Total EIA Appropriation

Line Item(s) EY2014-15

1 | Aid to Districts $37,386,600
2 | Student Health and Fitness Act — Nurses $6,000,000
3 | TECH Prep $3,021,348
4 | Modernize CTE Equipment $6,682,406
5 | Arts Curricular Grants $1,487,571
6 | Adult Education $13,573,736
7 | Students at Risk of School Failure $79,551,723
8 | High Schools that Work $2,146,499
9 | Education Economic and Development Act (EEDA) $6,013,832
10 | Assessment/Testing $27,261,400
11 | Reading $6,542,052
12 | Instructional Materials $20,922,839
13 | EAA -Technical Assistance $8,800,000
14 | PowerSchool/ Data Collection $7,500,000
15 | CDEPP- SCDE $34,324,437
16 | EIA -Four-Year-Old Child Development $15,513,846
17 | Teacher of the Year $155,000
18 | Teacher Quality $372,724
19 | Teacher Salary Supplement & Fringe Benefits $143,407,443
20 | National Board Certification $55,500,000
21 | Teacher Supplies $13,596,000
22 | Professional Development $5,515,911
23 | ADEPT $873,909
24 | Technology $10,171,826
25 | Transportation $12,575,684
26 | Education Oversight Committee $1,643,242
27 | Center for Educational Partnerships — USC $715,933
28 | SC Council on Economic Education - USC $300,000
29 | Science P.L.U.S. $503,406
30 | Centers of Excellence - CHE $787,526
31 | Center of Excellence to Prepare Teachers of Children of Poverty - Francis Marion $350,000
32 | Center for Teacher Recruitment, Retention and Advancement $4,435,725
33 | SC Program for Recruitment of Minority Teachers $339,482
34 | Teacher Loan Program $5,089,881
35 | ScienceSouth $500,000
36 | S2TEM Centers SC $1,750,000
37 | Teach For America SC $3,000,000
38 | SC ETV - Public Education and Infrastructure $4,829,281
39 | SC Youth ChalleNGe Academy- Not Included $1,000,000
40 | Literacy & Distance Learning (Patriots Point) $415,000
41 | Regional Education Centers (Commerce) $1,302,000
42 | SC Public School Charter District $56,253,692
43 | Office of First Steps to School Readiness $26,200,685
Subtotal: $628,312,639

Red denotes programs administered by at SCDE




Total EIA Appropriation

Line Item(s) EY2014-15
Other:
Other Agencies Teacher Salary $11,532,710
SCDE Personnel & Operations $7,750,918
TOTAL EIA Appropriations: $647,596,267




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet
ElIA-Funded Program Name: Aid to Districts
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15
Current EIA Appropriation: $37,736,600

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request
additional information:

Mellanie Jinnette

Mailing Address: 1429 Senate Street, Room 308, Columbia, SC 29201

Telephone Number: 803-734-3605

E-mail: mjinnett@ed.sc.gov



mailto:mjinnett@ed.sc.gov

Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:

___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984

___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998

_X has been operational for less than five years

__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds

__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

___Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General
Appropriation Act, Act 286 of 2014.)

Provisos 1A.34; 1A.55

Regulation(s):

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

Yes




X No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The primary objectives of this program are 2 fold: to ensure continued levels of funding for
classrooms and to (2) to ensure special education Maintenance of Effort is maintained at the
state and local levels.

According to the provisos directing this funding, funds must be first determined to meet the MOE
requirements before the Aid to District component can be determined.

Districts must also submit a school safety plan before Aid to District funding can be released.



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

Audited financial data is collected each year to ensure program financial viability.

The Department of Education reviews student and financial data at the 45" and 135" days of
school to ensure the state is meeting state maintenance of effort for special education students.

The appropriation is split between funding for special education and Aid to Districts to be used
as needed by SC school districts.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

The appropriation gives districts additional funding to serve their special education
population. This funding also ensures that the State meets its Maintenance of Effort for
special education programs as required by the federal Individual’s with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA).

In the 2013-14 school year, after the review of 135-day data, the state was able to reduce
its level for MOE and increase the Aid to District portion of the appropriation.


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

The major outcome is to ensure that Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirements of service to
special education statewide are met. After review of the 135-day student and financial date, the
MOE was met and the level of payment of MOE was surpassed by approximately $4 million
thus increased the Aid to District funding.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program every been conducted?
Yes

X No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?
Yes

No

If no, why not?

No requirement for evaluation



Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

A reduction in this appropriation could affect the Maintenance of Effort Calculations for
special education funding at the state level.



Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

At the current levels, MOE will continue to be met as long as adequate state dollars are
provided to fund programs for special needs. As the funding increases for the Education
Finance Act, this funding in time could be eliminated. However, the funding for EFA is
not at the levels estimated by the Board of Economic Advisors (Estimate FY 14 $2,771 —
Actual FY 14 $2,101)



AID TO DISTRICTS

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

Funding Sources .
g Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA - Recurring $37,736,600 $37,386,600

EIA - Non-recurring

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

TOTAL: $37,736,600 $37,386,600

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

Expenditures .
P Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $37,736,600 $37,386,600

Other: Transfers

Balance Remaining $0
TOTAL: $37,736,600 $37,386,600
# FTES.:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet

ElIA-Funded Program Name: Student Health and Fitness Act (SHFA) - Nurses

Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15

Current EIA Appropriation: $6,000,000

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request
additional information:

Andrea M. Williams, RN, BSN, MSN
Mailing Address:
(803) 734-1998

Telephone Number:

E-mail:

awilliams@ed.sc.gov



mailto:awilliams@ed.sc.gov

Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
___was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
___isanew program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues
X Other: Funding for elementary school nurses began in 2007-08 as part of the
Students Health & Fitness Act (SHFA) and was funded solely with general funds through
2010-2011. In 2011-2012 funding for elementary school nurses was provided from
general funds and EIA funds. The combined amounts from general funds and EIA funds

do not fully cover the actual salaries and fringe benefits for one school nurse per
elementary school.

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’'s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

TITLE 59. EDUCATION * CHAPTER 10. PHYSICAL EDUCATION, SCHOOL
HEALTH SERVICES, AND NUTRITIONAL STANDARDS

SECTION 59-10-210. Funding for licensed nurses for elementary schools. [SC ST SEC 59-10-
210] Beginning with the 2007-08 school year, the General Assembly, annually in the General
Appropriations Act, shall appropriate funds to the Department of Education to provide licensed
nurses for elementary public schools. The State Department of Education shall make these funds
available through a grant program and shall distribute the funds to the local school districts on a
per school basis.

SECTION 59-10-370. Funding for implementation of chapter. [SC ST SEC 59-10-370]

Each phase of implementation of this chapter is contingent upon the appropriation of adequate
funding as documented by the fiscal impact statement provided by the Office of State Budget of
the State Budget and Control Board. There is no mandatory financial obligation to school
districts if state funding is not appropriated for each phase of implementation as provided for in
the fiscal impact statement of the Office of the State Budget of the State Budget and Control
Board.



Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General Appropriation Act,
Act 286 of 2014.)

2014-2015 Appropriation Act 286
1.61. (SDE: Student Health and Fitness) Funds appropriated for Student Health and Fitness shall

be allocated to school districts to increase the number of physical education teachers to the extent
possible and to provide licensed nurses for elementary public schools. Twenty seven percent of
the funds shall be allocated to the districts based on average daily membership of grades K-5
from the preceding year for physical education teachers. The remaining funds will be made
available through a grant program for school nurses and shall be distributed to the school
districts on a per school basis. Schools that provide instruction in grades K-5 are eligible to
apply for the school nurse grant program.

[Retrieved from:
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/query.php?search=DOC&searchtext=H63&category=BUDGET &y
ear=2014&version_id=7&return_page=&version_title=Appropriation%20Act&conid=7363615
&result_pos=0&keyval=28245&numrows=10)]

Regulation(s):

None applicable

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

Yes

X No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

Under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 students with disabilities may require nursing services in order to
provide a free appropriate public education.

e SC passed the Students with Special Health Care Needs Act in 2005 which requires an
individual healthcare plan (IHP) for students with special health care needs even if they
do not qualify for a federal 504 plan (Section 59-63-80 of the SC Code of Laws). The
development of the IHP is consistent with the scope of practice for registered nurses as
described in the Nurse Practice Act (Section 40-33 of the SC Code of Laws). The
services agreed upon by those required to sign off on the plan could require nurses to
provide the services.




e Many students require medication and/or medical treatments to fully participate in their
educational program; and the administration of medications and medical treatments falls
within the scope of nursing practice (Section 40-33 of the SC Code of Laws).

Purpose

To assure quality healthcare services for students during school in an effort to help each student
meet his/her educational goals; and it facilitates school attendance by keeping students in class
for learning to occur.

Goal for SHFA Funding

To meet the national standards of having a full-time licensed nurse for each school with

minimum ratios of RN school nurses-to-students as follows:

e 1:750 for students in the general population

e 1:225 in the student populations requiring daily professional school nursing services or
interventions

e 1:125 in student populations with complex health care needs, and

e 1:1 as necessary for individual students who require daily and continuous professional
nursing services.

Objectives for 2014-2015 School Year

1. To maintain or increase the number of licensed nurses (as measured in full-time equivalents)
employed to provide direct nursing services for students in South Carolina’s public schools.

2. To maintain or increase the percentage of schools with a full-time licensed nurse employed to
provide direct nursing services for students.

3. To maintain or improve South Carolina’s RN school nurse-to-student ratio for the general
student population.

References

e National Association of School Nurses (NASN). (2010). Caseload Assignments. Retrieved
from
http://www.nasn.org/PolicyAdvocacy/PositionPapersandReports/NASNPositionStatementsF
ullView/tabid/462/Articleld/7/Caseload-Assignments-Revised-2010

e Healthy People 2020. (2014). Educational and Community-based Programs Objective ECBP-
5. Retrieved from:
http://www.healthypeople.gov/2020/topicsobjectives2020/objectiveslist.aspx?topicld=11

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?


http://www.nasn.org/PolicyAdvocacy/PositionPapersandReports/NASNPositionStatementsFullView/tabid/462/ArticleId/7/Caseload-Assignments-Revised-2010
http://www.nasn.org/PolicyAdvocacy/PositionPapersandReports/NASNPositionStatementsFullView/tabid/462/ArticleId/7/Caseload-Assignments-Revised-2010

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided. If the funds are allocated directly to school districts,
please indicate any data collected at the state level to monitor how the funds are
expended at the local level?

Funds to assist with elementary school nurses’ salaries and benefits are distributed to local
school districts via a non-competitive formula grant.

Total Students Health & Fitness Funds Total Requested by Grant Recipients for One
Available for Elementary School Nurses Elementary School Nurse Per Elementary
(2012-2013 General Funds & EIA Funds) School (2012-2013)

$26,817,177 $43,114.43

To assist school districts with integration of school nurses into schools’ student support systems
and retaining school nurses, the SC Department of Education in partnership with the SC
Department of Health and Environmental Control employ a State School Nurse Consultant to
provide the following services:

1. Technical assistance via e-mail and phone.

2. Information sharing via listservs for school nurses and school health services contacts and
web pages on the SC Department of Education’s and SC Department of Health &
Environmental Control’s websites.

3. Orientation for Nurses Practicing in South Carolina’s School Settings: The “Orientation for
Nurses Practicing in South Carolina’s School Settings” is a three-day course designed to
complement a school district’s orientation for recently hired nurses by providing an
introduction to issues pertinent to successful nursing practice within a coordinated school
health framework. There is no registration fee for this course; however participants are
responsible for costs related to travel, lodging and meals. Participants earn nursing
continuing education contact hours. During FY 2013-2014, the Orientation was held
November 20-22, 2013 (78 participants representing 29 local education agencies).

4. Annual School Nurse Conference: The Annual School Nurse Conference is a major source
of nursing continuing education contact hours for South Carolina’s school nurses. During
FY 2013-2014, the Conference was held on January 24-25, 2014 (425 participants).

5. School Nurse Program Advisory Committee (SNPAC): School districts are invited to assign
a registered nurse to participate as a member of the SNPAC. The State School Nurse
Consultant organizes committee meetings and serves as the chairperson. The SNPAC meets
three (3) times each school year to:

* review current health status indicators of South Carolina’s school-aged children,

» develop or revise standards, procedures, and/or policies for statewide dissemination,

» offer input for the development of new school nursing initiatives and/or program
changes,




review materials for school health services programs,

identify ways to maximize the available health care resources, and

provide guidance regarding continuing education programming for school nurses.
SNPAC meeting dates for FY 2013-2014 were October 24, 2013, February 29, 2014, and
May 1, 2014.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?
Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation. If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either
reference a website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

School nurses submitted data for the two-week period, January 26, 2014 thru February 8, 2014 as
a snapshot of the number of student and staff encounters for which they provided nursing
services. An encounter represents each student or staff member for which nursing services were
provided during the survey period. Multiple nursing services may have been offered during an
encounter. See the tables below. The data suggest that during the 2013-14 school year 223,762
students were provided direct school health services by school nurses each school day (223,762
student encounters / 10 days) and that each nurse provided direct health services for
approximately 29 students each school day (223,762 students / 1,144.93 nurse FTES). Mass
screening activities were not counted as part of the Two-Week Encounters Survey. The data
collected for the two-week survey (January 26 — February 8, 2014) was adversely effected due
to school closings throughout the state of South Carolina as a result of inclement winter weather.

While the Students Health & Fitness Act funding focuses on providing elementary school nurses,
its impact may extend beyond the elementary grades because school districts are encouraged in
the grant application to use supplanted funds to improve their nursing infrastructure for other
grades. Thus data for elementary, middle, and high schools are included below.

SCHOOL NURSE ENCOUNTERS & SERVICE DESCRIPTIONS
TWO WEEKS: JANUARY 26, 2014 THROUGH FEBRUARY 8, 2014
(PRELIMINARY DATA)

Data Element Elementary Middle High Other* TOTAL
Student Encounters 135,403 49,292 34,841 4,226 22,3762
Student Medications 53747 19461 12046 2336 87590
Student IlIness Treatments 51491 20308 15811 1454 89064
Student Injury Treatments 17769 6023 3774 524 28090
Student Health Counseling 32462 13536 10388 802 57188
Parent/Teachers Communication 52666 14176 10473 1327 78642
Students Returned to Class 123180 44716 31366 3604 202866
Students Sent Home 10725 3970 3312 242 18249
Students Sent for Immediate Care 252 121 137 4 514
Staff Encounters 84429 3188 3964 422 16003



mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

*Qther schools refer to schools that include a combination of grades that make it difficult to categorize it
as an elementary, middle, or high school (e.g., schools that serve students in grades K —12).

SCHOOL NURSE ENCOUNTERS - SPECIAL PROCEDURES FOR STUDENTS*
TWO WEEKS: JANUARY 26, 2014 THROUGH FEBRUARY 8, 2014

(PRELIMINARY DATA)

Special Procedures* Elementary Middle High Other** TOTAL
Catheterization 636 157 314 29 1136
Tracheostomy Care 94 16 20 18 148
Suctioning 114 32 116 21 283
Diabetes Monitoring 8053 5364 3214 298 16934
Tube Feeding 1615 211 305 89 2220
Nebulizer Treatments 1019 218 58 185 1313
Toileting/Diapering 3164 9667 724 1 4894
Ventilator Management 9 3 8 0 21
Dressing Change 168 73 750 0 316
Screening (Not Mass Screening) 2816 498 418 161 3893
TOTAL 17693 7538 5252 675 31158

*This table does not reflect all of the special procedures provided; only those for which data

were specifically requested.

** Qther schools refer to schools that include a combination of grades that make it difficult to
categorize it as an elementary, middle, or high school (e.g., schools that serve students in grades

K - 12).

In addition to the services represented by the Two-Week Encounters Survey, school nurses:

e provided health screening and referral services,

e developed Individual Healthcare Plans (IHPs) for students with certain chronic health
conditions as required under Section 59-63-80 of the SC Code of Laws, nurse’s
developed 36, 351 IHPs; and participated in the development of 6,007, 504
Accommodation Plans (504 Plans).

e reported 1,171 instances of suspected child abuse or neglect or sexual abuse to DSS
and/or law enforcement, and
e conducted 779 home visits.

The data in the following tables provide additional information regarding screening and referral

services and IHPs and 504 Plans.




Students with IHPs and 504 Plans
(Preliminary data from the 2013-2014 School Nurse End of the Year Survey)

Chronic Health Conditions Table 1

Health # Students with Condition # with 1HP # with 504 Plan
Condition

ADD/ADHD | 20951 9703| s8861| 1653] 41168] 20835 1050] 500| 244| 4719 1220] 1050 1077 99| 3446
(As'éf/';?:f)s 8622 2019| 4130| 629|16300| 5425| 1659| 1252| 351| 8687| 337| 104| 84| 25| 550
Asthma 26528 10950 10957| 1910] 50345] 9810| 3491 2642] s17|16760| 303| 131] 154| 34| 622
Diabetes 673 702| 1164 107 2646| 531 557| so1] 8o 2059 1525] 141 223 25| 41
Epilepsy 1047| 749| 1009| 278| 4073| 1222| 392| 33| 217| 2364| 117| s6| 107 19| 299
Psychiatric | opcol 1487] 2248| 397 e689| 361| 199 200| 34| 03| 181] 207| 220| 41| 649
Disorders*

Sickle Cell s19 173] 220] 39| o951 208| 88| 92| 22| a40s| 27| 23] 31 4l 85
Anemia

Total 61797 26683/ 28679| 5013| 122172] 20390| 7434 6209] 1765|35798| 2337| 1712 1896 247] 6192

*The count for "Psychiatric Disorders” includes depressive disorders, anxiety disorders, phobias, conduct disorders, and pervasive
developmental disorders.



Students with IHPs and 504 Plans (Continued)
(Preliminary data from the 2013-2014 School Nurse End of the Year Survey)

Other Health Conditions

Health Condition # Conditions # with IHP # with 504 Plan # Declining IHP

Nervous System

) 413 || 249 | 761 |[[110 1533 (156 || 68 || 98 || 79 [ 401 (36 [[22 (39 || 1 |98 |10 [ O ||129 | O (139
Disorder

Digestive System

. 602 || 266 || 369 | 70 |[[1307 |[168 || 36 || 59 [ 42 | 305 |38 (13 [[28 [ 8 (87 [ 3 [0 |[38 |0 | 41
Disorder

Cardiovascular

. 454 || 292 [ 397 || 19 |[1162 [|103 || 65 || 67 || 5 [ 240 |10 |13 |15 || O [[38 || 7 || O 1 |4 |12
Disorder

Ear/Hearing 455 | 116 | 116 |41 | 728 |133| 9 | 8 | 8 [ 158 |56 |34 |23 |2 |54 Jo |1 |05

Disorder
Eye/Visual 351 125 | 74 110660 |24 |11 | 5 |95 | 135 |20 |14 |18 |3 |64 |3 [0 |0 o | 3
Disorder
Orthopedic 295 | 98 | 185 | 15 | 593 106 |34 |39 | 6 [ 185 |16 |10 |16 |1 |43 |2 [0 |6 |0 | 8
Disorder

Immune System

. 452 (| 21 || 73 |10 556 (27 || 5 (13 || 6 [ 51 (10 |5 {11 [0 |26 |5 (O |1 |1 7
Disorder




Skin Disorder 276 | 79 [ 42 [22 [a190 [26 [ 7 [ 3 [ o [36 [5 [a |1 ]o0o]10]s 0 5
Muscular System

. 165 | 43 [ 130 [ 24 [ 362 |52 |20 |40 |17 [ 120 |27 |18 |23 |2 [ 70 | 1 12 13
Disorder
Excretory Disorder | 131 | 85 80 8 [|304 |36 |14 | 7 3 60 || 10 | 5 5 12 (2210 0 0
Blood Disorder 120 [ 24 [ 73 [ 6 [oa3ao 241612 [81 oo a2 fof2]1 1 3
Endocrine System | oo | &5 | 63 |19 [223 [ 30 |16 |12 |13 |80 |7 |5 |4 |1 170 2 4
Disorder
Respiratory System || o | 57 | 21 | o [158 |55 |14 |12 |9 [ 80 |8 |4 |3 |1 |16 ]2 0 2
Disorder
Cancer/Tumor 79 20 32 5 136 || 29 || 10 [ 11 1 51 10 9 13112 [[34 |1 0 1
Reproductive 2 lo s lols 12 loflofo]z1lololofo]ol]o 0 0
System Disorder
Total 3945 [ 1557 [ 2419 468 [8389 [[995 | 333 [389 [ 285 [2002 [271 [ 165 [203 | 23 [662 | 24 101 243




Screening and Referral Services
(Preliminary data from the 2013-2014 School Nurse End of the Year Survey)

Screening # Students Screened # Referred # Referrals Completed | % of Referrals Completed
Blood Pressure 52698 1099 571 52
BMI 72834 2299 207 9
Dental 138158 9799 4848 49
Hearing 265289 4680 2808 60
Postural 4093 109 32 29
Vision 336339 22063 10649 48
Total 869411 40049 19115 48




Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?
Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

Data Source: School Nurse Staffing Survey

Number of RN & LPN Full Time Equivalents (FTEs)
by Year (Direct Service)

1400
1200
4 1000
"; 800 o ~
(%)
5 600
2
* 400
200 — ———a—a—= —8
0
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
=0=RN FTEs 745.5 | 735.55 | 867.32 | 921.59 | 880.47 | 874.95 | 910.44 | 926.38 | 932.91
=fi—=LPN FTEs 184.3 | 191.25 | 213.41 | 217.97 | 191.45 | 198.37 | 189.99 | 196.82 | 212.02
Total FTEs| 929.8 926.8 |1080.73 | 1139.56 | 1071.92 | 1073.32 | 1100.43 | 1123.2 | 1144.93

Objective 2: To maintain or increase the percentage of schools with a full-time (FT) licensed
nurse employed to provide direct nursing services for students.

