have in my notes we can move
quickly here.

MR. SPEARMAN: Maybe more.quickly than your
notes indicate.

THE COURT: Well, it's not like he's walking
into a hostile environment. |
JOHN ROBERT PRUETTE, having first been duly sworn,

testified as follows during DIRECT EXAMINATION by MR.

ZIiK0:

THE COURT: I think what's coming, what we're

" worried about, we need his testimony.

Q. Could you state your name full name, please.
AL My name is John Robert Pruette.
Q. Now, Mr. Pruette, in the interest of time, could

you tell us what you currently obligations are at DPI

and how you came to that position?

96
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1 A. Absolutely. I direct of office early learning

2 which is an office that includes multiple publicly

3 funded pre-kindergarten efforts including Title One

4 preschool, exceptional children'’s preschool, even start
5 family literacy and the state funded pre-k effort More
6 At Four. I came into that role as a classroom teacher,
7 a local administrator, and then a consultant at the

8 state level. I was recruited into the governor's office
9_ as he, Governor Easley, as he began that program.

10 Q. 30 you are the state head for the.More At Four

11 program?

12 A. _Yes. .. . -

13 Q. Simply put, could you tellrus what is the

14 difference between a More At Four program and what we
15 had come to see as a more traditional early childhood
16 education program evolved out of Head Start and other
17 early childhood programs the Court has previocusly heard
18 about.

1% A, I think that the biggest difference is the
20 .academic component that exists within the program, and
21 that includes requiring a bachelor degreed teacher with
22 a birth through kindergarten license. The
23 implementation of a research based curriculum that

24 supports early learning standards. Real focus on

25 teacher practice. What is the level of interaction that
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1 occurs between a student and a ;hild, and how that

2 teachér is equipped to move that student forward in

3 their learning gains.

4 Q. since you'd been head of the More At Four program,
5 how has the pﬁogram utilized studies and assessments of

6 teacher effectiveness and student learning in the More

7 At Four program?

8 A, one of the things we wanted to do from the very

9 beginning was build the program on the evidence, on what
10 the literature suggests. Hense, the program standards

11 that we put in place that are very specific to

1.2 'inqfpuction_andwteachexmeducaiion_levelwand_profesaional_“__”AAAT__f;
13 development associated with that. We have been, we |
14 currently look at or continue to look at evidence to

i5 ‘drive an evolution of the program. Most recently in

16 evaluations we have récagnized that the quality of the
17 classrooms is high where teacher instruction may not be
18 where we want it to be, so over the past few years we

19 have really developed a system of preschool

20 demonstration sites, of teacher support and professional
21 devélopment that strengtheﬁs the guality of the
22 instruction that the teacher is delivering. So wWe
23 continue to self evaluate and use external evaluators
24 Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center for one, to

25

look at what it is we're delivering and how we can make
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1 that better.

2 Q. . You talked about what it is you're delivering.,.

3 Now, Ms., Quick, when ahe was épeaking, was talking about
4 improving student learning, student reading by adding an
5 effective teacher, but she alsc mentioned that the other
6 variable that goes into reading is the sgtudent itself.

7 Now, she was speaking about K~12 education; you're in

8 pre-K education,

9 A. Correct.

10 Q. So in effect, your program is pro —— is delivering
11 to the public scheool system the students that the

-2 -——— effective-teachers-or ineffective..teachers have to_ ... e

13 inétruct, correckt?

14 A. Correct.

15 Q. I want to direct your attentiocn to the notebook

16 before you to a slide behind the teachers tab, teachers
17 B, which is thé Stronge report.

18 A, OCkay.

19 Q. Can you find slide 15? 1It's entitled arriving at
20A school ready to learn.

21 Aa. Yes, I have that. .
22 Q. Could you teli us something abcocut that slide in
23 the context of the More At Four;programs and what you're
24 trying to achieve at the More At Four programs?

