


SOUTH CAROLINA EDUCATION OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
Full Committee Meeting

Minutes of the Meeting
April 13, 2026

Members Present (in-person or remote): April Allen, Rep. Neal Collins, Dr. Brian Newsome,
Barbara Hairfield, Melissa Pender, Dr. Patty Tate, Sen. Ross Turner, Melanie Barton, Laura
McKinney, Tammy Achziger, Sidney Locke, Rep. Terry Alexander, and Dr. Abbey Duggins (for
Superintendent Weaver).

Guests: Heather Bolinger, K-12 Assessment Solutions, University of Georgia; Dr. Kacey Cook,
SC Department of Education; and Dr. Herb Bocchino, SC Department of Education.

EOC Staff Present: Crystal Garcia, Gabrielle Fulton, Tenell Felder, Hope Johnson-Jones, Dr.
Rainey Knight, Dr. Matthew Lavery, Dr. Jenny May, Amina Asghar, and Dana Yow.

April Allen opened the meeting and introduced new EOC member Laura McKinney, who was
appointed by Senator Hembree to fill the unexpired term previously held by Jeri McCumbee. Dr.
Abby Duggins also attended, representing the superintendent. The committee then approved the

February 9, 2026 Full Committee minutes.

April Allen invited Dr. Jenny May, EOC Director of Qualitative Research & Stakeholder
Engagement, to present the State Funded Full-Day 4K Report for fiscal years 2024-25 and 2025-
26. This annual evaluation is required by proviso and was due by March 1. The report was
submitted to members of the General Assembly on February 27 and was presented as an

information item, requiring no vote from the committee.

Dr. Jenny May presented the State Funded Full-Day 4K Report, which evaluates South Carolina's
Child Development Education Pilot Program (CERDEP) as required by Proviso 1.47. The report
examines quality, access, and impact of state-funded 4K programming across both CERDEP 4K

(district-run) and First Steps 4K (private settings).

On access, Dr. May reported 711 students on the 4K waitlist at CERDEP school districts, 1,739
open seats in First Steps 4K, and approximately 8,855 pupils in poverty with unknown 4K
experience during 2024-25. Regarding financial investment, the state spent $73.6 million on
14,143 CERDEP 4K students and $40.6 million on 3,767 First Steps 4K students who later
enrolled in public school kindergarten in 2025-26. Nationally, South Carolina ranks 15th in access



for 4-year-olds but 38th in state financial investment to early childhood, dropping to 42nd when
other funds are considered.

Dr. May highlighted recent program changes, including moving the waitlist communication date
from November 15 to September 1, formalizing a pilot for placing waitlisted children, and proposed
2026-27 changes that would expand CERDEP and allow First Steps 4K to serve children at or
below 300% of poverty (currently 185% for Medicaid eligibility). Of nearly 18,000 children served
in state-funded 4K, 84% in CERDEP 4K and 68% in First Steps 4K were in poverty.

On impact, Dr. May noted that 54,000+ kindergartners took the Kindergarten Readiness
Assessment (KRA), with 56% being pupils in poverty. Statewide readiness has remained around
37%, though children in poverty served by CERDEP performed better on the KRAthan their peers
in poverty who did not participate.

Key recommendations included piloting efforts to reduce CERDEP waitlists, expanding
infrastructure using data to prioritize recruitment, improving consistency in waitlist and seat
reporting, meeting additional NIEER quality benchmarks related to screening and teacher
qualifications, and enhancing marketing to recruit families for available seats. Next steps include
the 4K Data Dashboard, a CERDEP Collaborative Convening, Year 2 of the 4K Waitlists Pilot,
including CERDEP assessmentdata in the assessmentaudit, and examining teacher preparation
and retention along with universal hearing, vision, and developmental screening in CERDEP
classrooms.

Laura McKinney asked whether data exists on private or religious schools that provide PreK. Dr.
May replied that data is available only for schools affiliated with SC First Steps; unaffiliated

providers are not tracked.

Melanie Barton expressed concern that statewide kindergarten readiness declined from 39% to
37% this year, but praised the full-day 4K program for nearly closing the readiness gap for children
in poverty. She urged expansion to more public and private providers, thanked the House and
Senate Finance Committee for expanding access to private providers, and challenged public and
charter schools to reach the 30% of eligible students not participating, noting transportation as a
common barrier. She also called on the General Assembly to expand birth-to-three services and
identified program expansion, along with addressing barriers like space, teacher shortages, and

childcare operator challenges, as the next priority.



Rep. Alexander raised concerns about teacher qualifications and called for a unified approach to
early childhood programs, noting that DSS, First Steps, Head Start, and other entities each
operate independently despite significant funding, while many eligible children remain unserved.
He urged that consolidating and examining these programs together should be a statement of
purpose moving forward. Dr. May responded that her reporting authority is currently limited to
CERDEP programming but offered to expand her review informally and collaborate with the Early
Childhood Advisory Council (ECAC), which is facilitated by First Steps.

Dr. Patty Tate presented the report from the Academic Standards and Assessments
Subcommittee, which met on March 16. The subcommittee addressed three action items and
received three information items. Before summarizing them, Dr. Tate invited Dr. May back to the
podium to present a report on the Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs Children (ECENC)

program.

Dr. May presented the Educational Credit for Exceptional Needs Children (ECENC) Program
Report, required by Act 247, which documents the program's impact on student achievement and
includes school-level data when at least 51% of enrolled students participate in the program and
at least 30 participating students have test scores (with potential reduction to no fewer than 10

students if privacy can be maintained).

The report covers three areas: information on the approval process, participation, and compliance
for ECENC schools; the process for collecting assessment results to document program impact;
and updates to previous EOC recommendations. Dr. May reviewed the approval timeline, which
includes application availability in January, application deadlines by late February, completed
grants submitted by June 30, school-level assessment results due September 1, and compliance

audits by November 15.

Dr. May offered three recommendations. First, convene the ECENC Advisory Committee as
required by Act247, which consults with the EOC on curriculum exemption requests and provides
recommendations on matters requested by the EOC. Second, offer summative state assessments
to ECENC students in public schools to help evaluate program impact. Third, consider
coordination at the state level between the Education Scholarship TrustFund (ESTF)and ECENC
by either implementing safeguards to prevent parents from receiving both funds or allowing the
two funding sources to be braided.

Ms. Barton recommended adding context to the self-reported data in Appendix F of the ECENC

report, noting that scores such as a mean scale score of 365 are meaningless to the public without



an explanation of what they correlate to. She emphasized that this will be an ongoing challenge
as the Education Scholarship Trust Fund (ESTF) moves forward, since comparing assessments
requires a common frame of reference. Ms. Barton stressed that the EOC, the Department, and
other stakeholders will need to work together to help the public understand whether special needs
students are scoring at levels comparable to their peers, framing this as a key future issue for
education.

Tammy Achziger asked whether any audit process exists to verify that ECENC schools are

actually serving students with special needs as stated.

Dr. May responded that no audit process currently exists, nor is there a formal complaint
procedure, though the office has received a few complaints this year. In those cases, staff
gathered as much information as possible but found schools were not out of compliance with their
stated accommodations and special services. Dr. May noted this is an area she would like the
Advisory Committee to address by recommending a formal process for handling complaints. She
explained that the EOC has no authority to investigate unless invited and cannot require action
from schools; the only available recourse is removing a school from the approved participation
list, which would likely impact families more than the school itself.

Ms. Allen then moved to approve the report. The motion was approved unanimously by the

members.

Dr. Tate reported that the ASA Subcommittee's first action item was the technical review of the
SC READY Science assessments for grades 4 and 6, conducted by K-12 Assessment Solutions
at the University of Georgia, with UGA team members available on Zoom for questions. The
review included blueprint analysis, content alignment, depth of knowledge (DOK) analysis,
psychometric evaluation, and performance classification, with subject matter experts examining

all items for alignment and rigor.

Findings indicated that the grade 4 and 6 SC READY test blueprints are well-aligned to state
standards and emphasize DOK Level 2, with most items appropriately aligned, though a small
number were flagged for potential realignment or DOK miscalculation. Recommendations
included reviewing flagged items, strengthening overall DOK alignment, exercising caution with
sub-domain scores, incorporating additional psychometric analyses, adding items near cut scores
to improve classification precision, and exploring models to enhance decision accuracy. The
subcommittee approved the report unanimously.



Melanie Barton asked whether the general solution is simply to add more test items.

Ms. Yow deferred to others, and Heather Bolinger replied that from a psychometric perspective,
the answer is “not necessarily”, since the test has four reporting categories and adding too many

items would be inappropriate for the purpose of the assessment.

Daniel Cammisa and Kelvin Pompey of the SC Department of Education clarified that two
separate issues were being conflated: the four performance levels (does not meet, approaches,
meets, exceeds) and the DOK levels (one, two, and three). The UGA recommendation noted that
classifying students into two groups is statistically easier than classifying into four, which relates
to decision classification. On DOK, they confirmed that the state summative assessment
appropriately assesses at all applicable levels, with some disagreement only around a few items,

reflecting the inherently subjective nature of DOK assignment.

They added that Dr. Madison, at the subcommittee meeting, suggested replacing some items with
ones closer to the cut scorerather than adding more items, acknowledging this would be complex
and require recalibration but worth considering. They also noted Dr. Madison affirmed that the
SCDE's current practices are in line with field standards, and his recommendations reflect broader

challenges the field is working through.

Ms. Allen then moved to approve the report. The motion was approved unanimously by the

members.

Dr. Tate reported that the ASA Subcommittee's second action item was the 2026 Report on the
Educational Performance of Military-Connected Students, required by Act 289 of 2014 (the
Military Family Quality of Life Enhancement Act), which mandates annual EOC reporting on

academic outcomes for this student population.