Data Source: School Nurse End of the Year Surveys (Preliminary Data)

Elementary School Nurse Staffing

School | # Elem Schools # with FT RN # with FT LPN # (%) with FT RN or
Year LPN

2008-09 645 495 117 612 (94.9%)
2009-10 664 500 118 618 (93.1%)
2010-11 664 491 109 600 (90.4%)
2011-12 659 492 109 601 (91.2%)
2012-13 686 524 107 631 (91.9%)
2013-14 684 516 103 619 (90.5%)




Middle School Nurse Staffing

School | # Middle Schools | # with FT RN # with FT LPN # (%) with FT RN or
Year LPN

2008-09 234 158 38 196 (83.8%)
2009-10 231 160 29 189 (81.8%)
2010-11 236 162 32 194 (82.2%)
2011-12 237 159 36 195 (82.3%)
2012-13 237 167 31 198 (83.5%)
2013-14 237 164 34 198 (83.5 %)
High School Nurse Staffing

School | # High Schools # with FT RN # with FT LPN # (%) with FT RN or
Year LPN

2008-09 186 127 28 155 (83.3%)
2009-10 186 126 29 155 (83.3%)
2010-11 190 127 32 159 (83.7%)
2011-12 196 128 32 160 (81.6%)
2012-13 204 134 34 168 (82.4%)
2103-14 202 133 30 163 (80.7%)

Other School Nurse Staffing (Schools that do not fit

elementary, middle, or high category.)

Year # Other Schools # with FT RN # with FT LPN # (%) with FT RN or
LPN
2008-09 54 44 8 52 (96.3%)
2009-10 40 27 6 33 (82.5%)
2010-11 37 23 7 30 (81.1%)
2011-12 43 27 5 32 (74.4%)
2012-13 49 32 8 40 (81.6%)
2013-14 72 47 14 61 (84.8 %)

Objective 3: To maintain or improve South Carolina’s RN school nurse-to-student ratio for the
general student population. (Goal: 1:750)

Data Source: School Nurse Staffing Survey




Number of Students Per RN FTE
(Direct Services General Student Population)

9om

787.9 788.62 798.05
748.36 783.83 773.3 793.66

2005-06  2006-07  2007-08  2008-09  2009-10 2010-2011 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
Yes

X No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

Not applicable, this program has not been evaluated.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the

EOC?
Yes

X _No

If no, why not?

No funding is available for evaluation.




Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

Any reductions will be passed to the school districts. Local school districts depend on funding
made available pursuant to the Students Health and Fitness Act to provide the nursing services
that allow students access to a free appropriate public education and that support a safe learning
environment for our students. A reduction in EIA funding may force school districts to reduce
even further the number of nurses that they employ.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

If EIA funding is not appropriated at the FY 2014-2015 funding level for FY 2015-2016 school
districts will likely reduce the number of school nurses. The end result will be that students may
not receive the services that are designed to keep them healthy and in school where they can
learn. School faculty and staff morale may suffer as health services tasks are shifted. Reductions
in other areas of school budgets have already resulted in additional duties for faculty and staff
(including school nurses). Many faculty and staff have stated that they are reluctant to take
responsibility for health services students. With the high acuity level of students being served in
schools, this reluctance is understandable.

A funded mandate for school nurses is needed to assure a stable school nurse work force to meet
the needs of students every school day. A funded mandate will allow for consistent nurse staffing
among districts and program planning that can focus on increasing the number of students with
individual healthcare plans in place, completed referrals, and other services that directly impact a
student’s ability to perform up to her/his potential.



Students Health & Fitness Act
Elementary School Nurse Funding

$30,000,000
$25,000,000
$20,000,000
$15,000,000
$10,000,000
$5,000,000
" 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 2013- 2014-
2014 2015
BEIA S0 S0 S0 S0 $6,000,00 | $6,000,00 | $6,000,00 | 6,000,000
B General Fund | $24,289,2 | $23,560,5 | $20,545,7 | $19,090,6 | $14,817,1 | $14,817,1|$14,817,1 | 14,817,17




STUDENT HEALTH & FITNESS ACT

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA $6,000,000 $6,000,000
General Fund $20,297,502 $20,297,502
Lottery
Fees
Other Sources

EIA Reduction
Carry Forward from Prior Year $0 $0
TOTAL: $26,297,502 $26,297,502

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$26,297,502

$26,297,502

Other: Transfers

Balance Remaining

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$26,297,502

$26,297,502

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-2015

Coversheet
EIA-Funded Program Name: Tech Prep
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-2015
Current EIA Appropriation: $3,021,348

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request additional information:
Susan Flanagan
Telephone Number:
(803) 734-8412
E-mail: sflanagn@ed.sc.gov
Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
_X_was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
____was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
____has been operational for less than five years
___was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
____isanew program implemented for the first time in the current fiscal year

____ Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation act, govern
the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC Code of Laws including,
Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:




Title 59 of the 1976 Code, Chapter 59 amended - SC EEDA, Sections 59-60 (1), 59-140, 59-200 and other
sections

Title 59 of the 1976 Code as amended -SC EEDA, Specifically, Sections 59-60 (1), 59-140, 59-200

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2013-14 General Appropriation Act, Act
101 of 2013.)

Regulation(s):

Chapter 43
43.225. STW Transition Act, 1976 Code, Section 59-5-60 repealed by the SBE in Oct. 2006

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission on Higher
Education or other governor board exist that govern the implementation of this program?

X Yes

No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please distinguish between
the long-term mission of the program and the current annual objectives of the program. (The goals or
objectives should be in terms that can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The long-term mission of the program is to enhance learning opportunities of students by
providing both educator and student-specific information related to school and extended learning
opportunities (ELOs)/work-based learning (WBL) activities that parallel and/or supplement
classroom learning. Additionally, the delivery of contextual methodology training to teachers is a
significant program focus, which is addressed in the Education and Economic Development Act as
well.

The program's short-term objectives for 2014-2015 are as follows:

1. to help provide school-based and work-based learning educational opportunities for students in
grades 7-12;

2. to coordinate, specifically, the activities related to South Carolina Job Shadow Day;

3. to support building and district-level data collection and reporting related to all school and ELO/WBL
activities via the Power School (PS) student data reporting system;

4. to provide activity-specific information about shadowing, mentoring, internships,
apprenticeships, cooperative education, school-based enterprise, and service learning to
instructors and students;

5. to support the career guidance and counseling components of the Education and Economic Development
Act; and

6. to work with districts and schools to provide contextual methodology training to teachers, especially
math, and science teachers.




Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or processes were
conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the objective(s) as provided in
Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities are planned for the current year?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made, technical
assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the objectives of
the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional development services
provided.

IF the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at the state
level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

- The Education and Business Summit is the Office of Career and Technology Education's primary professional
development conference, offering extensive professional development for educators, including career specialists
and other support staff who deliver career information, organize ELO/WBL activities, and support school career
guidance and counseling efforts. Over 1,400 educators participated in the 2014 Summit activities, including
participation in one of five certificate renewal courses provided as part of Summit programming and a national
certification training focusing on contextual methodology training. We do carefully track attendance as we

provide certificate renewal via courses offered, and the Summit event itself is approved as a certificate renewal
event as well.

- Career specialists who support school and ELO/WBL experiences, many of whom are Global Career Development
Facilitator certified, participated in the 2014 Summit to renew their national GCDF certificates by attending
specified Summit activities and sessions geared specifically to their areas of expertise and needs.

- The Perkins IV, Title | South Carolina Education and Business Alliance partnerships (Innovation Alliances) also
provided technical support for the district and building-level career specialists and other support staff via alliance
activities and communications. These individuals work closely with Alliance partnerships to collect and report
ELO/WBL program data. This reporting was managed via the SASI/PS data collection activities beginning in the
2007-08 school year. This requirement will put much more focus on building level data collection, management,
and reporting than has been the case in the past. This change is a result of the federally funded Tech Prep/School-
to-Work Alliance partnerships (as state-level grant recipients/partnerships) ceasing operations as of June 30, 2007.

- South Carolina Education and Business Alliance partners/Perkins 1V, Title | Innovation Alliances provided or
collaborated to provide Global Career Development Facilitator training, and many school- and ELO/WBL activities
support staff took the training to receive this national certification. The Education and Economic Development Act
requires that guidance personnel support the legislation's career guidance and counseling initiatives have the
training. South Carolina is number one in the nation relative to the number of GCDF-trained individuals.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available, what were the
direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional development
seminars, number of and passage rates on AP exams, number of students served in the program,
improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

- Approximately 100,000 students participated in at least one work-based learning activity.
- Seventeen courses were offered resulting in contextual methodology training for over 1,200 instructors.

- With almost 2,000 certified Global Career Development Facilitators (GCDFs), South Carolina outranks all other
states in promoting quality career development services!

(*)(**) Due to operational and organizational changes in Alliance partnerships and the activation of specific school-
and ELO/WBL activity reporting atoms in SASI/PS, these data were collected differently, and professional
development was managed differently during the 2008-09 school year. Note: Over 21,000 business partners
participated in providing ELO/WBL activities during the 2013-14 school year.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?
Outcome can be both quantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s objectives.

Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results, increases in
participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks purchased, etc.

The results of this program include the following:
1. more consistent implementation of the Education and Economic Development Act mandates related to
career education and counseling;
2. more consistent implementation of the Education and Economic Development Act mandates related to
the school- and ELO/WBL activities components;
3. better involvement, especially new educators, in utilizing the school- and work-based educational
opportunities for enhancing classroom instruction;
4. Dbetter training for teachers relative to contextual methodology instruction techniques;
improved student learning as a result of educators' use of contextual methodology concepts; and
6. improved career decision-making and course selection by students as a result of participation in the
various school and work-based learning activities.
Note: These results are based on accountability reports from site-based career specialists; reports and
documentation from the regional career specialists pertaining to data collection and contextual methodology
training; reports generated from the state's electronic data management system, including specific counts of
students completing Individualized Graduation Plans (elGP); and PowerSchool data extraction results.

u

Question 7: Program Evaluations
What was the date of the last external or internal evaluation of this program?

March 2014



Has an evaluation ever been conducted?

X Yes

No

If an evaluation was conducted, what were the results and primary recommendations of the most
recent evaluation?

There were no federal audit findings/exceptions noted. Many commendations were noted for model
programs and practices.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the EOC?

X Yes

No

If yes, please prove URL link here.

If no, why not?

Hard copy available



Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts were made to
any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential EIA reductions
totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

Additional funding cuts of 5% - 10% during the current fiscal year would result in a reduction of both salaries for
the state's 12 Regional Career Specialists (RCS) and a reduction in services related to providing contextual
methodology training as required by the 2005 Education and Economic Development Act. Realizing cuts in salaries
and services is the only way to absorb additional funding support. These twelve RCS salaries are already extremely
low for the services they provide, and such cuts result in significant challenges for these individuals.

One other option that could work in some cases would be to shorten the work year for the RCS to compensate for
more significant funding cuts, and, that too, would result in additional service delivery cuts.

Additional funding cuts to flow-through funds to districts would result in reduction of services and, in all
probability, furloughs or other personnel reduction decisions for positions supported by the funding. Specific
decisions related to managing personnel and services are local decisions reported on CATE Local Plans.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16 above the
current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and priorities of this program
change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there regulatory or
statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would assist this
program/organization in meeting its objectives?

The objectives, activities, and priorities associated with the performance responsibilities of the 12 Regional Career
Specialists (RCS) would not change. The extent to which services supporting activities would be reduced and
priorities may be rearranged to focus on the most critical initiatives and priorities associated with job performance
and service delivery. All of the RCS are GCDF nationally certified at the instructor level (GCDFI) and have much to
offer the regions they serve.

Funding provided at the current level for 2014-15 would be managed as described in the two previous items with,
perhaps, some additional consideration given to personnel reductions and/or performance responsibilities for
those providing services supported by these funds.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either
reference a website below or email the report directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.



mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

TECH PREP- WORK BASED LEARNING

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$3,021,348

$3,021,348

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$3,021,348

$3,021,348

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$3,021,348

$3,021,348

Other:

Balance Remaining

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$3,021,348

$3,021,348

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-2015

Coversheet
EIA-Funded Program Name: Modernize CTE Equipment
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-2015
Current EIA Appropriation: $6,682,406

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request additional information:
Susan Flanagan
Telephone Number: 803-734-8412

E-mail: sflanagn@ed.sc.gov

Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
_X_was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
____was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
____has been operational for less than five years
___was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
____isanew program implemented for the first time in the current fiscal year
___Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation act, govern
the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC Code of Laws including,
Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

59-53-1950

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General Appropriation Act, Act
101 of 2014.)



mailto:sflanagn@ed.sc.gov

Regulation(s):

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission on Higher
Education or other governor board exist that govern the implementation of this program?

Yes

X No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please distinguish between
the long-term mission of the program and the current annual objectives of the program. (The goals or
objectives should be in terms that can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

Long-term mission of the program:
Continue a system to purchase state-of-the-art equipment for career and technology education programs. This will
ensure that students are ready to enter employment with the necessary skills expected by employers.

Short-term objectives for 2014-15:

a. Percentage of career and technology education students, identified by CIP code, achieving an average of
at least 2.0 on final grades for the year for all career and technology courses taken or who passed
technical skill assessments that are aligned with industry-recognized standards if available and
appropriate will remain constant at 87.5%.

b. 2012-13 was the first year that assessments were included along with final grades to establish new
baseline data. Percentage should increase in 2014-15. This is a direct measurement of the skills attained
by students who have up to date equipment in CTE programs.

c. Percentage of CTE completers who are available for placement and placed in postsecondary education,
military service, or employment utilizing the career and technology competencies attained will be at least
94.0%. This percentage is calculated over a 3-year period of time. This is a direct measure that students
are being employed because they have been trained on the equipment used by employers.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or processes were
conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the objective(s) as provided in
Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities are planned for the current year?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made, technical
assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the objectives of
the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional development services
provided.

IF the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at the state
level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

Equipment purchases are approved by the Office of Career and Technology Education as part of the local plan
application. This procedure ensures that equipment purchases are targeted to keep CTE programs current and to
improve the placement of students after graduation.




We collect data on placement for CTE students from all school districts and career centers that receive this
funding. School districts/career centers that have not met the placement standard are required to develop an
improvement plan, with assistance from the Office of Career and Technology Education, specifying activities that
will be conducted to meet the standard.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available, what were the
direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional development
seminars, number of and passage rates on AP exams, number of students served in the program,
improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

Funds were used to update equipment used by over 228,077 students in CATE courses in school districts and multi-
district career centers.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both quantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s objectives.
Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results, increases in
participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks purchased, etc.

Use of modern equipment prepared CTE students for placement into employment or to continue their education.
The placement rate for CTE students was 96.4% which exceeded the federal and state accountability goals.

Question 7: Program Evaluations
What was the date of the last external or internal evaluation of this program?

March 2014

Has an evaluation ever been conducted?

X Yes

No

If an evaluation was conducted, what were the results and primary recommendations of the most
recent evaluation?

There were no federal audit findings/exceptions noted. Many commendations were noted for model
programs and practices.



Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the EOC?

X Yes

No

If yes, please prove URL link here.

If no, why not?

Hard copy available

Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts were made to
any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential EIA reductions
totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

Any additional cuts would directly further reduce the funds available to districts and career centers to purchase
equipment necessary to maintain career and technology programs that meet industry standards and that use
modern equipment.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16 above the
current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and priorities of this program
change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there regulatory or
statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would assist this
program/organization in meeting its objectives?

Priorities would remain to focus on high technology and high demand programs, but the number of programs
(activities) and the extent that these programs can be supported would be limited.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either
reference a website below or email the report directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.



mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

MODERNIZE CTE EQUIPMENT

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$6,359,609

$6,682,406

General Fund

$322,797

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

GF Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$6,682,406

$6,682,406

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$6,682,406

$6,682,406

Other:

Balance Remaining

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$6,682,406

$6,682,406

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-2015

Coversheet
EIA-Funded Program Name: Arts Curricular Grants
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-2015
Current EIA Appropriation: $1,487,571

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request additional
information:

R. Scot Hockman
Telephone Number:

803-734-0323
E-mail:

shockman@ed.sc.gov

Question 1. History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
____was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
____was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
____has been operational for less than five years
____was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
____isanew program implemented for the first time in the current fiscal year

X _Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.


mailto:shockman@ed.sc.gov

Code of Laws:

The grant was first offered in 1989, as Target 2000 Arts in Education.

The Arts Curricular Grants program is referenced in S.C. Code Ann. §
59-29-220 (2004). This funding is authorized from the South Carolina General
Assembly under the Education Improvement Act and the General Appropriations
Act, 2014 S.C. Act 286, Proviso 1A.10.

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2013-14 General
Appropriation Act, Act 101 of 2013.)

1A.11. (SDE-EIA: XI11.A_1-Arts in Education) Funds appropriated in Part
1A, Section 1, XI1.A.1. Arts Curricula shall be used to support innovative
practices in arts education curriculum, instruction, and assessment in the
visual and performing arts including dance, music, theatre, and visual arts
which incorporates strengths from the Arts in Education sites. They shall
also be used to support the advancement of the implementation of the visual
and performing arts academic standards. These funds shall be distributed to
schools and school districts under a competitive grants program; however, up
to thirty-three percent of the total amount of the grant fund shall be made
available as “Aid to Other Agencies” to facilitate the funding of
professional development arts institutes that have been approved by the State
Department of Education for South Carolina arts teachers, appropriate
classroom teachers, and administrators. Arts Curricular Grants funds may be
retained and carried forward into the current fiscal year to be expended in
accordance with the proposed award. (General Appropriations Act, 2013 S.C.
Acts 101, Proviso 1A.11)

Regulation(s):

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governor board exist that govern the implementation of this
program?

Yes

X No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that can be
guantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The primary goal of the Arts Curricular Innovation Grants is to raise student
achievement in the arts. The purpose of the Arts Curricular Innovation Grant
program is to provide funding to support quality educational programs in the
arts based on Arts in Education Model Sites. The funding should promote the




development and implementation of appropriate curricula, instruction, and
assessment based on the 2010 South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual
and Performing Arts. Proposals must address dance, music, theatre, and visual
arts.

There are three types of Arts Curricular Innovation Grants: Strategic
Planning Grants, Special Project Grants (SP/SP), and Distinguished Arts
Program (DAP) Grants. Grants are awarded on the basis of an annual
competitive review of applications.

All public schools and school districts in South Carolina are eligible to
apply for the Distinguished Arts Program Grant. However, 1if a district
submits a Distinguished Arts Program Grant proposal, no school 1in that
district may submit a proposal. Any number of schools in a district may apply
for a DAP or SP/SP grant provided the district is not an applicant of a DAP
grant. DAP applicants must submit a three-year strategic plan for arts
education as part of their grant application. Funding is not automatic as
applicants must submit an application and recompete each year with an
implementation year narrative.

Allowed expenditures are limited to those 1identified in the approved
application and include funding to:

- plan, develop, and implement arts education curricula, instruction, and
assessment;

- develop standards-based lessons and curriculum guides and purchase
resources required to implement these lessons;

- hire certified arts specialists or contract with professional artists
approved by the South Carolina Arts Commission; and/or

- provide for teacher professional development programs for arts specialists
or appropriate classroom teachers and administrators.

Innovative practices designated to enhance, accelerate, and assure the
meeting of grant"s goals of raising student achievement in the arts and
implementing the 2010 South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual and
Performing Arts are embedded in the strategies and activities section of the
grant.

Innovative practices might iInclude strategies to engage students more
effectively and rigorously in the study of the arts, thus increasing
participation. These practices should be unique and not what one would do as
a routine for the applicant. Strategies and activities may reflect proven
practices and/or resources modeled elsewhere. However, they must not be
copied verbatim and must result from the school or district needs assessment
using the Opportunities to Learn Standards.

The applicant must plan for sustainability of the grant program after the
funding period.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.



Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

For the 2014-15 school year 82 funded grants were funded serving
approximately 105,381 students. For the 2013-14 school year, 72 funded grants
were awarded serving approximately 105,890 students as self-reported in the
ACIG applications. For the 2012-13 school year, 73 grants were awarded
serving over 78,000 students.

Grant writing workshops were provided throughout the year at various
professional arts education conferences as well as the SCDE Research to
Practice Institutes. In addition, three technical assistance sessions were
held in Spring 2014, via Blackboard Collaborative and was archived for any
interested applicant to view.

Grantees submit expenditure reports to the SCDE quarterly. Itemized lists of
proposed budget expenditures are provided iIn the grant application. Actual
itemized expenditures are provided in the grantees final reports.

South Carolina Arts Assessment Program

Distinguished Arts Program Grant recipients are given the option to
participate iIn the South Carolina Arts Assessment Program (SCAAP) for fourth
grade students iIn the arts disciplines of music and the visual arts. The
South Carolina Arts Assessment Program (SCAAP) was established in 2000, as a
collaborative effort among the South Carolina State Department of Education
(SCDE), the University of South Carolina’s Office of Program Evaluation
(USC), and South Carolina arts educators. The purpose of the SCAAP is to
develop and administer two separate arts assessments aligned to the 2010
South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts. With
the SCAAP assessments, arts educators and school district personnel can
authentically measure their students®™ arts achievement and, as a result,
objectively evaluate instructional methods to improve their students®™ arts
achievement. As a result of feedback from the SCAAP assessments, teachers
have adjusted their [long-range plans to better address both the
implementation of the academic standards and the needs of their students.