25 A. Well, clearly, first let me speak to the fact the
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More At Four program is a targeted program that focuses
on an at risk_population of four your old students, ‘So
the majority of the students in the program are from
extremely low socioeconomie families, qualify for free
lunch. Thexre are a percentage of students served in the
program that are over that threshold, but they have
other risk factors that allow for their eligibility.
This particular slide speaks to the difference in
vocabulary when children enter school. Those from a
higher socloeconomic group with a vocabulary of 20,000
or so words from a low socloeconomic group a vocabﬁlary

of. 5,000 words. You can 1ook at vocabulary acgquisition

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

25

as one predictor of reading success or your ability to
learn to read. What we do in the More At Four program
is we develop —— we deliver an academic content in a
developmentally appropriate context, so we are creating
experiences for children both through teacher directed
activities but through child initiated activities that
really work to strengthen their vocabulary skills, their
cognitive skills, their math skills, et cetera.

Q. You said that you were trying to develop and
implement a research based pregram for children that is
delivering a curriculum that is developmentally
appropriate for these children. What have you done to

determine whether you're actually achlieving your
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1 objectives?

2 " A, Well, since the program's inception, we have —-- we
3 have contracted with an external evaluator, the Frank

4 Porter Graham Child Development Institute at U.N.C.

5 Chapel Hill to lock at the program on an annual basils,

6 to not only measure the guality of the program, - but to

7 look at outcomes Ffor children. Initially those ocutcomes
8 were over the pre-kindergarten yvear, how those children
9 loock at the end of the pre-k year as opposed to the

10 beginning of the pre—-k year. We are then follow cohorts
1l of echildren through kindergarten, and most recently have

12 a lonqitudinal study that looks at the impact of the .

13 More At Four program on those children as they have

14 exited third grade.

15 Q. I want to direct your attention to the notebook to
16 a tab, it's hidden, it's actually labeled More At Four,
17 but it's difficult to find because it's behind several
18 As and Bs, it's about halfway through the book. Let me
19 help you.

20 THE COURT: It's right behind &, B, C,

21 turnaround,

22 MR. ZIKO: Turnarocund,
23 THE COURT: And right after that it's More At
24 Four.

25 ' THE WITNESS: I see that, yes. Okay.
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BY.MR. ZIKO:

Q. Could you tell the Court, theres are two studies
bahind this, one entitled summary of findings and the
other entitled evaluation of More At Four state
pre-kindergarten the first ten years. Could you tell
the Court what these are showing?

A. Absolutely. The first that you refer to,
long-term effects of the More At Four pre-kindergarten
program is the most recent longitudinal study that
looked at children served at More At Four. And what it

found was that children who are economically

12 disadvantaged and served in the More At Four program, . .

looking at their third grade EOG scores, they scored
substaﬁtially significantly higher than economically
disadvantaged children who did not have the benefit of
More At Four. And when you lock at that in terms of an
economic achievement gap between scale scores for middile
income children and low socioeconcmic children, we see
that More At Four students had that gap closed by up to
40 percent.

The second piece you referred to is really a
summary piece that speaks to the 10 years of evaluations
that have occurred for More At Four. And typically, as
I mentioned, we have loocked at the gquality of the

program. We have looked at the quality of the teacher.
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1 And we have used that information to really drive ouxr

2 professional development to impact guality teachers,

3 particularly since we deliver the program in a mixed

4 delivery system or diverse delivery system. We serve

5 students in public school classrooms and Head Start

6 clagsrooms and in the private sector. In the private

7 sector we do a lot of work to move thoée teachers to a

8 teacher license and support them with a menﬁor, provide

9 them with a personal professional development plan, and
10 evaluate them on an annual bhasis so that we ensure that
11 they are growing as teacherg., We then recommend them to
12 the State Board of Education for licensure. We have
13 found that to be particularly useful in some of the

14 rural areas of the state, because we've been able to do
15 much like what is being described with the ?rincipal
16 academies, we've been able to grow feachers in hard to
17 staff areas of the state who have already some
18 investment in that community, they live there and are
19 committed to that community. We grow them, turn them
20 into a quality.teacher._ That's one aspect of the
21 evaluation. |
22 Another aspect is just the exceptional learning
23 growth that has occurred for children as they move
24 through the pre-kindergarten program. Where they are at
25 the beginning of the year. Where they are at the end of
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the year. I'll just read a guote, more At Four
classrooms 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.