The report included demographic data from 2024-25, an overview of state data collection
practices, academic performance, attendance, and existing supports. Under federal ESSA
requirements, districts must identify military-connected students, typically through parent surveys
entered into PowerSchool, though 18 districts reported having no such students. Of the 18,824
identified students, about 74% were concentrated in 10 districts. Military-connected students in
South Carolina outperformed their non-military peers across all tested areas, including math, ELA,

and science.

Recommendations included requiring consistent data collection during enroliment, continuing

collaboration with the Department of Education to improve military-related data, and exploring



partnerships with postsecondary institutions to better support these students. Dr. Tate also noted
an updated military-connected students dashboard at dashboard.sc.gov and invited members to

visit. The subcommittee approved the report unanimously.

Ms. Allen then moved to approve the report. The motion was approved unanimously by the

members.

Dr. Tate reported that the ASA Subcommittee's final action item was a request to approve new
industry certifications for career readiness and accountability purposes. The Department of
Education submitted 19 new certifications, and EOC staff asked the subcommittee to reconsider
six of them. Following discussion and concerns from EOC members about the process, the
subcommittee unanimously approved a motion to delay action on the credentials until technical

advisory committees could meet in the spring.

Dr. Tate reported on two information items received by the ASA Subcommittee. Dr. Rocio Zalba
of the SC Department of Education presented on the South Carolina Seal of Biliteracy, a nationally
recognized credential signifying high proficiency in English and at least one additional language.
In May, the subcommittee will consider additional South Carolina-specific data to decide whether
the Seal should be added as a measure of college and career readiness. The subcommittee also
discussed the inclusion of courses taken by students pursuing the high school employability
credential and additional issues affecting other CCR measures, both of which will return at the
May meeting.

April Allen then introduced an action item regarding nomination to the South Carolina Public
Charter School District Board of Trustees. Under Section 59-40-230 of the Code of Laws, five
board members are appointed by the Governor on the recommendation of other bodies, including
the EOC, and with Senate approval. Jonathan Butcher has served as the Governor's nominee
from the EOC since 2021, and both Mr. Butcher and the Public Charter School Board leadership
expressed interest in his continued service. Ms. Allen moved to approve Mr. Butcher's nomination

for a three-year term, and the motion was approved unanimously.

Dana Yow shared two calendar items during the Executive Director Update.

First, the EOC is beginning its strategic planning process for 2025 and beyond, building on the
initial work launched in 2020-2021 under former Director Dr. Ferguson, which centered on
defining the committee's mission, values, and goals. The EOC staff is working with Dr. Christina
Melton, former Lexington-Richland Five superintendent and current consultant, to review the

plan internally and identify areas needing change, strengthening, or addition. Members are



invited to a strategic planning session following the ASA meeting on May 18 from 1:00 to 3:00

p.m. in the building. More information and invitations will follow.

Second, Ms. Yow announced a "save the date" for the EOC retreat on August 9-10 in historic

Camden, South Carolina, just after the nation's birthday. Additional details will be provided.

After the update the meeting was adjourned.



























Incentives for Rural Recruitment Funds

In 2017-18, incentives were identified by CERRA in collaboration with the Education Oversight Committee, the
South Carolina Department of Education, district personnel directors, and superintendents. Eligible districts
in 2024-25 selected from the same list of incentives developed in 2017-18 (see graphic below). Districts had
discretion in choosing appropriate incentives to recruit and/or retain teachers.
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Recruiting into the
Profession from
Within a District

Alternative Certification:

funds for districts to reimburse
employees for costs
associated with applying for
and participating in an
alternative certification
program

Bridge Program Partnerships:
funds to cover district costs
associated with
college/university partnerships
to identify and support future
teachers

Certification Examinations:
funds for districts to reimburse
employees for costs
associated with certification
exams and certification
support seminars

Teacher Cadet Start-Up Costs:

funds to cover costs
associated with starting a new
Teacher Cadet class, excluding
teacher salary; may include
startup of ProTeam or other
types of teacher recruitment
classes
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General
Recruitment and
Hiring

District Website Upgrades:
funds for districts to improve
their websites so as to assure
accessibility from all devices,
ease in locating information

about vacancies and availability
of online application process

International Teacher Fees:
funds to cover district costs
associated with hiring
international teachers

National Employment System
Vendor: funds for districts to
subscribe to a national vendor
package of online services to
track, recruit, screen, and
onboard applicants

Recruitment Expenses: funds for
districts to cover costs of travel
expenses associated with
domestic recruitment activities
(such as attendance at
recruitment fairs), the purchase
of marketing materials, etc.
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Recruitment

Critical Needs Salary Stipend:
funds for districts to pay salary
stipends to critical need
subject teachers to encourage
them to accept employment
and to remain in the district

Housing Purchase: funds to
reimburse districts for all or
some of the cost of a down-
payment and the renovation of
a house or apartment from
outside the district to offset
the community costs

Travel Stipend: funds for
districts to provide a stipend to
teachers who travel to their
teaching assignment from
outside the district, to offset
the community costs

First Year Teacher Stipend:
funds for districts to increase
the salary of a first year
teachers to the second year
teacher level
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Retention

Graduate Coursework:
funds to reimburse teachers
for costs associated with
graduate coursework that the
district has determined would
address a district need or
promote job
satisfaction/retention

Mentoring/Induction Support:
funds for districts to provide
stipends for first year teachers
mentors and to offer resources
and training for mentors and
first year teachers

Professional Development:
funds to provide professional
development for classroom
teachers that is intended to
address a district need or
promote job
satisfaction/retention




District Allocation of RRI Funds

On an annual basis,
district eligibility for RRI
is determined. District
eligibility is determined
by two factors: teacher
turnover rate must be
above 11% (five-year
average) and the district
cannot be in the top

15 wealthiest districts

as determined by the
most recent Index of
Taxpaying Ability. Once
the list of eligible districts
is determined by CERRA,
districts are allocated funds
according to the number
of classroom teachers in
the district and a weighting
based on the district’s
five year average teacher
turnover rate.

Example of Calculation for a District’s Allocation of RRI Funds:

District X has a 5 year teacher turnover rate of 11.94% and has 207 classroom teachers

Step 1: District Teacher Turnover Rate — Teacher Turnover Rate Cutoff x Multiplier = District Weighting
11.94—-11x 100 = .0094

Step 2: District number of classroom teachers from Supply and Demand Report (self reported)

207 teachers

Step 3: Number of Teachers from Step 2 x District Weighting = Total Teacher Weighting
207 x .0094 = 1.95

Step 4: Number of Teachers in District + Total Teacher Weighting = Combined Teachers in a District

207 + 1.95 =208.95

Step 5: Step 4 is completed for every eligible district for RRI funds and total for all districts is determined
16,286 teachers (all RRI districts)

Step 6: RRI allocation of funds/All RRI district teachers = Base Allocation of Funding
S$7,000,000/ 16,286 = $429.81

Step 7: Base Allocation x Combined Teachers in a District = Amount of RRI Funding

429.81 x 208.95 = $89,808.79

So, District X would receive $89,808.79 for its RRI funds.




Table B: 2024-25 Funding for RRI Qualifying Districts
The RRI funding allocated for eligible districts in 2024-25 is listed below.?

FY25 Qualifying Districts Allocation
Abbeville $89,808
Allendale $34,227
Anderson 2 $97,380
Anderson 3 $79,913
Anderson 4 $89,156
Anderson5 $368,944
Bamberg $52,838
Barnwell $101,841
Calhoun $43,990
Chester $146,533
Clarendon $112,649
Colleton $119,815
Darlington $324,805
Dillion 3 $41,105
Dillon 4 $96,011
Dorchester 4 $64,489
Edgefield $101,948
Fairfield $88,594
Florence 3 $91,547
Greenwood 50 $256,653
Greenwood 51 $31,162
Greenwood 52 $43,681
Hampton $64,028
Jasper $78,602
Kershaw $283,031
Lancaster $440,876
Laurens 55 $164,667
Laurens 56 $86,754
Lee $51,322
Lexington 2 $266,279
Lexington 3 $66,510
Lexington 4 $104,360
Marion $140,167
Marlboro $102,228
McCormick $22,620
Newberry $191,076
Orangeburg $434,615
Saluda $73,103
Spartanburg 2 $302,456
Spartanburg 3 $90,807
Spartanburg 7 $266,865
Sumter $369,704
Union $109,636
Williamsburg $94,768
York 1 $157,834
York 4 $560,601
Total $7,000,000

* Source: CERRA, Rural Teacher Recruitment and Retention Report, July, 2025.
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In addition, the following funds were dispersed in 2024-25
previous year.*

to districts with carry forward funds from the

District Carry Forward
Funds
Barnwell (Consolidated) $61,401
Clarendon $2,000
Dorchester 4 $22,000
Jasper $44,278
Marlboro $107,226
Total $236,905

4Source: CERRA, email to R.Knight, Fall, 2025.

Table C shows the amount of RRI funds disbursed to districts for 2024-25 by individual districts, types of
incentives, and amount disbursed. These data are from the CERRA 2025 report and are based on disbursements
to school districts. Carry forward funds disbursed are not reflected.
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*Source: CERRA, email to R.Knight, Fall, 2025.