Because the SCAAP assessments are based on the statewide arts academic
standards, the assessment has the potential to unify instructional objectives
incorporated in art and music classrooms throughout the state. As a leader in
arts assessment, SCAAP serves as a model for other states interested in
measuring student achievement in the arts. The tests were administered in
March and April 2014. This fall (2014), participating teachers and school
principals will receive an in-depth report card detailing the assessment
results for their students.

Current Development



Currently, SCAAP has two Tfully implemented assessments in music and visual
arts. All SCAAP assessments include a web-based multiple-choice section and
two performance tasks. The fourth grade music and visual arts assessments,
which have been fully implemented since 2004, are administered to schools
that receive Distinguished Arts Program (DAP) grants. In 2012-13, students
from 34 schools participated in one or both of the fourth grade assessments.
A total of 2,599 students participated in the music assessment, and 2,763
students participated in the visual arts assessment. SCAAP was initially
developed under the previous South Carolina Curriculum Standards for the
Visual and Performing Arts, and the assessments now have been realigned with
the 2010 South Carolina Academic Standards for the Visual and Performing
Arts. In the process, many items that did not align to the new standards
were removed from the SCAAP item bank. A work session involving arts
advisors from across the state to write new multiple-choice items that align
with the 2010 standards was held in November 2011. A total of 109 new items
were generated based on the fourth grade standards for both music and visual
arts during the item retreat, and several items were piloted on the 2011-12
assessment and are being phased in over the next few years.

Research

Because SCAAP is the only reliable and validated standards-based assessment
in the country, South Carolina arts educators and researchers have the unique
opportunity to use SCAAP data to better understand the relationship between
students arts and non-arts achievement. SCAAP researchers examined the
relationship between students®™ PACT and SCAAP scores and found a high
correlation between PACT scores and SCAAP multiple-choice scores (.74 to .85)
but a low correlation between PACT scores and SCAAP performance tasks scores
(-17 to .45). The low correlation indicates that the SCAAP performance tasks
provide student achievement information not revealed by compulsory statewide
assessments in non-arts areas. Further examination of SCAAP data has shown a
moderately low correlation between SCAAP performance tasks and poverty index
(-40), suggesting that students socioeconomic status 1is not a strong
indicator of academic achievement in the arts.

This summer the SCDE Education Associate for the Visual and Performing Arts
and the SCAAP Director presented two sessions on Analyzing and Reporting
SCAAP Results at the First National Arts Assessment Conference in Bethesda,
Maryland. As a result of this presentation the presenters were invited to
present at the Fifth International Symposium on Music Assessment in
Williamsburg, Virginia in February 2015.

Professional Development Arts Institutes

The SCDE sponsored 12 professional development arts institutes in 2014, with
approximately 393 teachers and administrators. The arts institutes are held
at various locations across South Carolina and are offered for graduate
credit. Arts institutes include topics such as standards implementation,
curriculum development and leadership, long range planning, alignment of
teaching practices with curriculum, classroom assessment, arts and
technology, arts integration, and media production in the arts. In addition,



institutes for new teacher training (up to three years), principals of arts
schools, and district arts coordinators were provided. The Arts Curricula
proviso provides that 33% of the funds be used for professional development
arts institutes. Through these professional development arts institutes
current research and findings iIn brain research impacting the arts is
provided so participants can utilize this research to maximize student
learning. Also, participants become reflective teachers so they can
effectively assess their own teaching strategies and outcomes and make
critical judgments about their teaching and methods to improve their
instructional practices.

In addition to the SCDE sponsored institutes, individual schools and
districts also use Arts Curricular Innovation funds for local professional
development.

Schools and districts also use the funds to hire teaching artists to work
with their students for one to two weeks or for extended residencies. Artists
are also hired for long-term residencies in order to provide semester or
yearlong residencies particularly in dance and theatre. In addition, funds
are used to hire certified arts specialists.

Other grant activities include special performances, arts assemblies, Ffine
arts day, fTield experiences, purchase of innovative supplies and equipment
including African drums, Japanese drums, sheet music, scripts, lighting
systems, sound systems, costumes, Uliterary materials, kilns, printing
presses, computers labs, and supporting software and hardware. Grants support
after school programs, activities for gifted and talented and special needs
populations, as well as strings programs.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, number of and passage rates on AP exams, number of students
served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

According to student numbers provided in the 72 funded grant applications
approximately 105,890 students are being served under the 2013-14 grants
cycle. 78,000 students were affected by the Arts Curricular Innovation Grants
in 2012-13.

Audience participation as result of the grants is in the thousands. This
includes participation by student bodies, parents, and the school community
at large. Participation includes assemblies, exhibition, and performances
which are held as a result of the Arts Curricular Innovation Grants. In
addition, grant activities that are implemented include programs and courses
unique to the schools, programs involving community partnerships,
establishment of arts academies, curriculum and assessment development,
outreach programs, and in depth cultural understanding. Ongoing participation
occurs due to equipment and programs that are purchased and sustained after
the grant period.

All professional development summer arts institutes are required to include
an evaluation component. A synthesis of the participants”’ evaluations Iis



shared with the program facilitator. The continuation and addition of
professional development opportunities are based on these evaluations hence
teachers®™ needs. Approximately 393 teachers and administrators attended 12
professional development arts institutes in 2014. The topics of the
institutes included: curriculum development, leadership, arts assessment, art
technology, music technology, arts integration, and institutes for new
teacher training and district arts coordinators. All institutes are
standards-based and are offered for graduate credit.

A total of 5,107 fourth grade students participated iIn the South Carolina
Arts Assessment Program multiple choice and performance tasks in both music
and visual arts.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?
Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s

objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

The objectives of the program have been determined as indicators of an
effective comprehensive and sequential arts program. All of these objectives
are position school and districts to grow standards-based arts programs. This
includes the development and implementation of appropriate curricula,
instruction, and assessment based on the 2010 South Carolina Academic
Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts. The grantee clearly describes
how the applicant will continue the grant initiatives and sustain the grant
activities after the funding period. As a result of this program, 105,381
students will participate in the arts activities through Arts Curricular
Innovation Grant funding 1in 2014-15 as self-reported 1in the ACIG
applications.

Each Arts Curricular Grant proposal states the following: Needs Assessment,
Goals and Objectives aligned to the Needs Assessment, Strategies and
Activities aligned to Goals and Objectives, and a summative and Tformative
evaluation that gives the applicant raters clear indications of the planned
evaluation. These steps prepare schools and districts to organize their
program and set benchmarks to gauge their successful implementation of their
strategic arts plans.

The Office of Program Evaluation at the University of South Carolina College
of Education prepares a comprehensive analysis in a technical report of
fourth grade music and visual arts South Carolina Arts Assessment Program
(SCAAP) test results. 5,107 students participated in the SCAAP test in the
spring of 2014.

Evaluations are given to the 393 teachers and administrators who participated
in the professional development arts institutes. The evaluations are given
during the post-institutes held during the fall.

Question 7: Program Evaluations

What was the date of the last external or internal evaluation of this program?



Grantee final report were submit by June 15, 2014
Has an evaluation ever been conducted?

X Yes

No

If an evaluation was conducted, what were the results and primary recommendations of
the most recent evaluation?

Each grant recipient is responsible for completing an evaluation of the
program. The results are used to modify future requests for proposals. The
grantees are required to provide specificity of results and outcomes -
holding them more accountable. Final reports are required of each grantee and
were due June 15, 2014.

Information required for each final report includes the following:

a. description of how the program was evaluated;

b. summary of the results, findings, and evaluation of the current
grant implementation year;

c. list any accomplishments of arts program supported by grant
funding and a clear explanation of how these accomplishments
affected student achievement in the arts;

d. clear explanation of how the 2010 South Carolina Academic
Standards for the Visual and Performing Arts were implemented;

e. clear description of the extent to which the goals and objectives
were achieved and strategies were implemented;

f. clear explanation of the rationale for actual expenditures as
they relate to the grant strategies and action steps; and

g- For DAP recipients only, a summary of plans for the continuation
of the three-year strategic plan into year-two or year-three.

In addition to the narrative, the final report must also include the
following support materials:

1. An itemized report of expenditures.

2. Copies of the evaluation tools that were used to measure the goals and
objectives.

3. Copies of curriculum guides, lesson plans, printed resources, and other
instructional materials that were developed as a part of the project. In
addition, please include any publicity or newspaper articles which were a
result of receiving this grant.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

X Yes

No

If yes, please provide URL link here.



This 1is the URL for information concerning submission of ACIG final
evaluation reports.

http://ed.sc.gov/agency/programs-
services/62/Arts _Curricular_Innovation _Grants.cfm

If no, why not?

Grantee evaluations are received in hard copy form and not posted online.
Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
ElA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

Potential EIA reductions for this year would result in a decrease in funds
that otherwise would be disbursed to Arts Curricular Innovation Grant
recipients. Many programs are dependent on the grant program for their
survival. Districts would have to eliminate some programs as a result of the
program not being Tfunded. This would be particular evident in rural
districts.

Grant awards amounts have been reduced over past years in order to fund more
grants to South Carolina schools and districts. The total Arts Curricula
allocation of $1,487,571 will be expended in grants for the 2014-15 grant
period. All funds will be disbursed. This year 89 schools and districts
applied for 2014-15 ACIG. These applications amounted to a request of
$1,595,985. As a result of requested amount exceeding the funded amount,
$108,414 was requested in excess of the amount provided for this program.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2014-15
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

In 2006-07, the Arts Curricular Grants program was funded at $1,723,554.

Reduction 1in the total grant allocation would result in quality grant
applications not being funded. Recipients who have historically received
these grants as well as new potential grantees would not be funded. DAP
applicants would not be able to realize the potential of their three-year
strategic plans on which the grant activities are based, thus providing a
quality, comprehensive, and sequential arts education for their students.



In 2007-08, the SCDE sponsored 20 week long professional development arts
institutes for over 500 teachers. In 2013-14, we had to reduce the number of
institutes we offered to 12 institutes for 393 teachers and administrators.

The number of schools being served through the SC Arts Assessment Program has
been reduced which means that feedback concerning school arts program and
standards implementation is not being sent to schools which otherwise would
have received an Arts Curricular Innovation Grant. Teachers rely on these
results to allow them to adjust their long-range plans and to implement
program improvements focusing on the implementation of academic standards and
student achievement in the arts.

As school arts programs are being reduced and teachers who leave the work
force are not being replaced, the Arts Curricular Innovation Grants help to
sustain programs where they may otherwise be cut. Currently, grantees are
dependent on this funding in order to sustain the quality comprehensive
sequential arts programs which they have been able to provide their students.
The arts career cluster is the second highest enrolled cluster. Arts
Curricular Innovation Grants help allow these students to reach their
potential through an arts major.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports,
either reference a website below or email the report directly to
mbarton@eoc.sc.qov.
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ARTS CURRICULA

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

Funding Sources .
g Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA $1,187,571 $1,487,571

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Transfer Out:

Carry Forward from Prior Year $12,185 $23,985

TOTAL: $1,199,756 $1,511,556

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

S Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $1,175,771 $1,511,556

Other:

Balance Remaining $23,985 $0

TOTAL: $1,199,756 $1,511,556

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2013-2014

Coversheet
EIA-Funded Program Name: Adult Education
Current Fiscal Year: 2013-2014
Current EIA Appropriation: $13,573,736

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request additional
information:

David Stout
Telephone Number:

803-734-8348
E-mail:

dstout@ed.sc.gov



mailto:dstout@ed.sc.gov

Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
____was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
____was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
____has been operational for less than five years
____was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
____isanew program implemented for the first time in the current fiscal year

X _Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

S.C. Code Ann. § 59-20-50(b) (2004)
General Appropriation Act, 2012-2013, S.C. Acts 291, Provisos 1A.30

SECTION 59-43-10. Powers of district board of trustees. [SC ST SEC 59-43-10]

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2013-14 General
Appropriation Act, Act 101 of 2013.)

Regulation(s):

SECTION 59-43-30. Funding. [SC ST SEC 59-43-30]
43-259. Adult Education. [SC ADC 43-259]

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governor board exist that govern the implementation of this
program?

X Yes

No




Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that can be
guantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

Long-Term Mission:

The mission of adult education is to provide academic programs to assist
adults in increasing their literacy level, earn a high school credential,
and acquire the skills for the workforce.

Plan, execute, and assess Adult Education. Provide coordination, support,
monitoring, technical assistance and resources. Ensures service to
students over age 17 in school districts, community-based organizations,
correctional institutions, city and county jails, technical colleges and
vocational rehabilitation centers.

Current Annual Goals:

Provide instruction and services to assist students in the completion of a
high school credential, entry-level job market skills, maintaining
employment, enrollment iIn post secondary education, military enlistment,
leaving public assistance. Provides academic training to parents through
family literacy programs. Provide instruction to assist in the completion
of a Career Readiness Certificate.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

IF the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected
at the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

Instructional services and staff development activities were provided to
adult education programs in order to increase the number of adults
enrolled in AE and GED preparation programs.

Each school district is required to offer adult education services to its
constituent citizens. Each program will have properly certified directors
and teachers. Provide a range of basic skills instruction, secondary
instruction, career readiness preparation, and English as a Second
Language (ESL) instruction to citizens 18 years of age and older. Each
adult education provider submits education performance summaries depicting
each level of achievement. Programs are expected to meet or exceed
negotiated performance standards mandated by the Office of Vocational and
Adult Education at the federal level. Staff development activities will be



offered by the four Regional Adult Education Technical Assistance Centers
(RAETAC) will lead to increased capabilities of instructional staff.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, number of and passage rates on AP exams, number of students
served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

For FY2013-14, 47,189 citizens benefited from adult education programs:
4,225 students benefited from adult education literacy programs, 14,511
17-21-year-olds were served; 8,713 adults earned a high school credential.
10,240 Career Readiness certificates were earned. Within the Department of
Corrections 3,044 inmates were provided academic services.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

Goals: 1) To increase the number of adults who earn a high school
credential; 1a) In 2013-14, 8,713 adults earned their high school
credential; students ages 17-21 earned 2,145 high school credentials; 2)
To iIncrease the number of Career Readiness Certificates issued; 2a) In
2013-14, 10,240 Career Readiness Certificates were issued; students ages
17-21 earned 2,819 Career Readiness Certificates. Since adult education
programs began offering preparation classes for the WorkKeys test in 2006-
07, 70,633 Career Readiness Certificates have been awarded to adult
education students.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
What was the date of the last external or internal evaluation of this program?

Non-applicable

Has an evaluation ever been conducted?
Yes

X No

If an evaluation was conducted, what were the results and primary recommendations of
the most recent evaluation?

none conducted

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?
Yes

X No

If yes, please prove URL link here.

If no, why not?

None available



Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

Since 100 percent of the funds are allocated to school district programs,
they will continue to reduce staff, restrict class offerings, and
expenditures fTor materials and supplies whether future reductions are 5 or
10 percent. Possible impact from additional budget reductions are as
follows: Classes will be shortened or cancelled, Staff reductions, Travel
restrictions for staff development, Less access to new technology, Fewer
funds to assist students with GED testing fTees, and reduced summer
classes.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

IT no additional funds would be available during 2014-15, the number of
adults completing a high school credential or a career readiness
certificate will not continue to increase as in past years. The biggest
impact on additional budget reductions is the state®"s lack of ability to
meet mandated federal maintenance of effort or matching requirements. A
dollar for dollar loss of federal funds is a strong possibility in the
near future.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports,
either reference a website below or email the report directly to
mbarton@eoc.sc.qov.
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ADULT EDUCATION

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$13,573,736

$13,573,736

General Fund

$0

$0

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

GF Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$13,573,736

$13,573,736

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$13,573,736

$13,573,736

Other:

Balance Remaining

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$13,573,736

$13,573,736

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet
ElIA-Funded Program Name: Students at Risk of School Failure
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15
Current EIA Appropriation: $79,551,723

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request
additional information:

Mellanie Jinnette
Mailing Address:

1429 Senate Street, Room 308,Columbia, SC 29201
Telephone Number:

803-734-3605
E-mail:

mjinnett@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

X Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

59-63-1300 Alternative Schools

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General
Appropriation Act, Act 286 of 2014.)

1A.25

Regulation(s):

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

Yes

X_No




Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

Long term mission: To serve students in academic risk of school failure through
alternative programs, reduced class sizes, and parenting family literacy programs.

Current Annual Objectives: To ensure funding is provided to districts so that they may
continue to support programs already in place to assist teachers, students and their
families.



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

The appropriation is used to serve students who would need special assistance through
reduced class sizes, remediation services or an alternative program setting.

For FY 2014-15, approximately, two-thirds of this funding was re-directed to the General
Fund, specifically the Education Finance Act, to fund an add-on weighting to support
students in need of academic assistance. The funding is allocated based on student test
scores for 3-8 assessments and high school assessments.

Annual audited financial data is received from SC school districts to ensure financial
viability of the program. Review of the most recent audited data indicate that school
districts predominantly use this funding for teacher salaries to support the programs
used to provide academic assistance to failing students.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

In 2013-14, students totally 650,000 we served by this funding. Because test scores were
used, some student counts, especially in the lower grades will be duplicated.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

Students do continue to make strides in test scores in SC; however, future testing will
need to be evaluated for success. Also changes to the USDA designation for poverty will
change the participation of students based on the new definitions.


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program every been conducted?
Yes

X No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?
Yes

No

If no, why not?

Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

Because this appropriation is 100% flow through funding to districts, any potential
reductions would be borne by the districts.



Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

Districts would need to ensure proper funding levels for teacher salaries via other
methods.



STUDENTS AT RISK SCHOOL FAILURESCHOOLS

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$136,163,204

$79,551,723

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$136,163,204

$79,551,723

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$136,163,204

$79,551,723

Other:

Balance Remaining

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$136,163,204

$79,551,723

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

EIA-Funded Program Name:

Current Fiscal Year:

Current EIA Appropriation:

Name of Person Completing
Survey and to whom EOC
members may request
additional information:

Mailing Address:

Telephone Number:

E-mail:

Coversheet

High Schools That Work

2014-15

$2,146,499

Tina Jamison

1429 Senate Street
Rutledge Room 604C
Columbia, SC 29201

803-734-3397

tlamison@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

_X Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

2005 South Carolina Education and Economic Development Act (EEDA), Chapter 59, (Section
59-59-10) (Section 59-59-130)

Proviso(s): 1A.18

Regulation(s):

The 2005 South Carolina Education and Economic Development Act requires that, by the 2009-
10 school year, all high schools in the state adopt a whole school reform model based on the
principles of High Schools That Work.

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

X Yes

No




Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The primary goal of the program is for High Schools That Work sites to utilize the 10 key
practices to improve student achievement.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

Sites are directed to the Southern Regional Education Board for technical assistance.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

No data from SCDE were tracked in regard to this program.


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

No data from SCDE were tracked in regard to this program.

Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
__ X Yes
No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

January and February 2014 — HSTW/MMGW/CTCW Program Assessments and Surveys were
given at targeted sites.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?
Yes

X No

If no, why not?

Southern Regional Education Board maintains records of the assessments and surveys given.




Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

Potential EIA reductions could not be offset. Flow-through monies to school districts would
likely be reduced.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’'s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

Objectives, activities and priorities of the program would not change. No changes are
recommended at this time.



HIGH SCHOOLS THAT WORK

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$2,146,499

$2,146,499

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

GF Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

TOTAL:

$2,146,499

$2,146,499

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$2,146,499

$2,146,499

Other: Sales Tax

Balance Remaining

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$2,146,499

$2,146,499

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet
ElIA-Funded Program Name: Education and Economic Development Act
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15
Current EIA Appropriation: $6,013,832

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request
additional information: Sabrina Moore

Mailing Address: 1429 Senate Street, Ste. 805, Columbia, SC 29210

Telephone Number: 803-734-8433

E-mail: smoore@ed.sc.gov
Question 1. History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
___was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
___is anew program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

_X Other: funded by EIA for the first time in 12-13, prior to 12-13, EEDA was general
fund



Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws: Chapter 59 of Title 59

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General
Appropriation Act, Act 286 of 2014.)

1A.18 (Dropout Prevention and High Schools That Work Programs) SDE must report annually
on the effectiveness of dropout prevention programs funded by the Education and Economic
Development Act and on the High Schools that Work Programs' progress and effectiveness in
providing a better prepared workforce and student success in post-secondary education.

1A.60 (SDE: Education and Economic Development Act Carry Forward) Funds provided for the
Education and Economic Development Act may be carried forward into the current fiscal year to
be expended for the same purposes by the department, school districts, and special schools.

Regulation(s): State Board of Education (SBE) Regulation 43-274.1, At-Risk Students

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

X Yes

No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

Long-term Mission: To promote the development of a curriculum organized around a career
cluster system that provides students with both strong academics and real world problem
solving skills.




Objective: To provide districts funds, on a competitive basis, to continue serving targeted groups
students at risk of not being adequately prepared for the next grade level.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

For 2013-14, approximately $4 million was available to be awarded to elementary, middle, and
high schools in various districts to implement and/or continue targeted services to students at
risk of not being prepared for or promoted to the next grade level.