I think it's alsc significant to speak to the fact
that the most vulnerable children, the most at risk
children in the program are the children who make the
greatest gains. We then follow those children through

kindergarten to see if those gains were sustained, and

. we found that trajectory of growth to be continued. We _

also saw the most vulnerable to be impacted the most.
And thén the profound fiﬁdingé that we most recently
nave had delivered to us which is third grade EOG
results and showing that significant leap that these
children are making because of the benefit of this early
childhood program.

Q. How big.was More At Four when it started out?
A. 2001 was a pilot year for More At Foufq The
program served about 1,420 children.

Q. S0 how big are you now?

A, The program now serves over 30,000, close to
31,000 at risk four year olds.

Q. Has the program seen any reduction in



10

i1

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

-R S 1389-
105

effectiveness as a result of that significant increase
in size?

A. No, just the opposite. In fact, the evaluations
have focused on that over the years and have shown that
the program has maintained its extremely high level of
quality, even in light of large expansions, particularly
around 2001 where the program grew by almest 50 percent.
So we've been able to grow and scale the program up and
keep quality high, but the trick is you do it by
utilizing pragmatic solutions. One of those is using
the sexrvice provide —- the service delivery system that

exists, whigh includes Head Start, the public schoels _ _

and private child care.

But what I want to mention about that, when we say
we go into child care, we go into Head Start, clearly
those sites do not receive the funds that we control
unless they move to the level of guality that we require
and expect. And we help them get there and maintain
that, but it's clear that we're delivering something
very different than existed prior to this program,

Q. You mentioned that you started at the governor's
office and you're now at the Department of public
Inétruction. How is that relationship between the.premk.
education and the k-12 education affecting the

performance of these students?
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A, Well, it's a critical relationship. The first
relationship I think is critical is that we have the
authority of the state Board of education to ensure the
standards that we have in place. So that, number one,
is critical.

The second piece that I believe is ecritical is 1t
allows us teo maintain a focus on this pre-k to grade
three continuum. It's c¢lear that we are putting in
_place or havé in place a program fhat causes a
significant gain or significant bump for children, gets
them ready to be successful as they enter school. What

we want to do is leverage those gains that we make in

pre—kinderga;ten. The way that you do that is you
strengthen the continuum of services and supports that
exist between pre—k and grade three.

Currently, I mentioned the pre-kindergarten
functions within my office, but Ty office also has a
focus on the pre-k to grade three continuum. And
currently my staff works across division with othex
sections, with district and school transformaticn, to
use one example, to be value added to the work that they
do to ensure that we're strengthening that continuum and
that we are leveraging the gains that we make in pre-k.
So it's a critical relationship and a critical place fox

the preogram to live so that we can do that work in an
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effective way.

MR, ZIKO: Your Honor, those are the guestions
I have for Mr., Pruette.

THE COURT: All right. I have another matter
coming, but I wanted to get ycur testimony on the
record. And after reading the material, the major point
that I got out of the study is that they're not cétching
up with the children of the wealthy or middle class, but
they are catching up way above those children who did
not have the bhenefit of the program. That is what the
study shows. Clearly, clearly they are doing well as

compared to the hole they would have bsen in had they
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not had this program to begin with. And the critical
piece, Mr. Pruette and I know, is we've got to get the
kindergarten teacher and the second grade teacher and
the third grade teacher to keep these children moving in
order for them to be successful.

Thank you all very much.

And T think what we're gecing to do is move,

Gina is going to have a break, I'm going to have a break

and then we'll move to A, the little courtroom, for a

hearing we've got at 2 o'clock., 8o we're in recess,
Thank you.
(Thereupon, the proceedings were concluded at

1:34 p.m.}
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