DISTRICT
Abbeville

Allendale

Anderson 2

Anderson 3

Anderson4

Anderson5

Bamberg

Barnwell

Calhoun

Chester

Table C - Disbursements by District 2024-25>

INCENTIVE
Graduate Coursework
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Certification Examination Support
International Teacher Fees
Surveys

Graduate Coursework
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Bridge Program Partnerships
Certification Examination Support
National Employment System Fees
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Website Updates

Alternative Certification Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Housing Purchase/Renovations
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development

Alternative Certification Fees
International Teacher Fees
Recruitment Expenses
Website Updates

Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses

Critical Need Salary Supplement
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

DISBURSEMENT

$4,105.00
$10,750.00
$35,537.60
$633.28
$38,782.51

$1,902.55
$2,400.00
$24,227.00
$5,697.45

$38,700.00
$23,000.00
$14,859.00
$20,821.00

$1,420.00
$600.00
$28,800.00
$12,780.00
$1,793.00
$34,520.00

$640.50
$26,097.01
$9,000.00
$47,279.35
$6,138.34

$126,944.00
$167,000.00
$75,000.00

$47,813.24
$996.46
$3,972.30
$56.00

$24,382.29
$46,099.00
$16,223.15
$15,136.56

$28,338.00
$15,652.00

$85,000.00
$15,000.00

$4,200.00
$42,000.00

TOTAL

$89,808.39

$34,227.00

$97,380.00

$79,913.00

$89,155.20

$368,944.00

$52,838.00

$101,841.00

$43,990.00

$146,200.00



Clarendon

Colleton

Darlington

Dillon 3

Dillon4

Dorchester 4

Edgefield

Fairfield

Florence 3

Greenwood 50

Bridge Program Partnerships
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

First-Year Teacher Salary Supplement

Recruitment Expenses

Bridge Program Partnerships
Certification Examination Support
Critical Need Salary Supplement
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development

Critical Need Salary Supplement

Certification Examination Support
Graduate Coursework

Housing Purchase/Renovations
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses

International Teacher Fees

Alternative Certification Fees
Graduate Coursework
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Bridge Program Partnerships
Certification Examination Support
International Teacher Fees
National Employment System Fees
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Bridge Program Partnerships
Certification Examination Support
Graduate Coursework
International Teacher Fees
National Employment System Fees
Recruitment Expenses

Certification Examination Support
Critical Need Salary Supplement
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$5,000.00
$57,000.00
$20,000.00
$10,649.00
$20,000.00

$111,741.00
$8,074.00

$35,000.00
$20,000.00
$195,000.00
$51,755.00
$7,850.00
$15,200.00

$41,105.00

$2,500.00
$3,297.00
$1,992.80
$40,000.00
$19,221.20
$29,000.00

$64,488.52

$1,330.11
$400.68
$74,095.57
$5,534.93
$6,802.44
$13,524.35

$5,000.00
$9,000.00
$3,000.00
$25,055.83
$25,613.17
$5,925.00
$15,000.00

$750.00
$12,000.00
$16,248.96
$6,000.00
$27,000.00
$9,112.14
$20,435.90

$1,636.00
$39,518.20

$112,649.00

$119,815.00

$324,805.00

$41,105.00

$96,011.00

$64,488.52

$101,688.08

$88,594.00

$91,547.00



Greenwood 51

Greenwood 52

Hampton

Jasper

Kershaw

Lancaster

Laurens 55

Laurens 56

Graduate Coursework
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Critical Need Salary Supplement

Alternative Certification Fees
Graduate Coursework
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
International Teacher Fees
Recruitment Expenses

International Teacher Fees
Recruitment Expenses

Bridge Program Partnerships

Critical Need Salary Supplement
First-Year Teacher Salary Supplement
International Teacher Fees
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Surveys

Website Updates

Alternative Certification Fees
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Surveys

First-Year Teacher Salary Supplement
Graduate Coursework

International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Surveys

Website Updates

Alternative Certification Fees
Certification Examination Support
Graduate Coursework
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Website Updates
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$33,740.00
$128,018.79
$50,222.26
$3,517.75

$31,162.00

$16,050.00
$11,904.00
$2,700.00
$8,026.65
$5,000.00

$15,000.00
$30,000.00
$19,028.00

$50,000.00
$28,602.00

$3,000.00
$108,675.00
$7,080.00
$33,250.00
$63,015.00
$22,611.00
$38,400.00
$7,000.00

$60,000.00
$196,616.00
$70,839.00
$14,520.00
$98,900.00

$10,000.00
$43,200.00
$24,710.00
$5,000.00
$2,513.00

$25,800.00
$27,810.00

$25,634.00

$1,500.00
$500.00
$24,800.00
$25,535.20
$8,221.52
$2,000.00
$17,190.00
$7,000.00

$256,653.00

$31,162.00

$43,680.65

$64,028.00

$78,602.00

$283,031.00

$440,875.00

$164,667.00

$86,746.72



Lee

Lexington 2

Lexington 3

Lexington4

Marion

Marlboro

McCormick

Newberry

Orangeburg

Saluda

Alternative Certification Fees
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Certification Examination Support
Graduate Coursework
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support

Alternative Certification Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Critical Need Salary Supplement
Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees

First-Year Teacher Salary Supplement

Recruitment Expenses
Travel Stipend for Commuters

Alternative Certification Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses

Travel Stipend for Commuters

Alternative Certification Fees
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees
Recruitment Expenses

Website Updates

Alternative Certification Fees
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees

Certification Examination Support
Graduate Coursework
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$2,249.52
$36,740.00
$5,000.00
$4,306.68
$3,025.80

$50,000.00
$84,599.00
$131,680.00

$17,000.00

$2,510.00
$17,000.00
$10,000.00
$20,000.00

$18,000.00
$21,700.00
$46,910.00
$17,750.00

$136,620.00
$1,500.00
$2,047.00

$6,000.00
$75,000.00
$15,228.00
$6,000.00

$6,835.12
$3,311.89
$11,833.31
$639.68

$9,000.00
$72,500.00
$45,325.40
$22,454.38
$33,980.70
$7,815.52

$20,000.00
$379,420.00
$16,113.00
$19,081.95

$3,000.00
$1,500.00
$2,357.00

$51,322.00

$266,279.00

$66,510.00

$104,360.00

$140,167.00

$102,228.00

$22,620.00

$191,076.00

$434,614.95



Spartanburg 2

Spartanburg 3

Spartanburg 7

Sumter

Union

Williamsburg

York 1

Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses
Website Updates

Certification Examination Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Certification Examination Support
Critical Need Salary Supplement
Graduate Coursework
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Bridge Program Partnerships
Certification Examination Support
Graduate Coursework
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Alternative Certification Fees
Certification Examination Support
International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
Professional Development
Recruitment Expenses

Surveys

Certification Examination Support
Critical Need Salary Supplement
Mentoring/Induction Support
Recruitment Expenses

Bridge Program Partnerships

First-Year Teacher Salary Supplement

International Teacher Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees

Alternative Certification Fees
Certification Examination Support
Employment System Fees
Mentoring/Induction Support
National Employment System Fees
Recruitment Expenses

Teacher Cadet Start-Up Costs
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$50,235.00
$2,500.00
$13,700.00

$23,072.00
$78,706.25
$186,304.99

$5,000.00
$1,000.00
$10,000.00
$20,000.00
$30,000.00
$807.00
$24,000.00

$43,800.00
$23,858.30
$1,500.00
$20,000.00
$117,092.22
$16,116.02
$25,000.00

$50,000.00
$9,600.00
$90,000.00
$55,904.00
$5,000.00
$102,600.00
$56,600.00

$1,500.00
$94,127.53
$2,638.84
$11,369.63

$22,500.00
$6,908.00
$48,000.00
$11,000.00
$6,360.00

$415.00
$692.38
$599.00
$39,995.95
$18,061.91
$40,453.26
$12,024.80

$73,292.00

$288,083.24

$90,807.00

$247,366.54

$369,704.00

$109,636.00

$94,768.00

$112,242.30



York 4 Alternative Certification Fees $7,000.00

Certification Examination Support $2,310.00

Critical Need Salary Supplement $70,000.00

Graduate Coursework $50,000.00

Mentoring/Induction Support $36,376.56

National Employment System Fees $60,000.00

Professional Development $218,678.10

Recruitment Expenses $97,736.35

Surveys $15,000.00

Website Updates $3,500.00 $560,601.01
TOTAL $6,920,121.60

Does not include carry forward funds dispersed

*Source: CERRA, Rural Recruitment and Retention Incentive Report, July, 2025.

Figure 1 and Table D represent the incentive expenditures by the RRI districts in 2024-25 based on a survey administered
by the EOC. Districts most frequently used the following incentives: recruiting expenses, mentoring and induction, and
alternative certification to recruit and retain teachers. A frequency distribution of incentives implemented by districts for
2024-25 is shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1 - Frequency Distribution Rural Recruitment Incentives in 2024-25°%
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Of the 46 RRI districts in 2024-25, Table D shows the percentage of districts implementing a specific incentive.

Table D - Incentive Usage in 2024-25¢

2024-25 RRI Incentives Percent of Districts Utilizing Incentive

Recruitment Expenses 78%
Alternative Certification 59%
Mentoring/Induction 74%
Professional Development 50%
International Teachers 46%
Certification Exam Supports 52%
Graduate Coursework 35%
Website Development 17%
Critical Needs Supplement 26%
National Employment Fees 26%
Surveys 11%
First Year Teacher Supplement 15%
Bridge Program Partnership 20%
Teacher Cadet Start Up 7%
Travel for Commuters 7%
Housing Purchase/Renovations 6%

*Source: EOC. Survey to districts, Fall, 2025

The total expenditures by districts for 2024-25 are included in Table E below. The top expenditures by districts for
2024-25 are mentoring and induction, recruitment expenses and international teacher fees as reflected below.