No changes are planned for 2014-15.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

During school year 2013-14 approximately $4 million was awarded to a total of 106 schools
representing 42 districts to continue the implementation evidence-based at-risk student
intervention models. A portion of these funds was awarded to a total of 22 schools, representing
15 districts, to support evidence-based at-risk student initiatives during the summer break.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Regulations approved by the South Carolina Board of Education and the General Assembly in
2007 established desired outcomes or performance criteria based on the specific needs of the at-
risk population and on the nature and structure of the particular model implemented in a
district/school. End-of-the-Year Reports received from districts/schools revealed the following
outcomes for 2013-14:
0 The average daily attendance for students who participated in EEDA funded and/or
endorsed programs was 95.5%.
o Ninety-five percent (95%) of schools reported a decrease in discipline referrals for
students.
o One hundred percent (100%) of schools reported a more positive attitude toward school
and learning.
o Sixty-eight percent (68%) of schools reported an increase of at least 0.5 of a point in the
mean grade point average (GPA).
0 One hundred percent (100%) of students who participated in EEDA funded and/or
endorsed programs completed an Individual Graduation Plan (IGP).



Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?

Yes

X No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

Yes

No

If no, why not?

Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
ElA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

To absorb or offset a potential reduction, the amount of at-risk funding available to districts will
decrease. As a result, fewer students would be served.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?



If no additional EIA revenues are appropriated in 2015-16 above the current year's
appropriation, the objectives, activities, and priorities will continue to be implemented as they
currently are.



EEDA

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA - Recurring

$7,315,832

$6,013,832

EIA - Non-recurring

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$1,129,694

$274,626

TOTAL:

$8,445,526

$6,288,458

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

$610,000

$513,832

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$7,560,900

$5,774,626

Other:

Balance Remaining

$274,626

$0

TOTAL:

$8,445,526

$6,288,458

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet
ElIA-Funded Program Name: Assessment Testing
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15
Current EIA Appropriation: $27,261,400

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request
additional information:

Leslie Dawes
Mailing Address:

SC Department of Education
1429 Senate St., Rm 200-B
Columbia, SC 29201

Telephone Number:
803-734-4944

E-mail: ldawes@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
_X_ was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
___was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
___isanew program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

___Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

C. Code Ann § 59-18-100 (Supp. 2012)
. Code Ann § 59-18-110 (Supp. 2012)
. Code Ann § 59-18-120 (Supp. 2012)
. Code Ann § 59-18-310 (Supp. 2012)
. Code Ann § 59-18-320 (Supp. 2012)
Code Ann § 59-18-350 (Supp. 2012)
Code Ann § 59-18-360 (Supp. 2012)
Code Ann § 59-18-900 (Supp. 2012)
. Code Ann § 59-18-910 (Supp. 2012)
. Code Ann § 59-18-920 (Supp. 2012)
. Code Ann § 59-18-930 (Supp. 2012)
- S. C. Code Ann § 59-18-950 (Supp. 2012)
S.C. Act 155 of 2014

S.C. Act 200 of 2014

O0000000O0O0

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General Appropriation Act,
Act 286 of 2014.)

1A.3 (SDE-EIA: XII.B — Half Day Program for Four-Year Olds)
1A.16. (SDE-EIA: School Districts and Special Schools Flexibility)




1A.19. (SDE-EIA: Assessment)

1A.29. (SDE-EIA: Assessments-Gifted & Talented, Advanced Placement, & International
Baccalaureate Exams)

1A.45. (SDE-EIA: Summer Exit Exam Cost
1A.58. (SDE-EIA: South Carolina Success Program)
1A.76. (SDE-EIA: Prekindergarten and Kindergarten Assessments

Regulation(s):

- South Carolina Code of Regulations, Chapter 43, § 43-100. Test Security

- South Carolina Code of Regulations, Chapter 43, 8 43-220. Gifted and Talented

- South Carolina Code of Regulations, Chapter 43, § 43-234. Defined Program, Grades 9-12
- South Carolina Code of Regulations, Chapter 43, § 43-259. Graduation Requirement

- South Carolina Code of Regulations, Chapter 43, § 43-260. Use and Dissemination of Test
Results

- South Carolina Code of Regulations, Chapter 43, § 43-262. Assessment Program
- South Carolina Code of Regulations, Chapter 43, § 43-262.4. End-of-Course Tests

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

X  Yes

No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

A. Administer the South Carolina Palmetto Assessment of State Standards (SCPASS) tests in
science and social studies tests to all students in grades four through eight.

B. Administer a new assessment in English language arts and mathematics to students in
grades three through eight, and eleven.

C. Administer the South Carolina Alternate Assessment (SC-Alt) in science, and social studies
to students who are age 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 by September 1 of the assessment year.

D. Administer the NCSC Alternate Assessment in English language arts for students who are
age 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15 by September 1 of the assessment year



E. Administer the examinations for the End-of-Course Examination Program (EOCEP) to
students taking gateway or benchmark courses. Continue the administration of electronic
versions of the examinations.

F. Administer a readiness assessment focused on early language and literacy to all students
entering a publicly funded prekindergarten or public kindergarten.

G. Provide funding for the PSAT examinations.

H. Administer the CogAT/IA and state-developed performance assessments as a part of the
process to assist in the identification of students for participation in programs for the gifted and
talented.

I. Provide funding for Advanced Placement examinations.
J. Provide funding (if available) for International Baccalaureate examinations.

K. Conduct sessions to train district test coordinators in the administration of all state testing
programs.

L. Provide funding for formative assessments on the Adoption List of Formative Assessments
and for the SC Success Program.



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

A. Administered PASS writing, English language arts, and mathematics assessments in grades
three through eight. Administered PASS science and social studies tests to all students in
grades four and seven. Administered PASS science and social studies tests in grades three,
five, six, and eight, so that either the science or social studies assessment is administered to
each student.

B. Administered the South Carolina Alternate Assessment (SC-Alt) in English language arts,
mathematics, science, and social studies to students who are age 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15
by September 1 of the assessment year.

C. Administered the High School Assessment Program (HSAP) in mathematics and English
language arts to students beginning in the second year after their initial enrollment in ninth
grade.

D. Administered the End-of-Course Examination Program (EOCEP) to students taking gateway
or benchmark courses. Continued administering the electronic versions of the examinations.

E. Administered the CogAT/ITBS and state-developed performance assessments as a part of
the process to assist in the identification of students for participation in programs for the gifted
and talented.

E. Provided funding for Advanced Placement examinations.

F. Conducted sessions to train district test coordinators in the administration all state testing
programs.

G. Obtained a contract for the SC Success Program via solicitation.

H. Funds to offset the cost of formative assessments were distributed to districts. School
districts submit information on the grade levels and the numbers of students tested and copies
of purchase orders and invoices for formative assessments.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

A. In spring 2014, SCPASS tests were administered to students in grades three through eight.
The SCPASS English language arts tests were administered to 329,737 students. The SCPASS
writing tests were administered to 328,329 students. The SCPASS mathematics tests were
administered to 329,737 students. The SCPASS science tests were administered to 220,392
students. The SCPASS social studies tests were administered to 220,023 students.

B. In 2013-14, 1,526 elementary school students, 1,476 middle school students, and 429 high
school students participated in the SC-Alt.

C. In the spring of 2014, the HSAP English language arts assessment was administered to
52,679 students in the second year after their initial enrollment in ninth grade. The HSAP
Mathematics assessment was administered to 52,690 students in the second year after their
initial enroliment in ninth grade. In all of 2013-14, the HSAP English language arts assessment
was administered to 60,187 students and the HSAP Mathematics assessment was administered
to 65,082 students.

D. In 2013-14, the EOCEP Algebra 1/Math for the Technologies 2 examination was
administered to 58,750 students. The English 1 examination was administered to 56,315
students. U.S. History and Constitution was administered to 47,731 students. The Biology
1/Applied Biology 2 examination was administered to 53,478 students.

E. In 2013-14, the CogAT/ITBS were administered to 55,323 students. State-developed
performance assessments were administered to 20,651 students as a part of the process to
assist in the identification of students for participation in programs for the gifted and talented.

F. In 2013-14, provided funding for 39,577 Advanced Placement examinations.

G. Workshops were conducted in 2013-14 to train district test coordinators from each school
district in the administration of all state assessment programs.

H. Funded the SC Success Program. The number of students who participated in the
assessment was 17,641.

I. In 2013-14, allocations totaling $1,463,973 were made to school districts for the purchase of
approved formative assessments.


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

Results are posted at the Research Portal of the South Carolina Department of Education’s
Website (http://ed.sc.gov).

Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
__ X Yes
No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

Reviews by the Education Oversight Committee were conducted before the assessment data
were included in state report cards following the statewide field-test administration. All
assessments have been approved by the EOC.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?
Yes

X No

—_——

If no, why not?

All documentation is maintained by the Education Oversight Committee.




Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

If insufficient funds are available, the Department will request that tests not used for federal
accountability be reduced in scope or completely eliminated. In addition, funds to districts for
formative assessments could be reduced or eliminated. These changes would require
legislative action.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’'s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

If insufficient funds are available, the Department will request that tests not used for federal
accountability be reduced in scope or completely eliminated. In addition, funds to districts for
formative assessments could be reduced or eliminated. These changes would require
legislative action.



ASSESSMENT-TESTING

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA $24.,761,400 $24,761,400
General Fund $0 $0
Lottery
Fees
Other Sources
EIA Transfer $2,500,000
GF Reduction
Carry Forward from Prior Year $0 $3,259,519
TOTAL: $24,761,400 $30,520,919

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service (Temporary) $1,000 $2,500
Contractual Services $20,012,025 $28,843,646
Supplies & Materials $498 $150,000
Fixed Charges $19,250 $50,000
Travel $4,903 $10,000
Equipment

Employer Contributions $232 $800
Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $1,463,973 $1,463,973
Other: Sales Tax

Balance Remaining $3,259,519 $0
TOTAL.: $24,761,400 $30,520,919
+# FTES:




ASSESSMENT-TESTING

$0



EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

EIA-Funded Program Name:

Current Fiscal Year:

Current EIA Appropriation:

Name of Person Completing
Survey and to whom EOC
members may request
additional information:

Mailing Address:

Telephone Number:

E-mail:

Coversheet

Reading

2014-15

$6,542,052

Candice Walsh

South Carolina Department of Education
Office of School Transformation

1429 Senate Street, Room 902-A
Columbia, SC 29201

(803) 734-0091

CLWalsh@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

X_Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’'s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws: None

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General Appropriation Act,
Act 286 of 2014.)

1A.36 (SDE-EIA: Reading)

Regulation(s): None

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

Yes

X No




Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The single long-term mission is to raise achievement in reading and writing for all South
Carolina students. Actions, based on the following state objectives, provide a unified vision
to address our primary challenges (low student achievement in reading and writing, literacy
achievement gaps among demographic groups, summer loss in literacy achievement, and
lack of critical elements necessary for high-progress literacy classrooms) and to guide
implementation of Read to Succeed (R2S) as a tool to increase student literacy
achievement:

Provide professional learning opportunities — a statewide approach to deliver high
guality, ongoing professional learning that supports implementation of R2S and the best
practices associated with the CCSS, promotes high-progress literacy classrooms
(HPLCs) and is based on state-wide data and current research.

Develop a comprehensive assessment system — a system of assessment that
determines the diverse needs of all learners with the purpose of providing intentional,
strategic, and responsive instruction.

Implement effective instructional practices — a plan for implementing instructional
practices proven effective in raising literacy achievement and delivered in a literacy-rich
environment to authentically engage all readers and writers.

Foster partnerships — a plan for successful partnerships and communication with all
stakeholders ensuring lifelong literacy success for all children.

Current annual objectives include implementing the following actions to address the outlined
challenges.

Provide professional development opportunities supporting Pre-K and K-12 educators
to understand and implement critical elements of Read to Succeed

0 Training over 600 state-funded K-5 reading coaches

o0 Provide professional development support for middle and high school educators
with the intent to successfully implement the R2S legislation.

o0 Provide professional development support for administrators regarding their role
as the leader of literacy in their schools and how R2S should be implemented in
their buildings.

Provide professional development opportunities focused on the effective use of a data
analysis framework and strategies. This process provides educators with the tools to
plan, implement, monitor and sustain successful data teams.

Provide professional development in support of qualifications for current literacy
endorsements to help districts and schools train, reward, and retain effective teachers.
Collaborate with literacy associations such as SCIRA, local early childhood agencies,
state agencies, non-profit organizations and community organizations to communicate
R2S legislation and competencies, and to promote literacy achievement.



A yearly summary report will include information on the specific actions completed or in
progress and present available student achievement outcomes. Data will be
disaggregated by grade level and demographic variables such as gender,
socioeconomic status, ethnicity, English language learners, and disability status. Data
will be examined to assess which actions are needed to achieve continued increases in
student performance measures in reading and writing. In addition, the Office of School
Transformation will continue researching the effects of implementing specific research-
based practices in South Carolina classrooms, focused on foundational elements
described in the research on high-progress literacy classrooms.



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

During the prior fiscal year, a comprehensive plan was implemented which included the
following professional development opportunities:

e Best Practice Seminar Series

e Literacy Leader Program Series

¢ Implementing Common Core State Standards Series
e Data Team Training

e Earl Childhood Institutes

e Exemplary Writing Program

e Summer Reading Camp

The partnership with Clemson University and the Reading Recovery® Center continued in
2013-14, which allowed for training and support of Reading Recovery® teachers and teacher
leaders across the state.

For the current fiscal year, professional development opportunities will be directed toward
implementation of Read to Success (R2S). Our focus this year will be to train over 600 state-
funded K-5 reading coaches. The state has been divided into 7 regions. Two literacy
specialists have been assigned to each region. These coaches will attend professional
development twice a month within their region gaining knowledge and information of best
practices, competencies, R2S legislation and coaching.

We will also hold a middle and high regional series of 3 sessions in multiple locations (north and
south). The intent of this series is to provide middle and high participants with the information
they will need in order to implement the R2S legislation.

Additionally, we will hold an administrators series of 3 sessions in multiple locations (north and
south). The intent of this series is to provide administrators with information regarding their role
as the leader of literacy in their school and how R2S should be implemented in their buildings.



Also in the current year, the partnership with Clemson University and the Reading Recovery®
Center will continue. A grant award in the amount of $493,815.00 was provided to Clemson.

This allows for ongoing training and support of Reading Recovery® teachers and teacher
leaders across the state.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

Emailed documentation:

2013-2014 Best Practice Series Summary
2013-2014 Literacy Leaders Program Summary, and
2013-2014 Reading Recovery Overview

In 2013-2014, the Office of Instructional Practices and Evaluations provided 234 on-site
professional development opportunities attended by 2,400 educators and stakeholders. An
outline of professional development offerings and a breakdown of participant attendance follow.

Best Practice Series: Three state-level seminars highlighting best practices in literacy were
offered to K-12 educators. The series featured three of four authors of Connecting
Comprehension and Technology (2013): Stephanie Harvey, Anne Goudvis, and Kathleen
Ziemke. The presentations were planned to help teachers envision and embrace technology,
and provided practical lessons using readily accessible tools to teach students how to navigate,
evaluate, collaborate, and communicate through digital resources. The 161 Best Practices
Series’ attendees represented 41.5% of all SC school districts.

Implementing the Common Core State Standards: This series focused on the critical
elements of reading and writing instruction consistent with the rigorous content and application
of knowledge demanded by the CCSS and High Progress Literacy Classrooms (HPLCs).
Presentations served the needs of a variety of educators: district and school administrators,
curriculum personnel, PreK-12 teachers, and media specialists. A total of 54 sessions were
attended by 911 participants.

Decision Making for Results—Data Team Training: This seminar series guided participants
through a systematic process to support better decisions to sustain powerful practices, make
midcourse corrections and discontinue ineffective practices. Seventy-three schools and 289
educators participated.

Literacy Leader Program Series: The goal of this regionally-offered, year-long series is to
build leadership capacity in schools and dramatically increase student achievement through the
CCSS and HPLCs. A total of 327 participants in 44 districts representing 176 schools attended.

Early Childhood Institutes: Multiple sessions were offered state-wide. Additionally, at the
request of individual school districts, sessions were offered locally. Best practices in early


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

childhood education, including the Opening the World of Learning (OWL) curriculum, formed the
basis for all professional development. A total of 309 participants attended representing 34
districts and 76 schools.

Writing in the Age of Common Core Exemplary Writing Practices Series (EWP): These
sessions provided critical writing elements consistent with the CCSS and an overview of the
EWP self-assessment tool. Five sessions were offered and attended by 207 administrators and
teachers representing 42 districts and 87 schools.



Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s

objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks

purchased, etc.

Professional development attendance data for 2013-2014 demonstrate an increase in the
number of offerings, the number of participating districts, and the number of participants when

compared to cumulative data for 2012-2013.

(0}

(0}

(0}

Survey results from all professional development continue to be overwhelmingly positive.
Surveys also indicate a desire for continued and expanded professional development offerings.

A total of 234 sessions were held in 2013-2014 compared to 155 sessions in the

previous year.

In 2013-2014, representatives from 100% of all South Carolina school districts, including
the South Carolina Public Charter District, attended offerings. This is an increase from

97.6% in 2012-2013.

A total of 2400 unique participants attended sessions held in 2013-2014 compared to

2006 participants in the previous year.

Samples of 2013-2014 comments from exit surveys of two of our largest offerings follow.

Best Practice Series:

More of the same! I'd love to see more technology and more "teaching reading".
Especially for high school students! Classroom Teacher

| especially appreciated the practical application of the information presented.
When | walk away from a workshop, | want to be able to integrate what | have
learned into my curriculum. | would suggest having more Best Practice sessions
that have the same practical application to the classroom.

Media Specialist/Librarian

Literacy Leaders Series:

The Literacy Leaders experience aided me as a teacher by adding ‘tools to my
tool box’ (Example: ‘Read, Cover, Jot, Read’ strategy); adding to my knowledge
base increased my overall effectiveness as a teacher. Instructionally based
assigned readings, research based findings, peer discussions, and self-
reflections improved my literacy practices and expanded my instructional
strategies.

Classroom teacher, grades 9-12

The topics focused on were extremely helpful. Before adding more topics, |
would like to see more teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches
offered the opportunity to join in Literacy Leaders training. | feel like schools
need to fully implement the topics/strategies, and in order to do this, more
personnel need to be trained - the training was excellent!

District Administrator



Student Achievement results for 2014 currently available on the SCDE website demonstrate
growth in both reading and writing.

2014 PASS writing results:

0 For 2014, students in grades 3 and 5 scoring “met” and “exemplary” in Writing
demonstrate an increase of 7.8% and 6.3%, respectively, over students who scored
“met” and “exemplary” in 2013.

o For historically variant demographic groups in South Carolina (males vs. females;
blacks vs. whites; and subsidized meals vs. full-pay meals), patterns of change
demonstrate that traditionally lower-scoring student groups are closing the gaps in
grades 3 and 5 for Writing outcomes.

2014 ACT reading results:

0 A comparison of statewide reading scores for graduating seniors demonstrates an
increase from 20.8 to 20.9 from the 2013 administration of ACT to the 2014
administration.

0 A comparison of mean composite statewide scores demonstrates an increase as
well. Statewide public school students mean scores increased from 20.1 to 20.2
from the 2013 administration of ACT to the 2014 administration.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
__X_Yes
No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

September, 2014 (external); September 2014 (internal)

EVALUATION #1: The Best Practice Seminar Series had 161 participants committed to the
statewide sessions. Survey data demonstrate participants found the series supportive in
incorporating readily available technology and developing instructional structures, strategies and
assessments to promote student achievement. This series is recommended for continuation.

EVALUATION #2: Response to professional development offered through the Literacy Leader
Program was overwhelmingly positive for all seven regional groups. Three hundred twenty-
seven educators representing 176 schools in 44 districts (53.7% of districts) participated in the
series of 8 regionally-offered sessions. With the adoption of the Read to Succeed legislation,
Literacy Leaders will be discontinued as a stand-alone offering. However many components
and best practices associated with Literacy Leaders series will be incorporated into the training
of over 600 K-5 state-funded reading coaches. This series is concluded with the adoption of the
Read to Succeed legislation.

EVALUATION #3: Of the children served in Reading Recovery, 64% of all students (including
those who did not receive a complete program) successfully reached average reading levels
relative to their peers after approximately 15 weeks of RR instruction. This continues the trend
of increased, timely and successful intervention for our most struggling first grade students and
the seventh year in a row SC Reading Recovery results have exceeded the national results.
This initiative is recommended for continuation.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

X Yes
No

If no, why not?



Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

If the EIA funding were cut by 5% or 10%, reading support would share in redesign and/or
reduction of planned efforts. In the last few years, some professional development offerings
shifted from face-to-face to virtual, with limited success. While virtual offerings can be
considered to offset new funding reductions, moves in this direction limit added actions without
serious impact for educators and their students. With the full implementation of the Read to
Succeed legislation in 2014-15, the need for appropriate support is great.

The highly successful Best Practice Series with national speakers is not a candidate for virtual
screenings due to contractual issues with publishers.

Any reductions in funding for Reading Recovery® implementation would result in fewer students
being served, thus impacting the SCDE'’s ability to address our primary challenges of low
student achievement in reading and writing and literacy achievement gaps among demographic
groups.



Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

If no new additional revenues are appropriated for FY 2015-16, the agency would continue to
provide services and support to schools and districts at the current level, providing, as
necessary, a tiered approach of professional development and more virtual support.

Current funding levels may continue to be problematic for 2015-16 in districts and schools as
they work to maintain their current level of participation in SCDE professional development
opportunities and in Reading Recovery. Their ability to reallocate in-house monies will be
increasingly hampered with continued shortfalls.

The expansion of technology advancements like Elluminate, Skype, StreamlineSC, Egnyte,
DropBox, eLearning, Moodle, Blackboard and virtual classrooms may help offset funding issues.
However, many districts and schools lag behind in technology as a result of too little funding.
While the SCDE may offer more virtual support, these districts and schools will be unable to
access them. Lack of access to virtual professional development opportunities impedes
teachers’ continuing education, which may mean less accelerated learning for students.



South Carolina Department of Education
Office of Instructional Practices and Evaluation
2013-2014 Best Practices Series Summary Report
September, 2014

In support of the 2013-2014 implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and in
collaboration with the South Carolina Council of the International Reading Association (SCIRA), a
series of state-level seminars highlighting best practices in literacy were offered to literacy and
content educators. Schools and districts were encouraged to send a team to a// sessions in the series
to promote continuity for more generative and comprehensive implementation of the CCSS in
participating schools.

The series of three sessions featured the authors of Connecting Comprehension and Technology
(2013): Stephanie Harvey, Anne Goudvis, Katie Muhtaris and Kathleen Ziemke. Classroom and
special education teachers, administrators, literacy coaches, curriculum coordinators, higher education
and department heads were encouraged to attend whether they were taking first steps into technology
or looking to leverage existing resources. The seminars were planned to help teachers envision and
embrace technology as a powerful tool for extending an active literacy learning framework in
classrooms. Presentations offered practical lessons using readily accessible tools to teach students
how to navigate, evaluate, collaborate, and communicate through digital resources.

Combined attendance for the three Best Practice Sessions included 161 educators and other
stakeholders representing 34 South Carolina school districts (41.5%) and 75 schools. As in past
years, this series draws strong participation by district administrators and curriculum personnel with
over half of the participants representing these two groups (57.7%). Classroom teachers represented
the second largest individual group at 25.5%. A breakdown of attendees by their professional role
follows.

2013-2014 BEST PRACTICES
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 30 18.6%
School Administrators 4 2.5%
Curriculum Personnel 63 39.1%
Classroom Teachers 41 25.5%
Media Specialists 10 6.2%
Other Participants 13 8.1%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 161 100.0%

Unfortunately, because of heavy winter ice storms in South Carolina, sessions had to be rescheduled.
These late date changes meant that Katie Muhtaris was unable to present with Kathleen Ziemke as
originally planned. It may also have impacted the number of sessions participants were able to attend.
Only 40% of all registered participants attended all three sessions.



Outcome: EXit Survey

Following the series’ completion, participants were asked to respond to several questions regarding
their experiences with the Best Practice Series in 2013-2014. A total of 40 surveys were submitted and
those responders represent a wide range of educational roles: district administrators, curriculum

personnel, literacy specialists, classroom teachers, media specialists, technology coaches and

representatives from state agencies. As in past years, participants highly regarded the expertise of the
presenters and the relevance of the information and demonstrations they shared. For each of the
questions, the average combined *“agree” and “strongly agree” ratings ranged from 90.0% to 95.0%. A

full break down of responses follows.

2013-2014 BEST PRACTICE SERIES
EXIT SURVEY REPONSES (N=40)

Please consider each of the following aspects of

%

%

%

%

the Best Practice session(s) you attended and Strongly | Disagree | Agree | Strongly
indicate your overall agreement/disagreement Disagree Agree
with each statement. These sessions ...

1. ...were of high quality. 5.0% 0.0% 475% | 47.5%
2. ...were relevant to my needs. 5.0% 2.5% 47.5% 45.0%
3. ...provided important resources | can share 2504 50% 35.0% | 57.5%
with my colleagues. ' ' ' '

4. ...included demonstrations and classroom video

clips which helped me envision technology as a 2.5% 5.0% 35.0% | 57.5%
tool for enhancing literacy instruction.

5. ...included pertinent strategies for literacy 2 504 2504 425% | 52.5%
instruction across content areas.

6. ...provided sufficient time for dialogue and 2 504 7 5% 45.0% | 45.0%
planning with my colleagues.

7. ...met my expectations. 5.0% 2.504 50.0% 42.5%

Of those who did not agree, dissatisfaction was noted in particular from those who were looking for
more in-depth technology applications and/or from secondary educators who were looking for
engagements and video examples specific to middle and high school classrooms.

This professional learning opportunity was not helpful. The group was too large.

Individualize attention and hands-on opportunities could not be delivered. Wrong topic

for the group size!

District Administrator




More content geared toward middle and high school teachers. Anne Goudvis had
no middle or high school content prepared and only shared one when asked.
Kristen Ziemke shared no middle or high school content. While I realize that she
is a first grade teacher and her strategies were useful, a class set of iPads are
unrealistic at the middle and high school level across much of the state. I would
like to see small-group Chromebook instruction for Middle and High school only.
Technology Coach

However, most respondents demonstrated overall satisfaction with the sessions they attended.
Representative responses follow.

We will be implementing New Tech in our 9th grade classes next year. Ms. Ziemke's

information (strategies as well as resources) will be invaluable to our teachers. I'm sure

our staff will also appreciate ideas for working with limited resources helpful as well.
Curriculum Specialist

More of the same! 1'd love to see more technology and more "teaching reading".
Especially for high school students! Classroom Teacher

Some of the strategies outlined in Kristen's presentation will carry over to new-teacher
training as methods of delivering and responding to content; Kristen's emphasis of
explaining that technology is a tool embedded into what's already done in the classroom
will help shape information sessions for parents and teachers; strategies and lesson ideas
will be shared with tech integration specialist teachers.

Curriculum Specialist

Anne Goudvis had wonderful charts that she displayed where students worked on
their research... This information was wonderful and I will share it with my faculty to
help them see other possibilities they can do with their students.

Curriculum Specialist

I really enjoyed Kristin's part of the presentation and loved seeing how seamlessly the
instruction and technology flowed in her classroom. [ have shared several ideas such
as the recording room made out of the shower curtain and back channeling with
Padlet. Technology Coach

I love how the Comprehension Toolkit was woven into all aspects of the trainings.
Curriculum Specialist

I especially appreciated the practical application of the information presented. When [
walk away from a workshop, I want to be able to integrate what I have learned into my
curriculum. I would suggest having more Best Practice sessions that have the same
practical application to the classroom. Media Specialist/Librarian

For 2014-2015, plans are currently in progress to continue offering the Best Practice Series as on-going
support South Carolina educators and their students.



South Carolina Department of Education
Office of Instructional Practices and Evaluation

2013-2014 Literacy Leaders Program Summary Report
September, 2014

The Unit of Literacy and Early Learning at the South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE) and the
South Carolina Council of the International Reading Association (SCIRA) provided a year-long
professional development program for literacy leaders. The goal of the 2013-2014 Literacy Leaders
Program is to build capacity in schools for implementing the Common Core State Standards (CCSS)
and dramatically increasing student achievement by building High Progress Literacy Classrooms
(HPLC). In HPLCs, all students are highly engaged in reading and writing appropriately-leveled text for
most of the literacy instructional time provided across content areas. To create a vision of effective
literacy instruction, instructional leaders must have a common, comprehensive understanding of
evidence-based practices and classroom strategies. In the end, what will most affect student
achievement is the literacy leadership in the school building.

This series was open to all K-12 literacy leaders including school and district administrators, curriculum
specialists (e.g., CRTs, instructional coaches, etc.), department heads, and lead teachers. During the
sessions, leaders examined successful classroom environments and strategies for effectively teaching
readers and writers. Participants were provided with resources and data collection tools to facilitate
instructional conversations and for promoting increased student engagement in reading, writing and
researching. Some of the shared observational tools used to support the creation of HPLCs included
the Serravallo' Engagement Inventory (SEl), and several tools [e.g., the HPLC rubric and the
Classroom Observation Form (CoF)] developed by literacy specialists with the Unit of Learning and
Early Literacy at the SCDE.

Due to strong demand for the Literacy Leaders Program, sessions were held in 7 regions of the state.
These cohorts include Beaufort, Clinton, Columbia, Darlington, Estill, Florence, and Orangeburg. Each
cohort was served by at least two SCDE literacy specialists. The Literacy Leaders program of study is
research-based and consistent across all cohorts, although individual sessions were planned to meet
the needs of specific cohort participants. A total of 327 participants attended representing 176 schools
in 44 districts. Of these schools, 171 are traditional primary, elementary, middle and high schools, and
5 are charter schools. Classroom teachers and curriculum specialists represent the two largest groups
and more than two-thirds (68.8%) of all participants. “Other” participants include Title 1 facilitators,
college professors, and private contractors. A full breakdown of attendees by their professional role
follows:

2013-2014 LITERACY LEADERS
Professional Development Participant
Breakdown
District Administrators 21 6.4%
School Administrators 73 22.3%
Curriculum Specialists 102 31.2%
Classroom Teachers 123 37.6%
Media Specialists 1 0.3%
Other Participants 7 2.1%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 327 100.0%




Outcome: Exit Survey

Following the series, participants were asked to respond to several questions regarding their
experience in Literacy Leaders and their ability to better support colleagues and students as a result of
their participation. Because of the wide variety of participant roles and educational perspectives
represented in Literacy Leaders, two separate, yet similar surveys were developed. Variations in
guestions were based upon the participants’ primary professional interactions in their districts and
schools. For administrators and curriculum specialists, the focus was on supporting teachers and other
administrators; for teachers, the focus was on supporting students. Of the 327 total Literacy Leaders
participants, 141 (43.1%) responded to one of the two surveys: 89 were administrators and curriculum
specialists and 52 were classroom teachers and media specialists.

Participant Satisfaction

Administrators and curriculum specialists were provided two questions regarding participant satisfaction
while teachers and media specialists had three. For both groups of respondents, participants expressed
overall strong satisfaction with their Literacy Leaders experience.

For administrators and curriculum specialists responding “agree” or “disagree”, 92.1% responded they
found the series to be a personally valuable learning experience and 89.9% would recommend Literacy
Leaders to their colleagues.

LITERACY LEADERS SERIES % % % %
ADMINISTRATOR & CURRICULUM Strongly | Disagree | Agree | Strongly
SPECIALISTS Disagree Agree
SURVEY REPONSES
(N=89)

Literacy Leaders was a valuable learning
experience for me personally. 1.1% 7.9% | 34.8% | 56.2%
| would recommend Literacy Leaders to my 2 204 10.1% | 29.206 | 58.4%
colleagues.

Comments from Administrators and Curriculum Personnel

Literacy leaders has provided a wealth of resources. | will use observational tools on
a sweeping basis and encourage teachers to use those tools on a monthly basis.
School administrator

| have a more purposeful and authentic focus using the tools provided in this cohort.
Using the observation tools for engagement will allow me to really focus my attention
on the needs of the students and encourage the teacher to see what should and is
taking place with her students.

Curriculum Specialist

For classroom teachers and media specialists responding “agree” or “strongly agree” to similar
guestions, 98.1% found the experience to be a personally valuable learning experience and 92.3%
would recommend Literacy Leaders to their colleagues. In response to a third query, 98.1% of teachers
and media specialists reported that the literacy specialists were knowledgeable and responsive to their
needs.



LITERACY LEADERS SERIES % % % %
CLASSROOM TEACHERS & MEDIA Strongly | Disagree | Agree | Strongly
SPECIALISTS Disagree Agree
SURVEY REPONSES
(N=52)

Literacy Leaders was a valuable learning 0.0% 1.9% 23 1% 75.0%
experience for me personally.
The Lite_racy Specialists were knowledgeable and 0.0% 1.9% 21 2% 76.9%
responsive to my needs.
| would recommend Literacy Leaders to my 0.0% 7.7% 19.2% 73.1%
colleagues.

Comments from Teachers and Media Specialists

| have become more aware of what a high progress literacy classroom is and how |
can implement strategies and lessons to reach my students and the goal of students
doing and teacher facilitating. Using the COF and other usual forms, | have been
able to check my schedule, observe and keep track of student engagement, and
keep track of myself when it comes to teaching. | have really received the
opportunity to reflect upon my past as well as improve my teaching as a teacher and
leader.
Classroom teacher, grades PreK-2

The Literacy Leaders experience aided me as a teacher by adding ‘tools to my tool
box’ (Example: ‘Read, Cover, Jot, Read’ strategy); adding to my knowledge base
increased my overall effectiveness as a teacher. Instructionally based assigned
readings, research based findings, peer discussions, and self-reflections improved
my literacy practices and expanded my instructional strategies.

Classroom teacher, grades 9-12

Participant Confidence as a Literacy Leader

Administrators and curriculum specialists were provided three questions regarding participant
confidence as a literacy leader while teachers and media specialists had two. For both groups of
respondents, participants expressed overall increased confidence as a result of their Literacy Leaders

experience.

For the administrators and curriculum specialists who responded that they “disagreed” or “strongly
disagreed” they had an increase in confidence as a Literacy Leader, the general reasoning was based
on previous SCDE and district trainings and previous district-wide implementation of best practices.
Many of these respondents were already comfortable with their ability to support administrators and
teachers with literacy plans, and helping teachers support all their students to become better readers

and writers. Representative comments for these participants include:

We (already) have an effective observation system that we will continue to use next

year.

Curriculum Specialist

| was very comfortable because | taught it to faculty over a year of 5 day long PD
sessions every 2 weeks...
Curriculum Specialist



The majority of administrators and curriculum specialists (91%) responded they were more confident of
their ability to support their colleagues’ literacy plans as a result of Literacy Leaders. Additionally, they
were more confident in helping teachers support ALL their students to become better readers and
writers.

Of note for all respondents, confidence level for helping teachers support student readers was
somewhat higher (91%) than for supporting student writers (88.8%). Furthermore, more administrators
and curriculum specialists fell in the “agree” category for helping teachers support student writers than
those who responded “strongly agree”. This may suggest a somewhat higher confidence level among
administrators and curriculum specialists with reading process over writing process. A breakdown for
each of these three questions follows below.

LITERACY LEADERS SERIES % % % %
ADMINISTRATOR & CURRICULUM Strongly | Disagree | Agree | Strongly
SPECIALISTS Disagree Agree
SURVEY REPONSES
(N=89)

| am better able to support administrators’ and

teachers’ literacy plans as a result of Literacy 1.1% 7.9% 42.7% 48.3%
Leaders.

| am more confident in being able to help

teachers support ALL their students to become 1.1% 7.9% 43.8% 47.2%

better readers.

| am more confident in being able to help
teachers support ALL their students to become 1.1% 10.1% SL.7% | 37.1%
better writers.

Comments from Administrators and Curriculum Specialists

These [observational] tools are great to use when debriefing with teachers. | think
they will get better pictures of what is going on in their classroom and where they
need to go. We will look at their schedules to make sure they see the importance of
the 2 hour block that we have for Reading, Writing and Research. These tools will
also be an eye opener for them to see who is doing the work - the teacher or the
students.

Curriculum Specialist

One of the biggest aha moments came in really looking at the spiraling of the
common core state standards, especially with writing. | will encourage our teachers
not to focus on just their grade level standards, but to pull back and look more at the
spiraling; to really look at the opportunities to differentiate instruction!

Curriculum Specialist

For classroom teachers and media specialists, 98.1% of respondents were more confident of being
able to help all students become better readers, while 94.2% were more confident of being able to help
all students become better writers. As with administrator and curriculum specialist responses, there
appears to be a somewhat diminished confidence level from supporting all student readers to



supporting all student writers, as there are more “agree” responses to the writing query, resulting in
fewer “strongly agree” responses.

LITERACY LEADERS SERIES % % % %
CLASSROOM TEACHERS & MEDIA Strongly | Disagree | Agree | Strongly
SPECIALISTS Disagree Agree
SURVEY REPONSES
(N=52)
| am more confident in being able to help ALL of 0.0% 1.9% 28.8% 69.2%

my students become better readers.

| am more confident in being able to help ALL of 0.0% 5.8% 34.6% 59 6%
my students become better writers. ’ ' ’ '

Comments from Teachers and Media Specialists

Writing is the area in which | see | need the most improvement! | feel more confident
after participating in LL. The writing workshop model that was shared with us is
helpful. I've also worked with my students in small guided writing groups, which has
benefited many of the students.

Classroom Teacher (PreK-grade 2)

Much of our learning paralleled graduate work I'm doing to receive the literacy

teacher endorsement. It is reassuring to me that the message at the state level

advocates for literacy instruction that is based on what truly works for children.
Classroom teacher, grades 3-5

As a result of my participation in Literacy Leaders | have valued the writing process
as a time for students to do personal reflections of their reading.
Classroom Teacher (grades 6-8)

Palmetto Primary School Series within Literacy Leaders

For 2013-2014, The Unit of Literacy and Early Learning teamed with The Office of School
Transformation to offer supplementary Literacy Leader support for Palmetto Primary School (PPS)
personnel. This series of eight additional, day-long sessions provided participants with focused time for
collaboratively planning school-wide implementation of the best practices of the CCSS including
observational tools to increase instructional time and student engagement.

Four Likert-scale questions were added to each of the Literacy Leaders exit surveys to help gauge
participant satisfaction with this additional support. Of the 141 Literacy Leader respondents, 25 were
Palmetto Primary School personnel. Their responses demonstrate a strong level of satisfaction with the
amount of time provided for open dialogue with literacy specialists (92% “agree” or “strongly agree”)
and the amount of time provided for collaborative planning (92%). Respondents also responded they
would recommend these sessions to their colleagues (88%) and would like to see more literacy based
sessions offered to PPS personnel (88%).



LITERACY LEADERS PPS SERIES % % % %
ALL PPS PARTICIPANT SURVEY Strongly | Disagree | Agree | Strongly

REPONSES Disagree Agree
(N=25)
These sessions provided sufficient time
for open dialogue with the literacy 4.0% 4.0% 16.0% | 76.0%

specialists and other participants.

These sessions allowed sufficient time

for my colleagues and | to collaboratively 4.0% 4.0% 24.0% | 68.0%
plan literacy engagements for our

students.

| would recommend these additional

sessions to my colleagues. 4.0% 8.0% 16.0% | 72.0%

| would like to see more literacy-based
sessions offered to PPS personnel. 4.0% 8.0% 20.0% | 68.0%

Closing Comments from Literacy Leaders Participants

Overall, survey respondents expressed strong satisfaction with this series of professional development.
The following quotes are representative of that satisfaction.

Thank you for the opportunity to be a participant in such a valuable learning
community!
Classroom teacher, grades PreK-2

Literacy Leaders has introduced new instructional strategies and in-depth study of
the CCSS this year. It has provided all of us a framework by which we have been
able to plan professional development for our teachers at all levels. | feel very
comfortable providing and planning professional learning for our district.

Curriculum Specialist

The topics focused on were extremely helpful. Before adding more topics, | would
like to see more teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches offered the
opportunity to join in Literacy Leaders training. | feel like schools need to fully
implement the topics/strategies, and in order to do this, more personnel need to be
trained - the training was excellent!

District Administrator

Moving Forward

For 2014-2015, and in response to the passing of Read to Succeed (R2S), the focus for professional
development by literacy specialists will shift from the Literacy Leaders Program to the training of over
600 state-funded K-5 reading coaches. The state has been divided into 7 regions and two literacy
specialists have been assigned to each region. The reading coaches will attend professional
development twice a month within their region in order to gain knowledge and information of best



practices, competencies, R2S legislation and coaching. They will in turn go back to their schools and
implement the information learned.

Also to be conducted in 2014-2015 will be a middle and high regional series of 3 sessions (north and
south) to provide participants with the information they will need in order to implement the R2S
legislation at these levels. Additionally, an administrators’ series of 3 sessions (north and south) will
provide administrators with information regarding their role as the leader of literacy in their school and
how R2S should be implemented in their buildings. All of these sessions are currently in planning
stages.

! Serravallo, J. (2010). Teaching Reading in Small Groups: Differentiated Instruction for Building
Strategic, Independent Readers. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
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2013-2014 Overall Professional Learning Summary Data

In fiscal year 2013-2014 the South Carolina Department of Education’s (SCDE) Office of Instructional Practices and Evaluations (the Office)
conducted nine topical professional learning opportunities to promote state-wide implementation of the best practices associated with high-
outcome literacy instruction and the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) which are in place for 2014-2015. These offerings ranged from
hour-long seminars to eight-day series and were conducted in both central and regional sites for educators serving Pre-Kindergarten through
grade 12 students across all contents. The 234 sessions were well-attended with all 82 school districts (100.0%) and 593 of 1182 public
(traditional and charter) schools (50.2%) represented. Summary attendance data follow.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES PROVIDED IN 2013-2014
THROUGH THE OFFICE OF INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES AND EVALUATIONS

SUMMARY DATA
Summary Best Literacy | Implementing Data Mapping Early Writing in the Summer Summer
of ALL Practices | Leaders Common Team History Childhood Age of CCSS Literacy Reading
Sessions Series Series Core State Training | with CCSS Literacy Series Institute Camp
Standards Series Series Series Series Sessions
Series
Total 234 3 104 54 10 24 16 5 10 8
Sessions
Total 1
2400 161 327 911 289 285 309 207 90 267

Participants

! Total number of participants for all sessions represents unique participants. This total is less than the sum of all series' participants due to participants who attended

multiple series.
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Summary of 2013-2014 Participants

All of the Office’s professional development offerings were planned to support the specific needs of a
wide range of educators. For instance, one session of the Implementing Common Core State Standards
Series was directed specifically toward the collaboration between classroom teachers and media
specialists and another between classroom teachers and their teaching assistants. A review of combined
attendance figures for all offerings demonstrates that classroom teachers represent the largest group
(54.1%) of attendees, followed by school administrators (17.0%) and curriculum personnel (12.5%). A full
breakdown of participants by educational role is found below.