Table E - Incentives Expenditures 2024-257

Incentive Type Expenditure

Mentoring/Induction Support $1,189,940.53
Recruitment Expenses $1,168,783.99
International Teacher Fees $1,261,607.81
Critical Needs Salary Stipend $811,207.73
Professional Development $791,898.35
Alternative Certification Fees $364,855.09
Graduate Coursework $275,503.68
Surveys $242,407.45
National Employment System Fees
$218,063.73
First-Year Teacher Salary Stipend
$210,729.00
Website Upgrades $114,306.08
Bridge Program Partnerships $111,778.30
Certification Exam Support $90,569.34
Housing $49,806.04
Teacher Cadet Start-Up Costs $12,024.80
Travel Stipends for Commuters $6,639.68 ’Source: CERRA. Rural Teacher
Recruitment and Retention Report,
Total $6,920,121.60  j,1. 5025,

Does not include carry forward funds expended
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Study Question #1

How did districts utilize the RRI funds in 2024-257
Descriptive Data from Surveys on 2024-25 RRI Incentive Funds

One component of the Rural Recruitment Initiative evaluation was to seek feedback from eligible districts in
2024-25 who received RRI funding on how funds were spent in their district. Forty-six districts met the eligibility
requirements. Forty-six districts requested funding and all 46 districts responded to the survey.

The EOC sent a survey to school districts in September 2025 asking districts which incentives they utilized in the
past year and to provide the specifics regarding the utilization of the funds. The following section describes the
districts’ responses regarding their utilization of incentives and the specifics regarding the incentive.

Alternative Certification: Twenty-seven districts (59%) used funds for alternative certification.
Generally, these programs are “grow your own programs,” recruiting community members
or uncertified staff in the district to become certified teachers. Some of the programs require
a bachelor’s degree and others establish a pathway for a four-year degree and certification.

} There are currently 19 alternative certification programs approved by the SC Board of Education
serving school districts in South Carolina. In 2024-25, districts reported 185 teachers enrolled
in an alternative certification program which is a considerable increase from the previous year of
62 teachers. Districts spent $364,855 on this incentive in 2024-25. Of the 27 districts utilizing
alternative certification, programs in Table F (below) were used most frequently as reported by the
districts.

Table F - Alternative Certification Programs

Name of Program Number of Amount Number of
Participants in Districts participants Hired
Program (in Expended (Percentage of
various stages of (cost per Participants in
certification) participant) Program Hired as

Teachers in 24-25)

Program of Alternative 48 $9,959 21

Certification for Educators ($207) (44%)

(PACE)

Carolina Collaborative for 18 $45,000 16

Alternative Preparation ($2,500) (899%)

(Carolina CAP)

Teachers of Tomorrow 93 $110,000 52
($1,182) (56%)

Alternative Pathways to

Educator Certification 8 $29,500 5

(APEC Coker University) ($3,688) (63%)

Teach for America (TFA) 7 $15,700 6
($2,243) (86%)
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Bridge Program: Nine districts (20%) used RRI funds to provide scholarships to certified teachers
looking to obtain their master’s degree, as an alternative certification pathway for certification,
for teacher interns to participate in Read to Succeed, for apprenticeships, and for certification
of teachers of multilingual learners. One district indicated they required teachers to remain with
the district for five years when using the Bridge funds. Colleges and universities who partnered
with school districts include Wofford, Converse, Clemson, USC Columbia, USC Upstate, Grand
Canyon, Voorhees, and University of Phoenix. A total of $111,778 was spent by districts in 2024-
25. Data to identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

O,

Certification Supports: Twenty-four (52%) of the districts used funds for certification supports.
These funds were used to support teachers in some fashion in the administration of the Praxis
tests. Expenses included Praxis reimbursement to teachers, online Praxis supports, tutors for
Praxis help and Praxis books. One district reported using funds towards gifted and talented
certification. (Note these percentage include duplicative counts from districts.) Districts spent
$90,569 for certification supports. Data to identify this incentive as solely contributing to
recruitment was unavailable.

%

Critical Needs Stipends: Twelve districts (26%) used this incentive to fund stipends for teachers
in critical needs areas. Each district determines which teaching area is deemed to be critical
needs that best fits their needs. Of the districts using this incentive, 623 teachers received a
supplement as compared to 729 teachers the previous year. Districts reported a 94% retention
rate for teachers receiving the supplement for 2024-25. (Note: Retention data for 2023-24 was
not available.) The most prevalent subject areas used by districts for critical needs were special
education, early childhood, elementary, and high/middle school mathematics. The amount of
the stipends is determined by the district. The supplements ranged from $250 to $2500 per
teacher. A total of $811,208 was spent by districts in 2024-25. Data to identify this incentive as
solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

—®)

First Year Teacher Stipends: Seven districts (15%) paid a stipend to first year teachers using RRI
funds. (One district did not respond to additional questions regarding this incentive.) Districts
reported 145 teachers were paid this stipend and 137 teachers or 94% were retained the
following year. For 2023-24, a total of 59 teachers received the supplement with a retention
rate of 97%. The stipends varied from $1,000 to $2,500 with districts spending $211,729 for first
year stipends in 2024-25. Data to identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment
was unavailable.

&

Graduate Courses: Sixteen districts (35%) used RRI funds to pay the tuition for teachers to
take graduate courses towards a master’s degree, for technology training, for national board
certification, and for English language learners’ certification. Two hundred and thirty-six (236)
teachers participated in graduate courses offered through RRI. Districts reported a retention
rate of 85%. For comparison, 295 five teachers participated in graduate courses in 2023 -24
with a retention rate of 97%. Districts spent $275,504 on graduate courses in 2024-25. Data to
identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

&)
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Housing: In 2024-25, three districts (5%) used funds for housing. No district used funds to
provide allowances to teachers. (Note only two of the three districts responded to additional
questions for this incentive.) Districts reported eight (8) teachers were supported and seven
teachers were retained. No district used funds for housing stipends in 2023-24. The total
amount of money expended by districts was $49,806 in 2024-25. Data to identify this incentive
as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

International teachers: Twenty-one districts (46%) used RRI funds to hire international
teachers. As reported by the districts, 295 new international teachers were hired using
this incentive in 2024-25 with 280 of these teachers retained at the end of the school year
for a retention rate of 95%. As of fall 2025, districts reported using RRI funds to support
over 800 total international teachers. International teachers are initially hired in one of
two ways: on a J1 visa or H-B1 visa. Teachers hired on a J1 visa are hired using a vendor
who specializes in securing teachers internationally such as Foreign Academic Cultural
Exchange Service (FACES), Palmetto Academic and Cultural Teachers Immigrant Petition,
Educational Partners International (EPI), Teacher Placement Group Cultural Exchange (PG),
and International Teacher Exchange Service (ITES). The districts do not pay the fringe
costs for these teachers; however, there is an ongoing annual fee to the vendor. Teachers
hired on a H-B1 visa are sponsored by the district and the district pays annually for their
fringe costs, plus the cost of the visa and legal fees. Districts reported spending a total of
$1,261,608 on international teacher recruitment in 2024-25. Data analysis cannot isolate
the incentive as the primary driver of this outcome.

Mentoring and Induction: Thirty-four districts (74%) of the RRI districts used the
mentoring/induction program as an incentive. Districts reported 924 first year teachers
were provided mentorship as part of their induction program. For these teachers, 812
were retained for a rate of 88%. In 2023-24, 585 teachers were mentored using RRI funds
and 80% of these teachers were retained. Districts also reported 241 second year teachers
were provided a second-year mentoring program and 171 or 77% of these teachers were
retained in 2024-25. In 2023-24, 78 teachers were supported in mentoring and 100% of
these teachers were retained. Mentoring was implemented in different ways in districts
including mentors allowed time outside of their teaching duties, after school, during
planning, district employees were used, professional development time and retirees were
used. As reported by the districts in 2024-25, the cost per teacher using RRI funds was
$812 for mentoring a first-year teacher and $312 per teacher for mentoring a year two
teacher. A total of $1,189,941 RRI funds was spent on mentoring and induction in 2024-
25. Data to identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

National Employment Fees: Twelve districts (26%) of the districts used RRI funds for this
incentive. This incentive is used to post teacher vacancies on national sites, purchase
software to recruit, and to track and hire applicants. Vendors used included Talent Ed,
Frontline, Neogov, Linkin, and Handshake. A total of $218,064 was spent by districts on
national employment in 2024-25. Data to identify this incentive as solely contributing to
recruitment was unavailable.
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Professional Development: Twenty-three districts (50%) of the districts used funds for
professional development. Districts used these funds to support teachers in areas of
classroom behavior strategies, instructional strategies, National Board, Visible Learning, and
professional learning communities. Districts also used the funds to attend conferences. A
total of 1,679 (duplicative count) teachers participated in professional development using
RRI funds. Total funds expended for professional development was $791,898 for 2024-25.
Data to identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

Recruitment Expenses: Thirty-six districts (78%) of the RRI districts used funds for recruiting
expenses. The top categories of monies spent as reported by districts were: 94% of funds
for marketing; 77% for items for prospective teachers; 63% for travel to fairs and recruiting,
and 23% for career fair fees. The top categories of total monies spent were as follows:
$546,000 for marketing, $323,000 for items for prospective teachers, $90,000 for travel, and
$21,000 for career fair fees. A total of $1,168,784 was spent on this incentive in 2024-25.
Data to identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

Teacher Cadet: Three (7%) of the RRI districts used funds to establish Teacher Cadet classes.
Approximately 220 students were enrolled in 2024-25. Districts spent $12,075 in 2024-25
on teacher cadet startup classes. No funds were used for this incentive in 2023-24. Data to
identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

Travel Stipends: Three districts (7%) used RRI funds for paying travel to teachers to commute
to the district. Three (3) teachers received these funds for a total of $6,640. Two of the
three teachers (67%) were retained. No district used travel stipends in 2023-24. Data to
identify this incentive as solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

Surveys: Five districts (11%) used RRI funds for a survey tool for their teachers and
administrators. All districts used Upbeat, a vendor, to create their surveys. Upbeat also
provides onsite principal and teacher supports for an additional fee. Districts reported they
used the survey results to gain insight to actionable strategies to improve teacher retention,
to gain staff perspectives on school culture, to coach principals, and to set principal goals for
retention. Districts spent $242,407 on surveys in 2024-25. Data to identify this incentive as
solely contributing to recruitment was unavailable.