OFFICE of INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES & EVALUATIONS
2013-2014 Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 208 8.7%
School Administrators 409 17.0%
Curriculum Personnel 299 12.5%
Classroom Teachers 1298 54.1%
Teaching Assistants 78 3.3%
Media Specialists 31 1.3%
Guidance/School Psychologists 7 0.3%
Other Participants® 70 2.9%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 2400 100.0%

*Other participants include Title One facilitators, long-term substitutes,
college professors, private consultants, private school directors, and
representatives of government entities such as DSS and the SCDE.

Most participants committed to a full series of events, usually two-to-three days per series. However,
some offerings, particularly those for Child Development Education Pilot Program (CDEPP) sessions, ranged
from one-to-three hours total. On the other end of the spectrum, participants in Literacy Leaders were
offered between 8 and 16 full-day sessions. As a result, the average of professional development hours
varied widely among the various personnel attending sessions. On average, curriculum specialists tended
to receive the most support with 24.8 hours (range 2-95 hours) followed by school administrators and
“other” participants each with just under 15 average hours of professional development (ranges 3-80
hours and 5-65 hours, respectively). This is consistent with past years’ data and may reflect the ability for
curriculum specialists, school administrators and “other” participants to attend more sessions (they don’t
require substitutes) and to have a greater impact of sharing new information on a school-wide basis.

Average Professional Development
Hours by Participant Role

District Administrators 114
School Administrators l 14.8
Curriculum Specialists | 24.8
Classroom Teachers 13.1
Teaching Assistants 5.4
Media Specialists 10.3
Guidance/School Psychologists 12.9
Other Participants 14.8
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Individual Professional Learning Series Summary Data:

Best Practice Seminar Series

Authors of Connecting Comprehension and Technology, Stephanie Harvey, Anne Goudyvis, and Kristen
Ziemke presented a series of three seminars offering practical lessons for teaching students how to
navigate, evaluate, collaborate and communicate through digital resources. The information supported
teachers as they embrace technology as a powerful tool for grounding students in the nonfiction reading
and thinking strategies they need throughout their lives. These sessions were planned to meet the needs
of a wide audience including K-12 classroom and special education teachers, administrators, curriculum
coordinators and department heads. Curriculum personnel represent over one-third (39.1%) of all
participants. This series also drew a high proportion of classrooms teachers (25.5%) and district
administrators (18.6%).

2013-2014 BEST PRACTICES
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 30 18.6%
School Administrators 4 2.5%
Curriculum Personnel 63 39.1%
Classroom Teachers 41 25.5%
Media Specialists 10 6.2%
Other Participants 13 8.1%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 161 | 100.0%

Literacy Leaders Series

The continuing goal of the popular Literacy Leader professional development series is to build capacity in
schools for implementing the best practices of the Common Core State Standards and to increase student
achievement in High Progress Literacy Classrooms (HPLC). In HPLCs all students are highly engaged in
reading and writing text most of the time devoted to literacy instruction.

Literacy leaders in grades K-12 (district and school administrators, curriculum specialists and instructional
coaches, grade-level and department heads) were encouraged to participate. During the sessions, leaders
examined effective classroom environments and instructional strategies. Participants also learned how to
implement multiple data collection tools used to measure the effective use of instructional time and the
level of student engagement while reading, writing and researching across content areas. These tools
also facilitate instructional conversations: administrator/coach-to-teacher, teacher-to-teacher, and
teacher-to-student.

This series was expanded for the 2013-2014 school year to meet the growing demand. Over the course of
the school year, 327 participants attended up to eight full-day meetings in one of seven regional cohorts:
Beaufort/Charleston, Clinton, Columbia, Darlington, Estill, Florence, and Orangeburg. In collaboration with
the Office of School Transformation, those Literacy Leaders’ participants serving in identified Palmetto
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Priority Schools were offered supplemental support with 8 additional days in their regional cohorts. Thus
many participants received 16 days of Literacy Leaders support. Classroom teachers and curriculum
personnel represent almost 70% of all Literacy Leaders participants. A full breakdown of participants
follows.

2013-2014 LITERACY LEADERS
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 21 6.4%
School Administrators 73 22.3%
Curriculum Personnel 102 31.2%
Classroom Teachers 123 37.6%
Media Specialists 1 0.3%
Other Participants 7 2.1%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 327 100.0%

Implementation of Common Core State Standards Seminar Series

The primary purpose of the CCSS implementation series was to provide educators with essential
information and resources to effectively implement the CCSS. Two unique sections in this series were
offered: one specific to the teachers’ role and perspective and one specific to the administrators’ role and
perspective. These 54 sessions drew over 900 participants.

Teacher Seminars:

During July and August of 2013, thirty-seven sessions targeting PreK-12 classroom teachers were offered
in regional settings. Sessions were planned and conducted in a time frame that allowed teachers to
immediately implement new structures and strategies in their classrooms. Included in the sessions was
the research foundation of High Progress Literacy Classrooms (HPLCs), classroom structures promoting
reading, writing and researching processes in all content areas, and strategies to promote both close
reading of increasingly more complex texts and more critical evaluation of multiple sources of texts.

In January, 2014 a special, one-day seminar, Collaborating around the Common Core, was offered to
teams of teachers and their media specialists. Topics promoted increased dialogue and support for
creating content-based units of study and continuity of text-based strategies promoted school-wide.

Administrator Seminars:

A four-day series of professional development sessions was designed to provide school principals with
essential information vital to the successful implementation of the CCSS in their schools. These sessions
were offered regionally (four locations) with two sessions in the first semester and two in early second
semester. Topics included the impact of the CCSS on classroom environments and schedules, shifts
expected in ELA and math instruction, the principal’s role in assessing rigor, and the connections between
the CCSS and the educator evaluation systems.
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The participant breakdown that follows is cumulative for all teacher and administrator CCSS seminars. Of
the 900+ educators attending these sessions, roughly half (51.2%) were classroom teachers and over one
quarter (27.1%) were school administrators.

2013-2014 IMPLEMENTATING
COMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS
Professional Development Participant Breakdown

District Administrators 53 5.8%
School Administrators 247 27.1%
Curriculum Personnel 84 9.2%
Classroom Teachers 466 51.2%
Teaching Assistants 4 0.4%
Media Specialists 18 2.0%
Guidance/School Psychologists 2 0.2%
Other Participants 37 4.1%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 911 | 100.0%

Decision Making for Results Data Team Training

Decision Making for Results Data Team Training presents a systematic process for making decisions that
impact teaching, learning and leadership. The purpose of school-level data teams is to move from just
collecting formative data to effective action on utilizing data to determine instruction. This six-step
process helps in analyzing data on a continuous basis. Each step takes school-level data teams deeper
into new systems of thinking and applications of data to make improved decisions for better student
outcomes.

This two-day series was offered five times during the 2013-2014 school year. Participating schools were
asked to send teams that included an administrator and/or curriculum specialist, several teachers, and in
some cases, other support personnel. Teams were led through the decision-making process using their
own school data. Following training, the team began implementation of this process in their schools. A
breakdown of participants for this offering follows.

2013-2014 DECISION MAKING FOR RESULTS
DATA TEAM TRAINING
Professional Development Participant Breakdown

District Administrators 21 7.3%
School Administrators 84 29.1%
Curriculum Personnel 37 12.8%
Classroom Teachers 133 46.0%
Media Specialists 2 0.7%
Other Participants 6 2.1%
Guidance/School Psychologists 6 21%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 289 | 100.0%
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Mapping History with Common Core State Standards

In an effort to integrate social studies instruction and the Common Core State Standards for English
language arts (ELA), the Office designed a professional development series specifically for K-5 and 6-12
social studies teachers, department chairs, and supervisors. In order to build capacity within schools and
districts, ELA teachers, department chairs and supervisors, as well as, special education and gifted and
talented teachers were also invited to participate. Schools were asked to send a team representative of
this range of targeted audience.

Eight sessions (four in the series for grades K-5 and four for grades 6-12) were held regionally in each of
three locations: Spartanburg, Florence and Walterboro. Topics included
e theintegration of social studies standards content and the CCSS for ELA
e the application of instructional strategies useful across content areas to promote students’ critical
thinking, and
e creating unit plans that utilize reading, writing and researching processes to enhance students’
deeper comprehension of social studies content.

A total of 285 educators participated in this series with classroom teachers representing the predominant
group at 82.1% of all participants. Classroom teachers include 139 ELA and 88 content teachers (87 social

studies and 1 CATE) teachers.

2013-2014 MAPPING HISTORY with
COMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 12 4.2%
School Administrators 5 1.8%
Curriculum Personnel 28 9.8%
Classroom Teachers 234 82.1%
Other Participants 4 1.4%
Guidance/School Psychologists 1 0.4%
Teaching Assistants 1 0.4%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 285 100.0%

Early Childhood Literacy Training

Early childhood professional learning opportunities provided support for teachers in creating a classroom
environment that promotes multiple and varied opportunities for young learners to enhance their
knowledge, skills, dispositions, and feelings. Sixteen sessions were offered in 2013-2014, eight full-day
events and eight one-to-three hour sessions.

A variety of offerings in 2013-2014 include the Child Development Education Pilot Program (CDEPP)
informational sessions, the Opening the World of Learning (OWL) curriculum sessions, Preschool Reading and
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Writing Fundamentals, Intentional Ways to Teach Concepts of Print and Language, and a two-day Best
Practices in Early Childhood Curricula series. Approximately seventy-three percent of the attendees for
these sessions were classroom teachers and their teaching assistants. A complete breakdown follows.

2013-2014 EARLY CHILDHOOD LITERACY
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 28 9.1%
School Administrators 38 12.3%
Curriculum Personnel 10 3.2%
Classroom Teachers 157 50.8%
Teaching Assistants 68 22.0%
Other Participants 8 2.6%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 309 100.0%

Writing in the Age of Common Core State Standards

This five-session series was offered to K-12 administrators and teachers to help their schools meet the
increased writing demands required by the CCSS. Sessions supported educators in how to teach students
to write effectively across all types of writing. The initial session, presented centrally in Columbia,
provided an orientation and introduction to the Exemplary Writing Program (EWP) and its use as a lens for
self-assessment of a school’s writing program. The four subsequent sessions were presented regionally
and expanded on selected EWP criteria establishing writing as a core component of literacy in all content
areas.

Schools and districts were encouraged to send a team to all five sessions to promote continuity and
follow-up for future implementation of best practices in writing across contents. Over two-thirds of
participants were either classroom teachers (57.5%) or curriculum personnel (25.1%).

2013-2014 WRITING IN THE AGE OF
COMMON CORE STATE STANDARDS
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 15 7.2%
School Administrators 16 7.7%
Curriculum Personnel 52 25.1%
Classroom Teachers 119 57.5%
Other Participants 5 2.4%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 207 100.0%

Summer Literacy Institute Series

The Literacy Summer Institutes were offered regionally during both June and July, 2014 as grade-level
specific, two-day sessions. Each was designed to support the target audience of teachers in planning units
of study with an emphasis on incorporating reading, writing, and researching processes within social
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studies and science curricula. Some areas of exploration for planning these units include: building
knowledge through content-rich informational text; enhancing student engagement with increasingly
more complex texts; exploring predictable structures of non-fiction text; and developing content
vocabulary.

More than two-thirds (77.8%) of those attending the ten sessions offered in June were teachers. A full
breakdown for June, 2014 follows. As of the date of this report, data for July sessions are incomplete.

JUNE, 2014 LITERACY SUMMER INSTITUTES
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 6 6.7%
School Administrators 3 3.3%
Curriculum Personnel 6 6.7%
Classroom Teachers 70 77.8%
Teaching Assistants 4 4.4%
Other Participants 1 1.1%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 90 100.0%

Summer Reading Camp Sessions

The South Carolina General Assembly directed districts and the South Carolina Department of Education
(SCDE) to provide Summer Reading Camps in 2014 "for students who are substantially not demonstrating
reading proficiency at the end of the third grade.” During the spring, the SCDE scheduled preparatory,
regional technical assistance sessions for district administrators and professional development sessions
for Summer Reading Camp teachers and teacher leaders.

The four regionally-offered half-day technical assistance sessions for administrators provided an overview
of the proviso, an opportunity to plan with other districts and community organizations to discuss
partnerships, and provide an explanation of SCDE guidelines for implementation. Guidelines included
teacher selection and qualifications, program requirements such as daily schedule and curriculum, and
student eligibility.

The four regionally-offered full-day professional development sessions for teachers and teacher leaders
provided a portrait of a typical day in a Reading, Writing, and Researching Workshop classroom. To
support implementation of this model, teachers received:

e support for the integration of social studies content in a backward planning process,

e instructional strategies and resources for explicit teaching, and

e assistance in the implementation of formative assessments to guide individualized instruction.

Combined participation in the Summer Reading Camp technical assistance for administrators and
professional development sessions for teachers and teacher leaders demonstrates a relatively equal
representation of classroom teachers and district administrators (39.0% and 38.2% respectively) with
much lower participation by schools administrators and curriculum personnel. A full breakdown of
participation follows.
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2013-2014 SUMMER READING CAMP
Professional Development Participant Breakdown
District Administrators 102 38.2%
School Administrators 20 7.5%
Curriculum Personnel 38 14.2%
Classroom Teachers 104 39.0%
Teaching Assistants 1 0.4%
Media Specialists 2 0.7%

TOTAL PARTICIPANTS 267 100.0%

2014-2015 Professional Learning Opportunities

Professional summer learning opportunities are presently being conducted for fiscal year 2014-2015. In
July, fifteen 2-day Literacy Summer Institute Sessions were conducted at various regional locations.
Additionally, plans are currently underway for a continuation of several popular offerings such as the Best
Practice Series featuring national speakers/authors and Literacy Leaders.

For further information, please contact Candice Lowman Walsh, Team Leader for the Reading and Early
Learning Team in the Division of School Effectiveness: 803-734-0091 or clwalsh@ed.sc.gov
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Clemson University Reading Recovery®
Training Center for South Carolina
2013-14

» For the 7: year in a row, South Carolina has exceeded the

national Reading Recovery results!

235 teachers in 23 school systems in South Carolina taught

1,971 students in Reading Recovery.

* 163 schools participated in Reading Recovery and were
supported by 13 teacher leaders. A total of 91 teachers were trained: 35 in
Reading Recovery and 54 in Early Literacy Assessment and Instructional
Strategies.

64% of all children served successfully completed (discontinued) Reading
Recovery on or above grade level needing no additional services. This
percentage includes the children that moved during the year and did not receive
a complete program and those whose programs were cut short by the end of the
academic year.

78% of the children who received a complete intervention were successfully
discontinued.

Intervention Status of All Reading Recovery Students Served:

Clemson University, 2013-2014

* The results were accomplished in an average of 15.5 weeks with an average
of 62 lessons.

*  82% of the children in Reading Recovery received free or reduced lunch; 39%
of the children were African American; 12% of the children were learning
English as a second language.

» Reading Recovery teachers serve students in Reading Recovery for 2.5 hours
a day. During the larger part of the day, they serve their schools as Title One
teachers, reading teachers, special education teachers, ESL teachers, literacy
coaches, and classroom teachers.

» Combined with their other roles, Reading Recovery teachers taught 10,000
students who directly benefited from their expertise and extensive literacy
training. Compared to the traditional classroom teacher, the average
Reading Recovery teacher teaches 40 students between Reading Recovery
and his/her other role.

* During the 2014-15 school year we will train 57 Reading Recovery Teachers
and 55 teachers in Early Literacy Assessment and Instructional Strategies.



READING

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$6,542,052

$6,542,052

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

GF Reduction

Transfer

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$6,542,052

$6,542,052

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services $25,000
Supplies & Materials $89,736 $50,000
Fixed Charges

Travel $683 $10,000
Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $6,451,633 $6,457,052
Other:

Balance Remaining $0 $0
TOTAL: $6,542,052 $6,542,052
# FTES.:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2013-2014

Coversheet
EIA-Funded Program Name: Instructional Materials
Current Fiscal Year: 2013-2014
Current EIA Appropriation: $20,922,839

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request additional
information:

Kriss Stewart
Telephone Number:

803-8310
E-mail:

kstewart@ed.sc.gov
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Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
____was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
____was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
____has been operational for less than five years
____was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds

is a new program implemented for the first time in the current fiscal year

X Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

Title 59, Chapter 5, Section 60 and Title 59, Chapter 31, Section 550,
Accountability Act

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2013-14 General
Appropriation Act, Act 101 of 2013.)

Regulation(s):

State Board of Education Regulations 43-71

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governor board exist that govern the implementation of this
program?

Yes

X No




Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that can be
guantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

Issue the 2014 Call fTor Bids for instructional materials iIn subject areas
approved by the State Board of Education.

Coordinate Instructional Materials Public Review of recommended
instructional materials.

Assist district selection of instructional materials by providing adoption
information and a venue (regional instructional materials caravan) fTor
reviewing newly-adopted instructional materials.

Contract with publishers to provide quality, standards-based materials for
use by public schools.

Assist schools with instructional material orders by providing schools
with real-time access to 4,000 plus items through the Destiny Management
System.

Provide training and technical assistance to districts and schools on the
web-based ordering system (Destiny Management System).

Coordinate an annual physical inventory of state-owned materials used by
schools and assess schools and districts for lost and damaged
instructional materials fees.

Assess publishers and vendors for liquidated damages for late shipment of
materials.

Verify publisher compliance with Most Favored Purchaser provision in Title
59 Chapter 31.

The objectives support the mission:

By providing quality instructional materials approved by the State Board
of Education, students are held to rigorous and relevant academic and
career/technology standards.



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

Issued the 2013 Call for Bids in subject areas approved by the State Board
of Education.

Coordinated Instructional Materials Public Review of recommended
instructional materials.

Assisted district selection of instructional materials by providing
adoption information and a venue (regional instructional materials
caravan) for reviewing newly-adopted instructional materials.

Contracted with publishers to provide quality, standards-based materials
for use by public schools.

Assisted schools with instructional material orders by providing schools
with real-time access to 4,000 plus items through the Destiny Management
System.

Provided training and technical assistance to districts and schools on the
web-based ordering system (Destiny Management System).

Coordinated an annual physical i1nventory of state-owned materials used by
schools and assess schools and districts for lost and damaged
instructional materials fees.

Assessed publishers and vendors for liquidated damages for late shipment
of materials.

Verified publisher compliance with Most Favored Purchaser provision 1in
Title 59 Chapter 31.

The objectives support the mission:

By providing quality instructional materials approved by the State Board
of Education, students are held to rigorous and relevant academic and
career/technology standards.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, number of and passage rates on AP exams, number of students
served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

Instructional materials/programs for thirty-four subject areas including
K-5 social studies, US Government, World History, and Career and
Technology Education areas were approved by the State Board of Education.
Contracts were issued for new instructional materials aligned to state
standards.

Citizen comments received fTrom twenty-four colleges and universities
hosting Public Reviews of recommended instructional materials.

Over 5,600 online orders processed for instructional materials approved by
the State Board of Education.

Upon completion of inventories, fees will be collected from school
districts for lost and damaged instructional materials.

Over 2,100 registrants for the Annual Instructional Materials Caravan.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

Instructional materials programs for K-5 social studies, US Government,
World History, and Career and Technology Education areas were approved by
the State Board of Education.

Contracts were issued for new instructional materials aligned to academic
standards and Career and Technology Education course standards.

Citizen comments received fTrom twenty-five colleges and universities
hosting Public Reviews of recommended instructional materials.

Over 5,600 orders processed fTor instructional materials for the new school
year.

Upon completion of inventories, fTees will be collected from school
districts for lost and damaged instructional materials.

Over 2,100 registrants for the Annual Instructional Materials Caravan held
at fourteen regional locations across the state.



Question 7: Program Evaluations

What was the date of the last external or internal evaluation of this program?
See below.

Has an evaluation ever been conducted?

Yes

X No

If an evaluation was conducted, what were the results and primary recommendations of
the most recent evaluation?

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?
Yes

X  No

If yes, please provide URL link here.

If no, why not?

NA



Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2012-13 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2013-14?

A funding reduction would be absorbed by limiting the purchase of new
instructional materials needed in the classroom.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2014-15
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

The purchase of newly-adopted instructional materials for classrooms would
be limited. Continue to encourage publishers to provide digital materials
for the classroom for possible reduction in cost of materials for the
classroom.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports,
either reference a website below or email the report directly to
mbarton@eoc.sc.qov.
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INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA - Recurring $20,922,839 $20,922,839
General Fund
EIA - Non-recurring $8,000,000
Lottery - Non-recurring $18,904,095
Other Sources
Supplemental $1,666,161
EIA Reduction
GF Reduction
Transfer
Carry Forward from Prior Year $0 $0
TOTAL: $28,922,839 $41,493,095

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services $105,960 $200,000
Supplies & Materials $25,816,879 $26,293,095
Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $2,999,926 $15,000,000
Other:

Balance Remaining $74 $0
TOTAL: $28,922,839 $41,493,095
# FTES.:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

EIA-Funded Program Name:

Current Fiscal Year:

Current EIA Appropriation:

Name of Person Completing
Survey and to whom EOC
members may request
additional information:

Mailing Address:

Telephone Number:

E-mail:

Coversheet

EAA — Technical Assistance

2014-15

$8,800,000

Tina Jamison

1429 Senate Street
Rutledge Room 604C
Columbia, SC 29201

803-734-3397

tlamison@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
_X_ was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

___Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

Education Accountability Act, S.C. Code of Laws Annotated, Section 59-18-1510 et. seq.

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General Appropriation Act,
Act 286 of 2014.)

1A.14

Regulation(s):

None

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

__X__ Yes

No




Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The primary objective of Technical Assistance program is to improve school performance and
student achievement by:

1. Providing financial and human resources to support identified State Priority Schools (formerly
Palmetto Priority Schools);

2. Assisting schools in developing and implementing Challenge To Achieve Plans incorporating
school turnaround strategies designed to improve student performance as measured by the
annual state assessment program;

3. Awarding technical assistance funds; and
4. Monitoring student academic achievement and the expenditure of technical assistance funds
in schools and report their findings to the General Assembly and the Education Oversight

Committee.

The long-term mission of Technical Assistance is to build sustainable capacity in the identified
State Priority Schools resulting in higher performance ratings for these schools.



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

The Office of School Transformation reviewed, revised with the school staff as appropriate, and
approved each State Priority School's Challenge to Achieve Plan and the associated budget for
technical assistance funds awarded. Thereafter, the Office of School Transformation worked
with each school to amend plans and budgets as appropriate during the school year. In addition
to the office staff working with the schools, the agency contracted with the National Dropout
Prevention Center to implement the External Review Team process in order to assist school
leadership with development of their Challenge to Achieve Plans.

For accountability purposes, school principals were required to submit an amendment if
changes to the Challenge to Achieve Plans were needed.

The changes in processes and activities for SY 2014-15 are centered on collaboration between
the school and district’'s leadership team and the External Review Team to evaluate technical
assistance needs. Such collaborations will result in the State Priority Schools having the
opportunity to be recipients of on-going, targeted professional development that best fits the
needs of the schools. The External Review Team will also collaborate with the leadership
teams on a regular basis to help with determining activities in the Challenge to Achieve Plans
that best address the school’s needs.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

The direct products and services that were offered for State Priority Schools for SY 2013-14
were bundled as ongoing, year-long technical assistance, including on-site leadership and
subject area trainings and professional development series. The External Review Teams
provided assistance to the school's leadership teams in the development of the Challenge to
Achieve Plans.


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

At the end of SY 2013-14, seven (7) schools exited the Palmetto Priority Schools Project as a
result of them no longer having an absolute rating of At-Risk.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
X Yes
No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

In 2006, the Education Oversight Committee contracted with a consulting firm to evaluate the
Palmetto Priority Schools Project. The most recent internal evaluation occurred during SY
2012-13. The result of this evaluation is the sunsetting of the Palmetto Priority Schools Project
at the end of SY 2013-14.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?
Yes

__X_No

If no, why not?

The Education Oversight Committee is the record keeper for the 2006 evaluation it arranged.




Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

As SCDE continues to reinstate the External Review Team process detailed in the Education
Accountability Act, additional funds may be needed over time to fulfill the statutory commitments
to At-Risk and Below Average schools. The average allocation to schools designated as "At-
Risk" has declined from an average of $496,348 in 2006-07 to $150,000 for SY 2013-14. No
technical assistance funds have been allocated to schools designated as “Below Average” since
SY 2010-11.



Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

Objectives and priorities of the program would not change. Technical support is recommended
for schools designated as “Below Average.”



EAA-TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$6,000,000

$38,800,000

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$1,084,828

TOTAL:

$6,000,000

$9,884,828

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service $8,800 $0
Contractual Services $343,842 $1,000,000
Supplies & Materials $275,142 $300,000
Fixed Charges $1,650 $2,000
Travel $6,923 $500,000
Equipment $0
Employer Contributions $2,039 $0
Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $4,276,776 $8,082,828
Other: Sales Tax $0 $0
Balance Remaining $1,084,828 $0
TOTAL: $6,000,000 $9,884,828
# FTES.:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet
EIA-Funded Program Name: PowerSchool/Data Collection
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15
Current EIA Appropriation: $7,500,000

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request

additional information: Paul Butler-Nalin, Ph.D.
Director, Office of Research and Data Analysis

Mailing Address: South Carolina Department of Education
1429 Senate Street
Columbia, SC 29201

Telephone Number: 803-734-8086

E-mail: pmbutlernalin@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
__was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

X Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws: Title 59, Education, Chapter 20 Education Finance
Act, Section 40.

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General
Appropriation Act, Act 286 of 2014.)

Regulation(s): N/A

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

Yes




X No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE)funds PowerSchool, a
student information system (S1S), used by all school districts,
special schools, and state-operated education programs. The goal of
this program is to support a comprehensive SIS that meets the data
needs for state accountability management, and where applicable,
federal reporting and accountability.

The main objective of the program is to provide funds to pay the
annual software maintenance and technical support fees for the SIS
software used by all districts, special schools and state operated
educational programs. A related objective of the program is to pay for
any necessary components of the statewide SIS system. A key necessary
component of the state SIS, PowerSchool, is the Student Unique
Numbering System (SUNS) infrastructure. The SUNS is used by all
districts and schools to generate a unique identification number that
a district or school can assign to each student’s data record so that
the data can be maintained throughout a student’s K-12 enrollment. The
program also provides funding to provide technical support and
training to district staff on the use of PowerSchool and on
appropriate data entry and data management of student information.

The student information system (S1S), PowerSchool, used by all
districts in the state, provides the SCDE with a comprehensive data
collection and reporting system for all public school districts. The
SIS generates data necessary to conduct education accountability. The
SIS includes data collection, storage, retrieval, analysis and
reporting.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

During 2013-14, the SCDE conducted four (4) quarterly data collections
and eleven (11) additional data collections to fulfill a variety of



mandated data reporting, testing and accountability requirements. In
each case, data were extracted from the PowerSchool databases
installed in all SC public school districts and at state operated
education programs. These regular data collections were performed by
SCDE staff iIn collaboration with district technology staff. Data
collected from the school districts and schools were used to pre-code
test booklets and answer sheets for the state standards assessments,
to calculate dropout and graduation rates, to provide data for the
direct certification process (to determine student eligibility of
school subsidized meals program, and to meet other state and federally
mandated data reporting requirements.

In 2013-14, the South Carolina Longitudinal Information Center for
Education (SLICE) was implemented. SLICE consists of the SLICE data
warehouse (which iIncludes aggregate data derived from PowerSchool
data), SLICE data dashboards, SLICE specialized applications, such as
the Individual Graduation Plan (IGP) tool for guidance counselors and
students; the Student Potential Performance Snapshot (SPPS), At-Risk
Indicators application, used by guidance counselors; and, the Enrich-
IEP, Individual Education Plan (IEP) application, for special
education services. PowerSchool, SLICE, and the specialized SLICE
applications, along with other district data/information systems,
together constitute a system that potentially provides more accurate
and timely operational data and information about longitudinal trends
that can be used by educators and administrators to support effective
teaching and learning.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

The SCDE Office of Research and Data Analysis staff provide technical
support directly to school districts via phone, email, periodic
meetings, workshops, and webinars. In addition, district and school
PowerSchool staff have access to online technical support and periodic
instructor-led PowerSchool training sessions held at PowerSchool
University (PSU) conferences, offered by Pearson Technologies and Data
Solutions (the vendor for PowerSchool). PowerSchool funds are used to
pay the registration fees for district staff to receive PowerSchool
PSU training, or to attend training sessions offered by SCDE staff and
district experts during the PS Users Group (PSUG) annual conference in
South Carolina. District participation 1in PowerSchool training
sessions is logged using sign-in sheets, and through district invoices
for reimbursement of registration fees, when applicable.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of



students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

The direct products and services delivered by this program included:

¢ Student attendance and enrollment data required to fund public K-12
education.

e District and school data used to support the state standards
assessment programs.

e District and school student assessment, enrollment, and attendance
data required to calculate graduation rate, dropout rate, and
numerous other indicators of school and district effectiveness.

e Data required for the state accountability system — School and
District Report Cards; and the federal accountability system — ESEA
Grades for Districts and Schools.

e Data used in audits, program evaluation, and research studies on
program effectiveness.

e Data to Fulfill state and federal reporting, accreditation, and
regulatory requirements.

e PowerSchool data are also used to fulfill federal reporting
requirements of the US Department of Education, including EdFacts.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both quantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

This program provides funding to maintain both the school district SIS
and the corresponding data system(s) at the SCDE.

Centralized funding of a SIS used by all districts and schools iIn the
state, including centralized Tfunding of PowerSchool and related
technical components of such a system, provides a cost effective
method of ensuring that accurate, reliable, and timely data are
readily available for a variety of required purposes.


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

This program, centrally funded, reduces the overall costs that would
be incurred by the state to carry out separate and partly redundant
data collections at the state level.

Funding for the PowerSchool/SLICE Program supports the data
management, data analysis and data reporting functions and staff in
the SCDE Office of Research and Data Analysis, that are necessary to
produce accurate and timely data for state and federal accountability
and reporting purposes.

In FY 2014, the PowerSchool/SLICE Program:

e Supported the production of the South Carolina state accountability
system Report Cards for all school districts and schools in the
state, 1in accordance with the requirements of the SC Education
Oversight Committee (EOC) in the SC Accountability Manual.
http://ed.sc.gov/data/report-cards/
http://www.eoc.sc.gov/reportsandpublications/2013-
14%20Accountabi lity/Pages/defaul t.aspx

e Generated the South Carolina federal accountability system ESEA
grades fTor all school districts and schools 1in the state, iIn
accordance with the requirements of the South Carolina ESEA Waiver
approved by the US Department of Education.
http://ed.sc.gov/data/esea/
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/Ipa/ESEAFlexibility.cfm

e Collected, validated, and prepared district and school enrollment
data used to allocate EIA funding to school districts (SCDE Office
of Finance), for school accreditation and for meeting all federal
and state program requirements (SCDE Office of Federal and State
Accountability)
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/cfo/finance/Financial-Services/
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/ac/Federal-and-State-Accountability/

e Designed and implemented the network infrastructure, data
management, security and privacy, and data reporting mechanisms to
securely collect, store, and provide access to K-12 data and
information for district and school educators and administrators.
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/slice/slicebackground.cfm

e Launched a website and public portal to provide convenient access to
K-12 summary data and information for public users (such as parents,
legislators, researchers, etc.)
https://slice.ed.sc.gov/
https://slice.ed.sc.gov/PublicSLICEDataDashboards/45/Information

e Collaborated with other agencies to begin to create an inter-agency
data governance structure, a set of policies, Memorandum Of
Understanding (MOU), and procedures to address policy issues related


http://ed.sc.gov/data/report-cards/
http://www.eoc.sc.gov/reportsandpublications/2013-14%20Accountability/Pages/default.aspx
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http://ed.sc.gov/agency/lpa/ESEAFlexibility.cfm
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/cfo/finance/Financial-Services/
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https://slice.ed.sc.gov/
https://slice.ed.sc.gov/PublicSLICEDataDashboards/45/Information

to the sharing of K-12, early childhood, higher education, social
services and workforce data.

e Collected, validated, and prepared official student and membership
data used by the SCDE Office of Finance to calculate per pupil
funding for districts and schools.

Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
Yes

X No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

N/A

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

Yes

No

If no, why not?

SCDE monitors the accuracy of PowerSchool data collected from
districts and schools by identifying, tracking, and correcting data
errors, by providing validation and error reports to the districts for
review and correction, and by using statistical analyses and error
detection techniques to find and correct inaccuracies in the data from
district PowerSchool databases during the school year, and by making
comparisons of data across years for use in longitudinal analyses and
reports, such as for the four-year graduation rate calculations.

Question 8:



While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
ElA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

To absorb or offset potential EIA reductions totaling 5% and 10% in
the PowerSchool/SLICE Program, the following strategies and options
would be considered:

At 5% reduction level,

Redesigning selected data processes, such as for the State
Accountability system — District and School Report Cards, to
produce the report cards and data files internally rather than
using an external vendor(s).

Reviewing, reducing or deferring the renewal of selected software
licenses for applications used to manage data files, analyze and
report data, or validate data received from school districts.
Requiring school districts to validate their own data rather than
having SCDE verify the accuracy of data submitted by districts.

Reducing staff travel across the state to deliver PowerSchool
training and technical support to districts. Shifting delivery of
training and technical support for districts to online and phone
support, rather than in-person regional and sub-regional
meetings.

Limiting the number of staff districts can send to professional
training sessions provided by PowerSchool vendor.

At 10% reduction level,

Delaying further development of SLICE data dashboards requested
by school districts, for use by school principals, teachers,
counselors and other educators.

Reducing the number of training sessions for educators and
administrators, and district staff, on data use, data privacy.
Reducing the number of temporary contract staff currently
supporting data management, data analysis and data reporting
functions.

Eliminating selected temporary positions and reassigning workload
to existing permanent staff.



e Reducing the number of data-related standard reports produced
annually on specific topics.

e Delaying release of data from SLICE for use by district and
school educators and administrators.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’'s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

Currently, the annual maintenance and technical support Tfees for
PowerSchool are based on a reduced per student rate calculated from
the total number of students enrolled statewide. A reduction 1in
funding for this program may adversely impact the per student rate the
vendor would charge to individual school districts to provide the same
technical support and maintenance required to keep PowerSchool up-to-
date and functioning properly. Maintaining program funding is strongly
advised to avoid the consequences associated with interruptions in
data or degrading of data quality and data systems.



POWER SCHOOL & DATA COLLECTION

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$7,500,000

$7,500,000

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

Various Sources

EIA Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$2,175,179

TOTAL:

$7,500,000

$9,675,179

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service $167,375 $165,000
Contractual Services $5,100,147 $6,950,179
Supplies & Materials $3,085 $5,000
Fixed Charges

Travel $8,885 $10,000
Equipment

Employer Contributions $45,329 $45,000
Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $2,500,000
Other: Permanment Improvements

Balance Remaining $2,175,179 $0
TOTAL: $7,500,000 $9,675,179
# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014

EIA-Funded Program Name:

Current Fiscal Year:

Current EIA Appropriation:

Name of Person Completing
Survey and to whom EOC
members may request
additional information:

Mailing Address:

Telephone Number:

E-mail:

Coversheet

CDEPP- SCDE

2014-2015

$34,324,437

Penny Danielson

South Carolina Department of Education
Office of School Transformation

1429 Senate Street, Room 901-A
Columbia, SC 29201

(803) 734-8251

pdanielson@ed.sc.gov
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Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
____was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
____was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
____has been operational for less than five years
_ X _was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
____isanew program implemented for the first time in the current fiscal year

____ Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

| Code of Laws: NA

Proviso(s): Proviso 1A.83

If applicable. Please make references to the 2013-14 General Appropriation Act, Act 101 of
2013))

| Regulation(s): NA

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governor board exist that govern the implementation of this
program?

Yes

X _No

We have SCDE CDEPP Guidelines, but they have not been approved by the State Board of
Education. The CDEPP Guidelines are based on the requirements as stated in the Proviso.



Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that can be
guantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The Child Development Education Pilot Program (CDEPP) is designed to serve 4-year-old
children eligible for free/reduced lunch and/or Medicaid, in a full day, 180-day instructional
program to prepare them to enter kindergarten ready to learn.

The annual objectives of the program were to strengthen the language / literacy program of
CDEPP classrooms by offering professional development regionally and statewide for teachers
and administrators. In addition, our annual objective was to provide on-site technical assistance
to the new expansion CDEPP classrooms. The focus of the site visits was to assess the literacy
environments of each classroom.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

IF the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected
at the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

During the 2013-14 school year, SCDE staff supported 14 school districts new to CDEPP with
the CDEPP expansion of 119 new classrooms. New CDEPP schools needed technical
assistance to implement the program in a very short turn-around time to be ready for the new
school year. SCDE staff partnered with DSS Child Care Licensing staff in the state office to
provide CDEPP orientation training beginning in July. The SCDE CDEPP Coordinator, Penny
Danielson, followed up with on-site visits and professional development during the summer and
fall months to support district personnel as they selected school sites meeting the facility
requirements, completed the intensive DSS Child Care Licensing process, selected curricula,
and ordered equipment and materials from the SCDE approved list.

In November 2013, SCDE hired a second Education Associate, Amy Smith, to provide an
additional staff person to support and monitor CDEPP programs. To date, all 119 new CDEPP
classrooms in 55 schools in the 14 districts have had at least one monitoring visit. During each
of the monitoring visits an assessment with the Literacy Environment Checklist has been
completed. This assessment tool was adapted from the ELLCO (Early Literacy and Language
Classroom Observation tool, 2002 edition). Following each assessment, immediate feedback
and recommendations for quality improvements were provided to teachers and their
administrators.



The goal for the current fiscal year is increase the number of site visits to include visits of all the
newest CDEPP classrooms, as well as to visit at least a portion of the 4K classrooms in all
CDEPRP districts. There are plans to accomplish this with additional staff; as there are funds
available to hire another Education Associate as well as utilize early literacy specialist. In
addition, the data from the 2013-14 site visit assessments will be compared during monitoring
visits next school year to insure that the quality level is at a minimum maintained; with the goal
of continuous improvement.

Professional development sessions were offered during 2013-14 to all CDEPP districts and
were provided both regionally and locally to include offerings of the following topics: language
and early literacy, evidence-based curricula, child assessments, fostering social-emotional
development, CDEPP best practices that meet the needs of children of poverty, and best
practices for emergent readers and writers. The professional development was provided by
trainers with high levels of expertise on the topics delivered. The trainers included SCDE
Literacy Specialists, SCDE CDEPP staff, and two consultants with expertise in implementing an
early literacy research project. All professional development sessions were pre-approved by the
Center for Child Care Career Development to support teachers and administrators in meeting
the annual DSS requirements for training.

Two statewide Early Childhood conferences are conducted by professional organizations during
the year for providers to obtain valuable professional development required by the program
guidelines as it relates specifically to educating children in poverty. Our office partnered with the
SCDE Title | Office to leverage $81,455 in Title | funds. The SCDE coordinated for 212 CDEPP
educators to receive scholarships to attend one of the early childhood conferences in January of
2014. This was available to all CDEPP districts, and the scholarships provided covered
registration and travel expenses.

Annual professional development plans were collected by districts which submitted plans in
2013-14 and were reviewed by the CDEP staff. There will be an opportunity to collect and
review professional plans from all districts in 2014-15, since our office now has a program
coordinator to assist with this task.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, number of and passage rates on AP exams, number of students
served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

The chart below indicates the number of CDEPP educators attending the professional
development offered by our office in 2013-14.

SCDE Professional Development CDEPP Data for 2013-14

# of PD # of Training # Attending from
Sessions Hours Provided CDEPP Districts
PD Sessions for Teachers 18 74 hours 341
PD Se_ssmns for 3 10 hours 117
Administrators

Regional and statewide professional development sessions were conducted throughout the
year. Participants in attendance at each session ranged from 20-75 with 458 participants in
attendance throughout the year. In addition, 212 CDEPP educators attended an early childhood
conference with funds provided through our office, for a total of 670 participating in professional
development for 2013-14.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both gquantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

Data collected from 119 CDEPP classroom site visits indicated positive measures of the
classrooms in all areas of the ELLCO checkilist.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
What was the date of the last external or internal evaluation of this program?
The EOC completed an external review.
Has an evaluation ever been conducted?
X __Yes
No

If an evaluation was conducted, what were the results and primary recommendations of
the most recent evaluation?

See Previous EOC evaluation information.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

__X__Yes
_____No
A hard copy can be provided.
If yes, please provide URL link here.

If no, why not?



Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2012-13 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2013-14?

In 2013-14, there was approval to increase the per pupil amount back to the $4218 level.
However, no funding for professional development or supplies and materials was given again
this year. Any further per pupil reductions could result in districts discontinuing the program.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2014-15
above the current year’'s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

If no additional funds are made available in the 2014-2015 school year, the full per pupil funding
will again be reduced. No additional supplies/materials funding or professional development
funding will be made available to districts to serve this 4-year-old population.

Also, districts who currently serve this population of students will not be able to increase their
numbers of service and will be in jeopardy of being forced to reduce programs offered.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website below or email the report directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.



mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

EIA-CDEPP-SCDE

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

Funding Sources .
g Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA $20,240,998 $34,324,437

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year $0 $854,098

TOTAL: $20,240,998 $35,178,535

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

S Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities $19,386,900 $35,178,535

Other:

Balance Remaining $854,098 $0

TOTAL: $20,240,998 $35,178,535

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014

EIA-Funded Program Name:

Current Fiscal Year:

Current EIA Appropriation:

Name of Person Completing
Survey and to whom EOC
members may request
additional information:

Telephone Number:

Mailing Address:

E-mail:

Coversheet

Four-Year-Old Child Development

2014-2015

$15,513,846

Penny Danielson

(803) 734-8251

South Carolina Department of Education
Office of School Transformation

1429 Senate Street, Room 901-A
Columbia, SC 29201

pdanielson@ed.sc.gov



mailto:pdanielson@ed.sc.gov

Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
____was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
_X_ was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
____has been operational for less than five years
____was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
____is anew program implemented for the first time in the current fiscal year

____ Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws: 59-5-65, 59-139-05 et seq.

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2013-14 General Appropriation Act,
Act 101 of 2013.)

Regulation(s):

43-264.1

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governor board exist that govern the implementation of this
program?