Website Updates: Eight districts (17%) of the RRI districts used funds as a strategy to
upgrade their website. Vendors used included Final Site, Apptegy, and Beam. The districts
reported website upgrades included securing compliancy issues, adding a portal, ensuring
teacher employment was visible, restructuring the website, managing the website to
showcase the district, sending texts to parents, restoration after a cyber attack, or adding a
Chatbot. Districts spent $114,306 on this incentive. Data to identify this incentive as solely
contributing to recruitment was unavailable.
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Long Term Use of RRI Funds

In looking at district incentives over time, Table G shows disbursements of incentives to districts over the past six years (2019-20
through 2024-25). The table shows a total of over $41 million dollars has been utilized by districts. Over the past six years, districts
spent most of the RRI funds on international teachers at $10.8 million, critical needs stipends at $6.7 million, recruitment expenses
at $6.6 million, mentoring and induction at $4.7 million and professional development at $4.5 million.

Over this period, districts receiving the highest incentive awards were Anderson 5, Chester, Colleton, Darlington, Florence 1, Florence
4, Laurens 55, Lexington 2. Newberry, Orangeburg, Spartanburg 3, Spartanburg 7, and York 4. A complete listing of the six-year
summary by district is shown in Appendix E.

Table G - Six Year Total RRI Funds Disbursed by Incentive Type®

Incentive 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 Total

Alternative

certification $269,407 $265,624 $202,513 $246,151 $271,718 $364,855 $1,620,268

Bridge fees $14,500 $0 $55,000 $99,286 $171,093 $111,778 $451,657

Certification

supports $60,627 $67,200 $105,800 $73,747 $82,821 $90,569 $480,764

Critical needs

stipends $793,395 $1,819,719 $1,123,568 $1,336,116 $818,658 $811,208  $6,702,664

1st Year teacher

stipends $149,948 $161,477 $60,690 $73,884 $31,500 $210,729 $688,228

Graduate courses $78,077 $212,297 $433,850 $282,335 $235,382 $275,504  $1,517,145

Housing stipends $61,236 $64,366 $52,050 $85,251 $0 $49,806 $312,709

International

teacher fees $2,474,955 $1,724,836 $1,943,910 $1,328,967 $2,068,151 $1,261,608 $10,802,427

Mentoring and

induction $722,468 $740,090 $607,060 $717,567 $783,355 $1,189,941  $4,670,481

National

employment fees $234,761 $203,623 $217,068 $181,347 $109,740 $218,064  $1,164,603

Professional

development $662,011 $830,421 $868,905 $586,356 $729,686 $791,898  $4,469,277

Recruitment

expenses $1,026,478 $729,395 $1,446,684 $1,397,057 $851,617 $1,168,784  $6,620,015

Surveys $0 $0 $0 $40,950 $137,681 $242,407 $421,038

Teacher Cadet

start up $1,161 $10,125 $14,200 $4,000 $0 $12,025 $41,511

Travel stipends $43,173 $28,335 $7,000 $18,190 $0 $6,640 $103,338

Website updates $184,231 $202,328 $182,744 $217,139 $180,608 $114,306  $1,081,356
$6,776,428 $7,059,836 $7,321,042 $6,688,043 $6,472,010 $6,920,122 $41,237,481

Source: SC TEACHER, Rural Recruitment Spending: 5 Year ROI Analysis of Strategic Investments, April, 2026
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The corresponding Figure 2 shows incentive expenditures by year by amount expended by districts.

Figure 2 - Six Year Disbursements by Incentive Type®
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Based on the six (6) year expenditures of RRI funds and 2025 vacancy rates® , districts with the highest
percentage of vacancies and their respective six year expenditures!! are listed by district below in Table H.

Table H - Districts with Highest Vacancies (2025) with Corresponding Six Year Expenditures

District Percent Vacancy RRI Funds
(November 2025) Expended

(past 6

years)

Lee 20.5% $449,000
Hampton 11.9% $687,207
Florence 3 8.7% $833,473
McCormick 8.8% $191,930
Marlboro 6.3% $884,874
Williamsburg 7.5% $820,717
Spartanburg 7 4.8% $1,700,006
Jasper 4.7% $607,425

Of the 75 school districts (including the charter school districts), 44 districts showed vacancies at 1% or less in
November of 2025. The state vacancy average for fall 2025 was 1.25%. Note: SC Public School District did not
submit a report.

%Source: CERRA, Email to R.Knight, March, 2026
"Source: Source: SC TEACHER, Rural Recruitment Spending: 5 Year ROI Analysis of Strategic Investments, April, 2026
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Financials for Rural Recruitment Initiative?

Districts submitted fund disbursement requests that specified the incentive for which funds would be utilized,
the amount requested, and how the incentive would be implemented. A copy of the disbursement request
form is attached as Appendix F. A total of $7,157,0271 was disbursed to districts between July 1, 2024 and June
30, 2025.

Expenditures on behalf of the district site grants to teachers included ProTeam and Teacher Cadet site grants
that offset the cost of supplies and/or travel to observe students in internship assignments. College partners
receive site grants to offset the cost of Teacher Cadet College Days. Total expenditures for FY25 were $32,0361.

FY25 available funds included the EIA allocation of $7,598,392 plus $1,195,270 in FY24 carryover funds, for
a total of $8,793,662. Funds that were disbursed and/or expended during FY25 (57,157,027 + $32,036 +
$370,394) totaled $7,559,457. Administrative costs of $376,915 (increase from FY24 due to additional staffing)
bring the total utilized to $7,936,372. Available funds ($8,793,662) — funds utilized ($7,936,372) leaves a FY24
carryover amount of $857,290, resulting from some districts not making use of their full allocation.

Carry Forward 2023-24 $1,195,270

RRI Allocation from EIA funds for 2024-25 $7,598,392

Total funds available for 2024-25 $8,793,662

Allocations for 2024-25

Rural Recruitment Incentive Funds to Districts (total funds disbursed FY25, including $7,157,027
carryover funds)

District Expenditures for Incentives (based on total disbursed funds from FY25 $6,920,121
allocation only)
Difference between Allocation/Expenditure (total FY24 carryover funds disbursed) $236,906

CERRA Administrative (inclusive of Winthrop indirect costs of $221,313) | $376,915

Site Grants to Teachers $32,036
Teacher Loan Forgiveness $370,394

Rural District Undergraduate Loan Forgiveness Program?3

Beginning in 2016-17 and pursuant to Proviso 1A.45, CERRA began administering the Rural District Loan
Forgiveness Program (Program) as part of the Rural Recruitment Initiative. The Program’s purpose is to
encourage classroom teachers to seek and become employed in one of the rural incentive districts. Eligible
teachers may apply for up to $5,000 for up to seven years. The loans are to be applied to existing teacher
undergraduate loan balances. These loans are not eligible for any other loan forgiveness options. Loans are
made directly to teachers upon receipt of an application, loan balance documentation and district verification
that the teacher completed a full year of employment during the school year. CERRA sends the loan packets to
district human resources departments, posts it on its website, and shares with various stakeholders.

2Source: CERRA, Email to R.Knight, November, 2025
BSource: CERRA. November, 2025.
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Undergraduate loan forgiveness funds were disbursed directly to teacher applicants in 2025 in the amount of
$298,627.58. Applicants must meet the requirements as outlined: receipt of a completed application, loan
balance documentation, and district verification that the teacher completed a full year of employment during
the 2024-25 school year. A total of 108 applicants applied for loan forgiveness and 65 were awarded loans. A
total of 28 districts used loan forgiveness for their teachers. The districts offering the largest amounts in loan
forgiveness are listed below in Table I.

Table I - Top Six Districts using Loan Forgiveness Programs, 2024-25

District Loan Forgiveness

Anderson5 $28,981
Lancaster $32,248
Spartanburg 7 $25,000
Edgefield $20,000
Barnwell $17,817
Colleton $16,698
York 4 (Fort Mill) $17,454

The total amount of loan forgiveness funds disbursed directly to teachers in 2023-24 was $370,324 and the
previous year was $336,167.

Previous Rural Recruitment Initiative Progress Reports

Two previous Rural Recruitment Incentive reports have been completed. One was done by University of South
Carolina in 2019 and a second by the Education Oversight Committee in 2025.

In 2019, the EOC commissioned a progress report** on the use of RRI funds. The report was completed by
Dr. Henry Tran and Dr. Douglas Smith at the University of South Carolina in June 2019. The report was an
exploratory, descriptive study.

The results from this report are listed below.

e A top challenge for districts was recruiting teachers with the appropriate certification for their vacant
positions.

e Teacher salaries made it difficult to retain teachers.
e The distance to a school proved to be a challenge for schools to recruit.

e The average teacher turnover rate was 17.9% and the cumulative instability rate was 52.5%, which
means in the previous 10 years only 52.5% of the teaching staff remained intact.

e Of the 29 incentives presented to the districts, an average of 15 were utilized. The incentive utilized
the most frequently for recruitment was travel for teachers to commute and international teachers.
The most frequently used incentive for retention was induction/mentoring and travel for teachers to
commute. (The incentives presented included ones the authors gleaned from the literature on teacher
recruitment and retention as well as the incentives available to districts as RRI incentives.)

The recommendations made from the 2019 report were:
¢ Incentives offered should be aligned with strategies backed by empirical evidence.
e \Websites should be teacher-friendly for maximum usage.
e RRI funds should be sufficient to make an impact.

e Data should be collected from multiple years to draw conclusions about the impact of the RRI strategies
being utilized.

"“Tran, Henry and Douglas Smith. Department of Educational Leadership: The Rural Recruitment Initiative Progress Report. Provided to the Educa-
tion Oversight Committee; June, 2019.
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In 2025, the EOC completed a report on the Rural Recruitment Initiative funds®®. The link to this study can be
found at https://eoc.sc.gov/sites/eoc/files/Documents/1 Rural%20Recruitment%20Initiative%20Report%20
2024 FINAL 12 12 24.pdf

The results showed:

Districts reported trying to be more strategic in their plans for the use of incentives to build greater
capacity in retention in their districts.

Districts reported heavy use of hiring international teachers to reduce the number of vacancies.

Vacancies were not evenly distributed across districts. Some districts reported O vacancies at the
beginning of 2025 while others were as high as 41%.

Districts were appreciative of the incentive funds and perceived these incentives were making a positive
impact in their schools.

Using data from the South Carolina Department of Education, SC TEACHER has been creating a
statewide data infrastructure that is beginning to show a clearer picture of the training and movements
of individual teachers in South Carolina.

With time and improved data systems, SC TEACHER is confident in their ability to reliably provide data
to districts and the state regarding short and long-term effects of individual incentives on retention
and return on investment (ROI) for specific incentives. The EOC will continue to work closely with SC
TEACHER in these efforts.

The recommendations from this report were:

Expand the evaluation effectiveness of current incentives.

Facilitate collaborative analysis for strategic refinement of the data.

Implement data-driven decision making on strategic implementation of the incentives.
Develop a training model for districts to use in preparing a plan for use of the incentives.

Empower districts with long-term planning tools.

Reviews of Current Rural Recruitment Initiative Program

From November 2025 until February 2026, several organizations convened to discuss the current RRI program
and to make recommendations for future implementation of the program. Because the currently adopted
budget proviso lists CERRA, SC Department of Education and the EOC as partners, these groups identified
personsto attend. In addition, the EOC requested Ms. Melanie Barton, Governor’s Office, to attend as she was on
the original committee designing the program in 2015. The committee made the following recommendations:

The application should be available online for districts.

Consideration should be given to revising the budget proviso, excluding districts in the top one-third
highest overall index of tax paying ability, and giving priority to districts who collaborate with neighboring
districts. Funds not expended should be returned to the EIA.

Districts should create a plan prior to the school year outlining the incentives to be used based on the
retention/recruitment data in their district.

The listing of incentives should be reduced based on available data supporting real return investment.
The incentives recommended were: alternative certification/certification supports, critical need
stipends, first year stipends, graduate courses, international teachers (to be phased out in three years),
mentoring and induction, professional development, and grow your own.

'"Rural Recruitment Initiative Funds Evaluation, Education Oversight Committee, June, 2019. Provided to the General Assembly and the Education
Oversight Committee.
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e The disbursement of funds should be maintained electronically (not paper) and funds should be
reimbursed, not provided upfront.

The revised proviso language is expected to be adopted in the 2026-27 Appropriations Act, the list of incentives
and updated application are in Appendices G, H, and |, respectively.

In 2024, SC TEACHER at the University of South Carolina convened a group of educators and researchers and
other educational leaders, Litmus Policy Solutions, to review the education policy landscape. One focus was to
review educator recruitment and retention through the RRI program. In March 2026, Litmus Policy Solutions
released a report on Rural Recruitment Initiative Considerations. These considerations included changing the
incentives, amending the eligibility of districts, and reporting of districts at the teacher level as well as other
considerations®®. The revised proviso language found in Appendix G transfers authority of the program from
CERRA to SC TEACHER.

Study Question #2

For selected incentives, what are the return on investments (ROI) for
each incentive, the cost per hire per teacher and trends over time?

Effectiveness of Rural Recruitment Initiative Incentives

The EOC requested the services of SC TEACHER at the University of South Carolina to conduct an analysis of the
impact of Rural Recruitment Initiative spending of incentives on teacher retention and recruitment to identify
the incentives that yield the most effective outcomes or return on investment (ROI). The report was entitled
Rural Recruitment Spending: 5 Year ROI Analysis of Strategic Investments (See Appendix J). SC TEACHER has
been building a data infrastructure that is designed to follow individual teachers into teaching. SC TEACHER
reviewed selective incentives over a five-year period from 2019-20 through 2023-24. These incentives
included: alternative certification, international teacher recruitment, First Year teacher stipends, induction and
mentoring and general recruitment strategies. “For each strategy, the report documents the cost per hire
or cost per retained teacher, the distribution of outcomes across districts and years, and trends over time.
Findings describe associations between spending and outcomes.”

It is important to point out that the financial incentives provided to districts are flexible, meaning that districts
are not currently required to report or track each incentive by teacher. This is a challenge when attempting to
analyze a specific incentive as to its contribution to recruiting or retaining a teacher since multiple factors and/
or resources cannot be ruled out as contributing factors.

Summary for the Five SC TEACHER Analyzed Categories

1. Alternative Certification was used by 36 unique districts observations (meaning the number of times
districts used this incentive over a five-year period) and districts expended a total of $1.26 million. This
incentive has remained relatively stable in spending across the districts.

One measure looked at whether a district retained more alternative certified teachers this year over the
previous year, relative to what was spent. In looking at a year 1 retention (2021-22 and 2022-23), the ROI
for this incentive shows a slightly negative change (-0.0000296) overall suggesting monies expended on
alternative certification did not show an increase in teacher retention. Approximately 40% of the unique
district observations (27 of 68) did show an improvement in retention. Districts showing improved retention
rates were Greenwood 50, Laurens 55 and Spartanburg 7.

'“Source: Rural Recruitment Initiative: Litmus Considerations: SC TEACHER, University of South Carolina, March 2026
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A more direct way to look at the dollar cost associated with a teacher retained is to look at cost
per retention. The median cost per additional teacher retained was $4,500. The retention rate for
alternative certification improved from 73.5% in 2019-20 to 83.3% in 2023-24, suggesting districts
have improved their ability to retain these teachers.

A second question was asked as to whether teachers certified using alternative certification remained
with the same district and obtained their teacher certification. In looking at the two cohorts in 2019-
20 and 2020-21, the retention rate declined sharply over a four-year period from 80% and 71% to 35%
and 35%, respectively. After a four-year period, only approximately 25% of the teacher candidates in
alternative certification pathways obtained their teacher certification.

2. International Teacher Recruitment was used by 39 unique districts (meaning the number of
times districts used this incentive over a five-year period) for a five-year total of $9.54 million.
The spending for this incentive was more volatile, especially during COVID and the restrictions
placed on travel.

SC TEACHER used the measure of teachers hired per dollar spent for this incentive, primarily for
international teachers on a J-1 visa. Teachers hired under a J-1 visa may remain in the United States
for up to three years with the option to remain an additional two years. The average cost per hire
for an international teacher on a J-1 visa was $17,538 with a median cost of $13,708. Costs for
international teachers are on an annual basis. Districts show an upward trend in hiring the number
of international teachers over the five-year period with certification areas in 2024-25, with the most
hires in mathematics, science and English/language arts.

3. First-Year Teacher Stipends was used by 14 unique districts (meaning the number of times
districts used thisincentive over a five-year period) and districts spent a total of $477,000. The cost
per retained teacheris $3,121. District expenditures for first-year teacher stipends have gradually
decreased from a high of $149,948 in 2019-20 to $31,500 in 2023-24. However, the retention rate
has been relatively high from 100% (34/34 teachers) in 2029-20 to 89% (8/9 teachers) in 2023-24.

A second question was whether a stipend is associated with more first-year teachers being retained
in districts. The ROI for First Year Stipends show an extremely small positive change (0.0000431)
per dollar spent, indicating a very small increase in the number of teachers hired following the
stipend spending. Forty-three percent (43%) of observations had more hires as compared to the
year before and 47% of the observations showed fewer hires. This sample size is small (18).

4. Mentoring and Induction was used by districts the most frequently with 44 unique districts
(meaning the number of times districts used this incentive over a five-year period) with districts
expending $3.57 million RRI over 5 years. The cost per retained teacher is $1,458 (from year 1 to year
2). The pooled retention rate is relatively high with an average of 87.9% over the six-year period.

The question of whether more teachers were retained in the following year spending occurred was
asked. The overall ROl is slightly negative (-0.00000153) meaning the monies spent on this incentive
the prior year did not show an increase in retained teachers.

5. General Recruitment Expenses is a combination of three incentives: recruiting expenses, website
updates and national employment fees. Spending patterns showed districts spent a total of $7.36 million
on these three incentives with recruitment expenses accounting for 75% of all monies spent. There
were 46 unique districts (meaning the number of times districts used this incentive over a five-year
period).
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South Carolina Student Loan Corporation or program other than the South Carolina Teachers
Loan Program.

(2) Development of a forgivable loan program for individuals pursuing graduate coursework in
furtherance of a teaching career, including enroliment in graduate-level coursework necessary to
seek additional credentialing or certification relevant to the participants teaching practice, or
individuals seeking an alternative pathway to certification as a teacher.