X Yes

No



Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that can be
guantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

Long-term Mission:

The mission is to provide four-year-old kindergarten classes to serve children most likely to
experience school failure in districts that are not designated as CDEPP districts. However,
changes in recent legislation gear the service to those students eligible for free/reduced lunch.

Current Annual Goals:

The overall goal of the four-year-old early childhood program is to increase the quality of early
childhood and literacy programs so that children are better prepared for school, ensure that
children will enter school ready to learn and succeed, ensure that children will have access to
guality early childhood programs, and provide more effective parenting for children and increase
parental involvement in 4K-12 education.

Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

IF the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected
at the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

Throughout the year, several conferences are held for early childhood and parenting family
literacy coordinators and early childhood teachers to ensure they have the proper professional
development needed to educate children with readiness barriers and those in poverty.

District audits and detailed by school expenditures are collected annually that provide
expenditure information. Because of a reduction in the appropriation over the past several
years, analysis of spending indicate that districts most often supplement with local and/or other
state/federal funds.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, number of and passage rates on AP exams, number of students
served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

According to the most recent NIEER (National Institute for Early Education Research), South
Carolina is in the top 25% of states with access to 4-year-old pre-school programs.

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both gquantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

South Carolina-based research studies underscore findings from similar studies in other states
that young children at risk of academic failure can get an academic boost from participating in
pre-kindergarten programs and are more likely to be ready to enter kindergarten.

Steven Barnett with NIEER in September 2011 stated that “preschool programs or even
programs that succeed in serving all children from low-income families would produce a
different dynamic, reducing the need for compensatory efforts in the early grades and changing
who receives compensatory services.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
What was the date of the last external or internal evaluation of this program?
December 2011
Has an evaluation ever been conducted?
X __Yes

No

If an evaluation was conducted, what were the results and primary recommendations of
the most recent evaluation?

National Institute for Early Education Research NIEER researchers reviewed access to
programs, quality standards and resources. In the April 2013 NIEER report, findings indicate
that SC had increased its enroliment of 4-year-olds in state pre-K by two percentage points in
2011-2012. As a result, the state improved its national ranking, moving up from 11th in the
nation in 2010-2011 to 10th in 2011-2012 for access. According to the NIEER Report, the per
child amount for prekindergarten has gone down in many states and South Carolina is no
exception. South Carolina, which ranks 39" of 40 states with pre-K programs, spent $159 less
per child in 2011-2012 than the previous year. And the NIERR report indicated that our state’s
two pre-k programs achieve 6 and 7, respectively, of NIEER’s 10 benchmarks for quality
standards.

The Yearbook’s 10 quality standards reviewed with their respective benchmarks are:

o Teacher degree: Must have a bachelor’'s degree;

e Teacher training: Must have specialized preparation in preschool education;

e Assistant teacher qualification: Must have a Child Development Associate (CDA) or
equivalent credential;6

e Professional development: Teachers must receive at least 15 hours of annual in-service
training;

o Class size: May not exceed 20 children;

e Ratio: May not exceed 10 children per staff member;

e Early learning standards: Comprehensive standards as specified by the National
Education Goals Panel for physical well-being and motor development, social/emotional
development, approaches toward learning, language development, and cognition and
general knowledge;

o Comprehensive services: Vision, hearing, and health screenings and referrals as well as
at least one service such as home visits, parent education, or nutrition information;

e Nutrition: Provision of at least one meal; and

e Monitoring quality: all sites are visited to assess program quality at least once every five
years.



(For 2013-14, the amount allocated per child has been increased for the Child Development
Education Pilot Program to $4,218.00)

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

X Yes
No

If yes, please provide URL link here.

http://nieer.org/yearbook

http://nieer.org/publications/yearbooks/2012-south-carolina-release

If no, why not?

Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2012-13 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2013-14?

Because all of the funding in this appropriation is flow-through to districts, districts will be tasked
with finding additional revenue to support this program using local funding.


http://nieer.org/yearbook
http://nieer.org/publications/yearbooks/2012-south-carolina-release

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2014-15
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

Because proviso guidance was changed in the 2010-2011 school year, districts are now being
asked to serve those students eligible for free/reduced lunch and/or Medicaid. This should
ensure that the students most needy are being served.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website below or email the report directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.
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EIA-FOUR-YR-OLD PROGRAM

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$15,513,846

$15,513,846

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Transfer

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$15,513,846

$15,513,846

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$15,513,846

$15,513,846

Other:

Transfer Out

Balance Remaining

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$15,513,846

$15,513,846

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet

ElIA-Funded Program Name: Teacher of the Year

Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15

Current EIA Appropriation: $155,000

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request additional
information:
Sherry Schneider

Mailing Address:
8301 Parklane Road, Columbia SC 29223

Telephone Number:
803-896-0384

E-mail:
sschneider@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
__has been operational for less than five years
___was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds

___is.anew program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

X _Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

General Appropriation Act, 2007 S.C. Acts 117, Proviso 1A.18.

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General Appropriation
Act, Act 286 of 2014.)

Regulation(s):




Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of this
program?

X Yes

No

Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please distinguish
between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual objectives of the
program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that can be quantified,
evaluated, and assessed.)

The objective of the Teacher of the Year program is to celebrate excellence and strengthen the
teaching force by honoring and recognizing exceptional teachers on a district, state, and national
level. The long-term mission of the program is retention and recruitment. Each Teacher of the
Year serves as an advocate for the profession by motivating high school students, college
students, and career changers to enter the classroom. Since 1956, one teacher and four Honor
Roll teachers have been selected by two separate panels of educators, deans, and business
representatives. This educator then spends one school year of service as a roving ambassador
providing mentoring, attending speaking engagements, participating in leadership programs,
working with Teacher Cadets and Teaching Fellows, leading the state Teacher Forum and
serving as a spokesperson for the state’s public school educators.

This program not only honors the selected recipients, but all teachers in South Carolina.
Incentive points are given to those teachers who have become National Board Certified. Honor
Roll teachers are active in teacher-leadership forums as are most District Teachers of the Year.
District Teachers of the Year are awarded $1,000 each. Four Honor Roll Teachers receive
$10,000 each. The State Teacher of the Year receives $25,000. All awards are subject to state
taxes.



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or processes
were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the objective(s) as
provided in Question 3?7 What, if any, change in processes or activities are planned for the
current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

In 2013-14, 82 districts participated. In addition, the Department of Juvenile Justice, Palmetto
Unified, and the South Carolina School for the Deaf and the Blind also participated bringing the
total to 85. The Office of Educator Services works with public information specialists and/or
coordinators from each district in an advisory role as they select their District Teacher of the
Year. All names are due to SCDE on the 13" of September and all applications are due January
3, 2014. This office attends five regional forum meetings to provide information and tips about
the application process, answers ongoing phone calls and emails, and selects and secures 28
exceptional judges from the education and business community to serve on the screening and
selection committees. The office representative is constantly in contact with District Teachers of
the Year, coordinators, and judges. The representative works with CERRA to coordinate a day of
judging. She also provides information and written support to South Carolina Future Minds.

The State Teacher of the Year, Darleen Sutton, served as an exceptional role model and
ambassador traveling throughout the state to speak and interact with Teacher Cadets, Teaching
Fellows and educators. She served as the chair of the State Teacher Forum and participated in
regional forum meetings. She participated in Leadership South Carolina, an experience which
gave her an opportunity to share the teaching profession’s point of view with statewide business
leaders. Ms. Sutton also participated in the Education Policy Fellows Program, a professional
development program designed to give educators an opportunity to work toward the
implementation of sound education policy and practice in South Carolina. Ms. Sutton provided
mentoring to induction teachers and championed teaching as a profession to clubs and
organizations. She had an opportunity to meet and share ideas with other State Teachers of the
Year at an all-expenses paid conference in Arizona. Ms. Sutton also had the honor of meeting the
President at the National Teacher of the Year Celebration in Washington, D.C.

In the spring, the Teacher of the Year banquet, sponsored by South Carolina Future Minds, was
held in Columbia. State Superintendent of Education Mick Zais and Governor Nikki Haley
announced Jennifer Ainsworth, a special education teacher from Horry County, as the 2014-15
State Teacher of the Year. Participation in the 2014-15 programs is now underway and
participation is again high with 83 districts and agencies.



Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available, what
were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of students
served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

The Teacher of the Year program is designed as a retention, recruitment and motivational tool.
Eighty-five districts and state agencies participated in 2013-14. The State Teacher of the Year
continues to serve as a year-long ambassador for South Carolina's teachers working closely with
district teacher cadet programs and CERRA’s teaching fellow program. The State Teacher of the
Year also works closely with the Center for Educator Recruitment, Retention, and Advancement
(CERRA) as a statewide teacher leader/mentor who trains, encourages, mentors, and retains
members of South Carolina's teaching workforce. In addition, the State Teacher of the Year
serves as a liaison between the teaching profession and the business community throughout the
state. Honor Roll teachers and District Teachers of the Year are actively involved in teacher-
leadership forums, teacher cadet programs, and mentoring. The Teacher of the Year selection
process at the local level generally includes selection of a Teacher of the Year for each school.
This process encourages excellent teaching and rewards hundreds of teachers across South
Carolina. Many of each year’s applicants typically have participated in the Teacher Cadet
program as participants or as mentors.


mailto:mbarton@eoc.sc.gov

Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both quantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results, increases
in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks purchased, etc.

Outcomes include high participation in the Teacher of the Year program with 83 districts and the
Department of Juvenile Justice, Palmetto Unified, and the South Carolina School for the Deaf
and Blind participating. The judging process ensures competitiveness, fairness, and excellent
finalists. Business sponsors endorse the importance of the teaching profession and remain
actively engaged as judges as well as providing funding for and attending the Teacher of the
Year Banquet held in Columbia in the spring. The Teacher of the Year continues to be an
excellent ambassador for South Carolina and strong recruitment tool as she addresses teacher
cadets, teaching fellows and induction teachers. She continues to travel the state visiting
classrooms and participating in district teacher forums. Media interest remains high; coverage
often appears on the front page with several follow-up stories.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
_ X__Yes
No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

Spring 2005

Members of the Division of Educator Quality & Leaders, CERRA, and former judges met at the
DEQL to review the judging process. Several changes were made to the process. More judges
were added to the Screening Process - it was felt that it was too time consuming for one set of
judges to evaluate all district applications. Consequently, each set of judges (3 sets) read and
score approximately one third of the applications. In addition, the name of the applicant as well
as the district and school of the applicant were removed from the judges' copies to ensure
impartiality. Finally, since the outgoing Teacher of the Year often works with the current District
Teachers of the Year, it was established that there would be a four year lapse before a veteran
Teacher of the Year could be a judge. Although the program had not had problems, it was felt
this would reinforce an impartial process. The judging seasons continue to run smoothly and all
felt these safeguards were a positive adjustment.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

X Yes
No

http://ed.sc.gov/agency/programs-services/TeacherRecognition.cfm

If no, why not?



http://ed.sc.gov/agency/programs-services/TeacherRecognition.cfm

Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential EIA
reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

This is a fixed amount based on district participation it includes all participating districts plus
DJJ, Palmetto Unified and the SC School for the Deaf and the Blind. Eighty-six will participate
in 2014-15.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

This is a fixed amount. We do not and have not requested additional funding above the level
indicated.



TEACHER OF THE YEAR

Funding Sources

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA

$155,000

$155,000

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Transfer In

Carry Forward from Prior Year

$0

$0

TOTAL:

$155,000

$155,000

Expenditures

Prior Fiscal Year
Actual (FY 13-14)

Current Fiscal Year
Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services

Supplies & Materials

Fixed Charges

Travel

Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

$153,940

$155,000

Other:

Balance Remaining

$1,060

$0

TOTAL:

$155,000

$155,000

# FTES:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet
ElIA-Funded Program Name: Teacher Quality Commission
Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15
Current EIA Appropriation: $372,724

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request
additional information: Mary Hipp

Mailing Address: Office of Educator Services
SC Department of Education

8301 Parklane Road
Columbia, SC 29223

Telephone Number: (803) 896-0352

E-mail: mhipp@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
___was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

X_ Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

Title 59, Chapter 25
Title 59, Chapter 26

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General
Appropriation Act, Act 286 of 2014.)

Regulation(s):

R43-50, R43-51, R43-52, R43-53, R43-55, R43-56, R43-57, R43-62, R43-63, R-43-90

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Education or other governing board exist that govern the implementation of
this program?

X Yes

No




Question 3: What are the primary objective(s) or goals of this program? Please
distinguish between the long-term mission of the program and the current annual
objectives of the program for 2014-15. (The goals or objectives should be in terms that
can be quantified, evaluated, and assessed.)

The long-term mission of the Office of Educator Services (OES) is the recruitment, preparation,
licensure, and recognition of educators. Whether focusing on the accreditation of educator
preparation programs, recruiting and retaining effective teachers and leaders, or assisting schools
and districts to assure that educators obtain appropriate licensure, the mission is to meet the
continuum of educator needs from the pre-service level throughout the educator’s career.

Current Annual Obijectives:

To support and improve educator preparation programs and pre-service teacher preparation
To efficiently and effectively license educators

To recruit, retain, and recognize educators



Question 4: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, what primary program activities or
processes were conducted to facilitate the program’s performance in reaching the
objective(s) as provided in Question 3? What, if any, change in processes or activities
are planned for the current year, 2014-15?

Examples of program processes would be: training provided, recruiting efforts made,
technical assistance services, monitoring services, etc.

Answers should be specific to the process undertaken at the state level to support the
objectives of the program and should be quantifiable. Please include any professional
development services provided.

If the funds are allocated directly to school districts, please indicate any data collected at
the state level to monitor how the funds are expended at the local level?

Accomplishments:

1.

The Office of Educator Services has been re-organized into two teams: Educator Professions
and Licensure and Alternative Licensure. The programs within the Educator Professions and
Licensure team include educator preparation; professional practices; teacher recruitment;
Teacher of the Year; cultural exchange, and academic licensure. The Alternative Licensure
team includes the Program of Alternative Certification for Educators (PACE), American
Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence (ABCTE), Teach for America, and Work-
based Licensure (CATE). This realignment includes placement of two strong Team Leaders,
focuses on staff productivity and customer service, and provides opportunities for cross-
training and succession planning.

The OES website is reviewed and updated on a continuous basis to improve functionality for
applicants and educators.

Academic Licensure and Alternative Licensure issued over 5,400 first-time licenses during
fiscal year 2013-14.

Educator Professions staff members conducted three accreditation visits as well as six one-
year out reviews in preparation for accreditation visits during 2014-15.

Educator Professions conducted four reviews of new program proposals that resulted in the
recommendation of four new programs.

In preparation for the transition from National Council on the Accreditation of Teacher
Preparation (NCATE) to the Council on the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP),
Educator Professions hosted CAEP 101 conference for representatives from South Carolina
educator preparation programs.

As part of the continuous program improvement process, the PACE 11 curriculum was
rewritten to remain rigorous and relevant and implemented statewide. The number of PACE
candidates hired by districts now approached the number hired prior to the economic
downturn in 2008 and 20009.

Teach for America and ABCTE numbers increased, and TFA partnered with fourteen school
districts.

The Department of Defense transitioned Troops to Teachers to a regional delivery model. As
a result, OES no longer has full-time employees assigned to this recruitment program. The



Alternative Licensure team, however, continues to support candidates who are participating
in Troops to Teachers.

10. Current Memoranda of Understanding with Spain, France, India, and China were enforced.
An OES staff member participated in a visit to China with the state superintendent of
education for the purpose of expanding the cultural exchange program.

11. Teacher recognition continues to be an important function and school districts were provided
assistance with their Teacher of the Year programs. The Milken Educator awards program
was implemented as was the South Carolina Teacher of the Year Program.

Planned Changes:

1. RFP for a new educator database will be issued.

2. The state will continue to support the transition to CAEP standards and complete the NCATE
legacy accreditation visits.

3. Alternative Licensure will convene an advisory group which encompasses all programs and
initiatives and conduct regional recruitment sessions.

Question 5: In the prior fiscal year, 2013-14, and using the most recent data available,
what were the direct products and services (outputs) delivered by this Program?

Examples of program outputs would be: number of teachers attending professional
development seminars, participation and passage rates on AP exams, number of
students served in the program, improvements in student achievement, retention and
graduation.

If you want to provide supporting documents or evaluation reports, either reference a
website or email directly to mbarton@eoc.sc.gov.

Office Productivity:

1. Over 51,000 callers were assisted and approximately 65,000 e-mail responses were provided.

2. 43,518 educator cases were processed, and 118, 882 documents were entered into the

educator database.

Over 5,400 first time licenses were issued.

4. OES issued 115 International licenses and sponsored approximately 80 cultural exchange

teachers.

Three educator preparation programs were reaccredited with support of EIA funding.

6. Districts submitted Confirmation of Employment for 647 PACE candidates, 58 ABCTE
educators, and 187 Teach for America Corps Members.

w
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Question 6: What are the outcomes or results of this program?

Outcome can be both guantitative and qualitative and should address the program’s
objectives. Please use the most recent data available:

Examples of outcomes would be: results of surveys, student achievement results,
increases in participation, reduction in achievement gaps, loans awarded, textbooks
purchased, etc.

1.

SRR

The Office of Educator Services is responsive to educators across SC. The goal for 2013-14
was to achieve and maintain a case turn-around time of two weeks year round. That goal has
been met during non-peak times of the year; however, the goal for processing cases during
the peak summer season is more realistically three to four weeks. A hardware and software
failure of the educator database in May 2014 contributed to a case backlog at the beginning
of the busiest processing time of the year.

NCATE/State accreditation reviews, Higher Education Roundtable meetings, and the work
of the Deans Alliance continue to have a positive effect on teacher preparation in the state.
OES has established strong relationships with school districts, local and state educational
organizations, higher education institutions and national educational organization. These
collaborations and partnerships create synergy and have a positive impact on teacher quality.
South Carolina has a strong and viable International Visiting Teachers Program.

The South Carolina Teacher of the Year program is an exemplary program that recognizes
outstanding teachers from across South Carolina.



Question 7: Program Evaluations
Has an independent evaluation of the program ever been conducted?
X Yes
No

If yes, what was the date of the most recent evaluation and what were the results and
primary recommendations of the evaluation?

Evaluations are conducted by individual programs. PACE participates in Title 11 annually.

Can you provide a URL link, electronic version, or hard copy of this evaluation to the
EOC?

X Yes
No

http://ed.sc.gov/agency/se/

If no, why not?


http://ed.sc.gov/agency/se/

Question 8:

While EIA revenues increased in 2013-14 over the prior fiscal year and no mid-year cuts
were made to any EIA programs, programs and agencies continue to implement
conservative budget practices.

Please describe how the program and/or organization would absorb or offset potential
EIA reductions totaling 5%, and 10% in the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2014-15?

OES will continue to maximize our impact on educators in SC while continuing to look for ways
to reduce costs. We will continue to look at ways to reduce on-site training and replace it with
virtual instruction, and we will shift to pay for services models when doing so is both feasible
and prudent. Our office would be able to absorb or offset potential reductions by shifting service
delivery routes, reducing travel, and utilizing generated revenues.

Question 9:

If no additional EIA revenues were appropriated to this program in Fiscal Year 2015-16
above the current year’s appropriation level, how would the objectives, activities and
priorities of this program change?

Please be specific to address the impact to students, teachers or schools. Are there
regulatory or statutory changes that you would recommend to the legislature that would
assist this program/organization in meeting its objectives?

Day to day functions of the Office of Educator Services to improve Teacher Quality would be
negatively impacted by this loss of revenue.



TEACHER QUALITY

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

Funding Sources .
g Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

EIA $372,724 $372,724

General Fund

Lottery

Fees

Other Sources

EIA Reduction

Carry Forward from Prior Year $0 $0

TOTAL: $372,724 $372,724

Prior Fiscal Year Current Fiscal Year

S Actual (FY 13-14) |Estimated (FY 14-15)

Personal Service

Contractual Services $10,429 $250,000
Supplies & Materials $3,583 $86,724
Fixed Charges $700 $1,000
Travel $983 $10,000
Equipment

Employer Contributions

Allocations to Districts/Schools/Agencies/Entities

Other: Sales Tax

Balance Remaining $357,029 $0
TOTAL: $372,724 $347,724
# FTES.:




EIA Program Report for Fiscal Year 2014-15

Coversheet

EIA-Funded Program Name: Teacher Salary Supplement and Employer
Contributions

Current Fiscal Year: 2014-15

Current EIA Appropriation: $143,407,443

Name of Person Completing Survey and to whom EOC members may request
additional information:

Mellanie Jinnette
Mailing Address:

1429 Senate Street, Room 308, Columbia, SC 29201
Telephone Number:

803-734-3605
E-mail:

mjinnett@ed.sc.gov



Question 1: History of the program: Please mark the appropriate response (choose one):
This program:
_X was an original initiative of the Education Improvement Act of 1984
___was created or implemented as part of the Education Accountability Act of 1998
___has been operational for less than five years
__was funded last fiscal year by general or other funds
__is a new program implemented for the first time with EIA revenues

___Other

Question 2: What SC laws, including provisos in the current year’s general appropriation
act, govern the implementation of this program? Please complete citations from the SC
Code of Laws including, Title, Chapter, and Section numbers.

Code of Laws:

59-20-50(b)

Proviso(s): (If applicable. Please make references to the 2014-15 General
Appropriation Act, Act 286 of 2014.)

1A.17

Regulation(s):

Do guidelines that have been approved by the State Board of Education, the Commission
on Higher Educ