(3) Support for the establishment and maintenance of a teaching mentorship program, including
salary supplements for teaching mentors not to exceed $2,500 per year.

(4) Other technical support and recruiting incentives as developed by CERRA in conjunction with
the Department of Education and the Education Oversight Committee consistent with the
objectives of this section.

(D) In addition to eligibility and application requirements, CERRA shall develop a process for
recovering an amount equal to the incentives given to individual participants who fail to comply
with the obligations associated with a relevant incentive in which they participate including, but
not limited to, failure to complete a prescribed course of study, failure to obtain a relevant
certification or licensure upon completion of a course of study, or failure to provide instructional
services in an eligible district for a prescribed period of time.

(E) CERRA shall report by July thirty-first of the current fiscal year to the Governor, President of the
Senate, and Speaker of the House on the incentives developed pursuant to item (C) of this proviso
and make recommendations for attracting and retaining high quality teachers in rural and
underserved districts. The report shall contain at a minimum eligibility requirements and
application processes for districts and individuals, descriptions of and proposed budgets for each
incentive program and an analysis of the number and demographics of individuals potentially
eligible for each.

(F) Funds appropriated or transferred for use in the Rural Teacher Recruiting Incentive may be
carried forward from prior fiscal years and used for the same purpose.

(G) The Education Oversight Committee is required to complete an evaluation of the impact of the
funds and incentives related to the Rural Teacher Recruiting Incentive. A completed evaluation is
due to the House Ways and Means Committee, the House Education Committee, the Senate
Finance Committee, the Senate Education Committee, and the Governor’s Office by June 30,
2026.



Appendix C
Index of Taxing Paying Ability

South Carolina Department of Revenue
Index of Taxpaying Ability Report

District Name Index
ABBEVILLE 0.00242
AIKEN 0.02954
ALLENDALE 0.00094
ANDERSON?1 0.00906
ANDERSON2 0.00247
ANDERSON3 0.00218
ANDERSON4 0.00504
ANDERSON5 0.01292
BARNWELL45 0.0000
BEAUFORT 0.06481
BERKELEY 0.06053
CALHOUN 0.00327
CHARLESTON 0.13197
CHEROKEE 0.0086
CHESTER 0.00504
CHESTERFIELD 0.0052
COLLETON 0.00739
DARLINGTON 0.01007
DILLON3 0.00102
DORCHESTER?2 0.02137
DORCHESTERA4 0.00355
EDGEFIELD 0.00322
FAIRFIELD 0.00523

Generated On:

Index Year
Tax Year

01/30/2026

2026
2024



South Carolina Department of Revenue
Index of Taxpaying Ability Report

Generated On: 01/30/2026

Index Year 2026

Tax Year 2024
District Name Index
FLORENCE1 0.01677
FLORENCE2 0.00057
FLORENCE3 0.00214
FLORENCES5S 0.00057
GEORGETOWN 0.01899
GREENVILLE 0.09444
GREENWOOD50 0.00826
GREENWOOD51 0.00056
GREENWOOD52 0.00235
HORRY 0.10477
JASPER 0.00628
KERSHAW 0.00967
LANCASTER 0.01363
LAURENS55 0.00461
LAURENS56 0.00264
LEE 0.00155
LEXINGTON1 0.0182
LEXINGTON2 0.0115
LEXINGTON3 0.00186
LEXINGTON4 0.00151
LEXINGTONS 0.01654
MCCORMICK 0.00137

MARLBORO 0.00301



District Name

South Carolina Department of Revenue

Index of Taxpaying Ability Report

Index

NEWBERRY
OCONEE
ORANGEBURG
PICKENS
RICHLAND1
RICHLAND2
SALUDA
SPARTANBURGH1
SPARTANBURG2
SPARTANBURG3
SPARTANBURG4
SPARTANBURGS
SPARTANBURG6
SPARTANBURG?7
UNION
WILLIAMSBURG
YORK1

YORK2

YORKS3

YORK4
HAMPTON
BAMBERG
BARNWELL

0.00613
0.02272
0.01177

0.0234
0.03267
0.01895
0.00197
0.00487
0.01082
0.00312
0.00295
0.01909
0.01515
0.01002
0.00349
0.00381
0.00364
0.01045
0.01732
0.01292

0.0021
0.00114
0.00215

Generated On:

Index Year
Tax Year

01/30/2026

2026
2024



District Name

South Carolina Department of Revenue

Index of Taxpaying Ability Report

Index

CLARENDON
DILLON4
MARION
SUMTER

0.00387
0.00219
0.00317
0.01249

Generated On:

Index Year
Tax Year

01/30/2026

2026
2024














































































































































































EDUCATION OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

DATE: June 15, 2026

ACTION ITEM:
Evaluation of SC READY English Language Arts (ELA) and English 2 EOCEP

PURPOSE/AUTHORITY
§SECTION 59-18-320 Review of field test; general administration of test; accommodations for
students with disabilities; adoption of new standards.

(A) After the first statewide field test of the assessment program in each of the four academic areas,
and after the field tests of the end of course assessments of high school credit courses,

the Education Oversight Committee, established in Section 59-6-10, will review the state
assessment program and the course assessments for alignment with the state standards, level of
difficulty and validity, and for the ability to differentiate levels of achievement, and will make
recommendations for needed changes, if any. The review will be provided to the State Board of
Education, the State Department of Education, the Governor, the Senate Education Committee, and
the House Education and Public Works Committee as soon as feasible after the field tests. The
Department of Education will then report to the Education Oversight Committee no later than one
month after receiving the reports on the changes made to the assessments to comply with the
recommendations.

(B) After review and approval by the Education Oversight Committee, and pursuant to Section 59-
18-325, the standards-based assessment of mathematics, English/language arts, social studies, and
science will be administered for accountability purposes to all public school students in grades three
through eight, to include those students as required by the federal Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act and by Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. To
reduce the number of days of testing, to the extent possible, field test items must be embedded with
the annual assessments. To ensure that school districts maintain the high standard of accountability
established in the Education Accountability Act, performance level results reported on school and
district report cards must meet consistently high levels in all four core content areas. For students
with documented disabilities, the assessments developed by the Department of Education shall
include the appropriate modifications and accommodations with necessary supplemental devices as
outlined in a student's Individualized Education Program and as stated in the Administrative
Guidelines and Procedures for Testing Students with Documented Disabilities.

(C) After review and approval by the Education Oversight Committee, the end of course
assessments of high school credit courses will be administered to all public school students as they
complete each course.

(D) Any new standards and assessments required to be developed and adopted by the State Board
of Education, through the Department of Education for use as an accountability measure, must be
developed and adopted upon the advice and consent of the Education Oversight Committee.
8SECTION 59-18-355. Content standards revisions; required approval.

(A)(1) A revision to a state content standard recommended pursuant to Section 59-18-350(A), as
well as a new standard or a change in a current standard that the State Board of Education
otherwise considers for approval as an accountability measure, may not be adopted and
implemented without the:

(a) advice and consent of the Education Oversight Committee; and

(b) approval by a Joint Resolution of the General Assembly.



(2) General Assembly approval required by item (1)(b) does not apply to a revision recommended
pursuant to Section 59-18-350(A), other approval of a new standard, and other changes to an old
standard if the revision, new standard, or changed standard is developed by the State Department of
Education.

(B) A revision to an assessment recommended pursuant to Section 59-18-350(A), as well as a new
assessment or a change in a current assessment that the State Board of Education otherwise
considers for approval as an accountability measure, may not be adopted and implemented without
the advice and consent of the Education Oversight Committee.

CRITICAL FACTS

The 2024 South Carolina College- and Career-Ready English Language Arts Standards were
officially approved by the State Board of Education on January 17, 2023. The Standards became
fully operational and assessed in the year 2024-2025.

TIMELINE/REVIEW PROCESS
e May 18, 2026: anticipated ASA subcommittee approval of UGA review of SC READY ELA
and English 2 EOCEP
e June 15, 2026: anticipated EOC approval of UGA review of SC READY ELA and English
2 EOCEP; review to be provided to the State Board of Education, the State Department of
Education, the Governor, the Senate Education Committee, and the House Education and
Public Works Committee. SCDE to respond to review within one month of receipt.

ECONOMIC IMPACT FOR EOC
Cost: $164,162.16 (includes review of multiple assessments by University of GA K-12
Assessment Solutions)

ACTION REQUEST

Xl For approval [ ] For information

ACTION TAKEN

[ ] Approved [ ] Amended
[ ] Not Approved [1 Action deferred (explain)



MY Mary Frances Early College of Education

I' K-12 Assessment Solutions

w~ UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA

South Carolina State
Assessment Programs:

English Language Arts

Evaluation of ELA Grades 3-8 and English 2
Spring 2024-2025 Test Data

Gwinnett Campus: Contact Us:
2530 Sever Road Toll free: (888) 392-8977

Suite 149 Web: https://coe.uga.edu/directory/k-12-
Lawrenceville, GA 30043 assessment-solutions




aN Mary Frances Early College of Education

K-12 Assessment Solutions

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA

=D

Table of Contents

0010100 F: 1 oy SRS 3
1. South Carolina State Assessment PrOgrams ............cccvevieeriierieeiiienieeieerre e eeee e 4
1.1 South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Assessments Program Overview ..................... 4
1.2 South Carolina End-of-Course Examination Program OVerview ..........c.cccceeevveeeveeeeveeennen. 4
1.3 South Carolina REeVIEW PTOCESS .....cc.eviiiiiiiiiiiiiieierieset ettt 5

2. Test BIUSPTING REVIEW .....eiiiiiiiiiieciie ettt et et e e st e e s e e s e e e ssee e e snaeenseeenens 7
2.1 Coverage of Standards ...........ccveiiouiiiriiie et e eaaeas 7
2.2 Depth of Knowledge DiStribUtiON ........cc.eeeiieriieiiiiiiecie ettt 9
3. Evaluation of Overall Validity........ccccooieriiiiniiniiii et 11
3.1 Coverage by Reporting CateZOry .........cocvereeriirierieniieienieeie ettt 11
3.2 Alignment t0 STANAATAS ........cooveiiiieiiieeiieieeete ettt ettt e et e s e ebeessaeenbaeenaeenne 16
3.3 Depth of KNOWIEAZE .......eeiiiiiiiie et et 17
3.3.1 Distribution of DOK LEVEIS .......ccouiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeee e 17
3.3.2 Review Items for DOK Level........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeee et 19

3.4 INteTNAl STIUCIUTE.....couiiiiieiie ettt ettt e sttt e aee e e e s seeenbeesaeeenne 23
3.4.1 CTT HEM STAtISTICS .eeeuvieiieeiiesiieeiee ettt ettt et e st e bt eebeesaee st e e st e enbeessaesaseenneeenne 23
3.4.2 Rasch Item StatiSTICS.....cciuuiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt st 24
3.4.3 DIMENSIONALILY .....eoutieiiiiiiieiierie ettt sttt ettt b et sae e 25
344 REHADIIILY .e.eveiiiiiiiieiiee ettt st 26
3.4.5 Measurement INVAIIANCE. .......ccouiiiuiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt 26

4. Performance Level ClassifiCations ........c...covueeiiiiiiieniiiienieeteeeeee e 28
RETETEICES ...ttt ettt st b ettt et st 29



aN Mary Frances Early College of Education

K-12 Assessment Solutions

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA

=)

Summary

This document reviews the South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Assessments (SC
READY) English Language Arts (ELA) Grades 3-8 and the South Carolina End-of-Course
Examination Program (EOCEP) English 2 assessment, focusing on their alignment with the 2024
South Carolina College- and Career-Ready English Language Arts Standards, and the validity,
difficulty, and ability to differentiate achievement levels, thereby ensuring it provides reliable
data for evaluating student mastery and state accountability.

The review of the SC READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 assessments yielded
several key findings. Overall, the test blueprints are well aligned with the intended standards and
reporting categories, and the operational forms generally reflect blueprint specifications. Across
grades, most reporting categories are adequately represented; however, a small number of
standards listed in the blueprints are not represented on the operational forms. Despite these
findings, the overall alignment between operational items and reporting categories is acceptable.
With respect to Depth of Knowledge, the assessments are predominantly weighted at DOK Level
2, which is appropriate for measuring conceptual understanding and application of skills, with a
smaller yet sufficient proportion of DOK Level 3 items to assess higher-order thinking,
particularly at the middle and high school levels. Item-level reviews identified a limited number
of items where DOK classifications or standard alignments could be improved through metadata
updates or item revision.

Evidence based on the internal structure of the assessments indicated that the SC READY and
EOCEP ELA tests function as intended. Classical Test Theory (CTT) analyses demonstrated
appropriate ranges of item difficulty and strong item discrimination across grades and
administrations. Rasch model analyses showed that item difficulties spanned the ability
continuum, and that model fit statistics generally fell within acceptable ranges, supporting the
validity of score interpretations. Dimensionality analyses provided evidence that each assessment
measured a single dominant construct, and reliability estimates were strong across grades, forms,
and student subgroups. Differential item functioning analyses further indicated that the
assessments satisfied measurement invariance assumptions, with minimal evidence of bias across
demographic and administration groups.

The evaluation also examined Performance Level Classifications for the SC READY and
EOCEP ELA assessments. Cut scores were established using a recognized standard-setting
methodology and applied to Rasch-based ability estimates to classify students into four
performance levels for SC READY and corresponding achievement and letter-grade categories
for EOCEP English 2. Classification consistency indices indicated strong agreement for broader
performance distinctions, with acceptable levels of reliability for finer-grained classifications,
consistent with industry standards.

Overall, the SC READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 assessments demonstrate sound
technical quality and alignment with the state’s ELA standards. While the assessments are
generally functioning as intended, targeted refinements such as addressing minor gaps in
standard coverage, reviewing flagged items for alignment and DOK classification, and
exercising caution when making high-stakes decisions based on fine-grained performance levels
would further strengthen the validity and interpretability of assessment results.
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1. South Carolina State Assessment Programs

This report reviews the South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Assessments (SC READY)
program and the South Carolina End-of-Course Examination Program (EOCEP) in English
Language Arts grades 3-8 and English 2, respectively.

The 2024 South Carolina College- and Career-Ready English Language Arts Standards were
officially approved by the State Board of Education on January 17, 2023. The Standards became
fully operational and assessed in the year 2024-2025. After the initial statewide field tests of the
assessment program, the Education Oversight Committee reviews the state assessment program
for alignment with standards, difficulty, validity, and its ability to differentiate achievement
levels. The committee makes recommendations for changes, if needed, and provides this review
to various educational and governmental bodies.

1.1 South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Assessments
Program Overview

The South Carolina College- and Career-Ready Assessments (SC READY) is a statewide
program of assessments in English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, science and social

studies administered to students in grades 3-8 as required by the Education Accountability Act
(EAA).

SC READY test items measure student performance on the South Carolina College-and Career-
Ready Standards. SC READY English language Arts (ELA) items are aligned with the 2024
South Carolina College- and Career- Ready Standards for English Language Arts. Standards
specify what schools are expected to teach and what students are expected to learn. Academic
standards also include indicators that are statements of the specific cognitive processes and the
content knowledge and skills that students must demonstrate to meet the grade-level standards.
SC READY test items are written to assess the content knowledge and skills described in the
academic standards and indicators.

1.2 South Carolina End-of-Course Examination Program Overview

The South Carolina End-of-Course Examination Program (EOCEP) is a statewide program of
end-of-course tests for gateway courses in South Carolina, including English 2. The EOCEP
English 2 is a standardized test administered by the South Carolina Department of Education
(SCDE) to assess students’ understanding of standards based on the College and Career Ready
English Language Arts Standards (2024). The test is designed to measure student mastery of
English 2 content and skills as defined by the state standards and serves as an accountability
measure for schools and districts, contributing 20% to students’ final course grades. Passing
English 2 is required for a South Carolina high school diploma
(https://ed.sc.gov/tests/high/eocep/).

As listed in the South Carolina State Board of Education Regulation 43-262 (SBE Regulation 43-
262: Assessment Program), the purposes and uses of the EOCEDP tests are as stated:
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A. The examinations shall encourage instruction in the specific academic standards for the
courses, encourage student achievement, and document the level of students’ mastery of
the academic standards.

B. The examinations shall serve as indicators of program, school, and school district
effectiveness in the manner prescribed by the Education Oversight Committee in
accordance with the provisions of the Education Accountability Act of 1998 (EAA).

C. The examinations shall be weighted 20 percent in the determination of students’ final
grades in the gateway courses.

1.3 South Carolina Review Process
As per the South Carolina Code of Laws-Title 59 (Title 59 - Education, § 59-18-320):

(A) After the first statewide field test of the assessment program in each of the four
academic areas, and after the field tests of the end of course assessments of high school
credit courses, the Education Oversight Committee, established in Section 59-6-10, will
review the state assessment program and the course assessments for alignment with the
state standards, level of difficulty and validity, and for the ability to differentiate levels of
achievement, and will make recommendations for needed changes, if any. The review
will be provided to the State Board of Education, the State Department of Education, the
Governor, the Senate Education Committee, and the House Education and Public Works
Committee as soon as feasible after the field tests. The Department of Education will then
report to the Education Oversight Committee no later than one month after receiving the
reports on the changes made to the assessments to comply with the recommendations.

With the support of the Education Oversight Committee, experts from the University of Georgia
evaluated the SC READY assessments in ELA grades 3 through 8 and the EOCEP assessment in
English 2 for reliability and validity in assessing student mastery, school/district performance,
and state accountability, following best practices in educational measurement, as detailed by the
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, NCME, 2014).

The following materials were provided by the South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE)
and the test contractor, Data Recognition Corporation (DRC) for evaluation:

e UGA Access Information SC READY and EOCEP Test Forms
e For each grade level:
o ESC593 ELA GrX Final DOTS
ESC593 ELAS GRX Online260D (test booklet)
Spring 25 SC READY ELA Blueprint
SC READY ELA 3-5 Test Blueprint 2024-25
SC READY ELA 6-8 Test Blueprint 2024-25
SC EOCEP English 2 Test Blueprint 2024-25

© O © 0 ©O

e For grades 3-4:
o Convey Experience Writer’s Checklist
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o To Convey an Experience Rubric
e For grades 5-8:

o Persuasive Writer’s Checklist

o To Persuade Rubric

Additionally, the following materials were publicly available and utilized for the evaluation:

e South Carolina College- and Career-Ready English Language Arts Standards

The test map (Dots) included metadata about individual items and psychometric indices. All
parameters were calculated by the test contractor; no additional estimation of item or test
parameters was conducted. The items reviewed for content validity were presented in the Spring
2025 administration, and the psychometric review is based on the draft chapter summaries from
the 2024-2025 Technical Report which reported on Fall 2024 and Spring 2025 administrations.

This report was prepared by the University of Georgia and examines critical elements of the SC
READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 test designs and summarizes findings and
recommendations for each.


https://ed.sc.gov/instruction/standards/english-language-arts/standards/2023-sc-ccr-ela-standards-approved/
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2. Test Blueprint Review

A test blueprint review is crucial for an assessment’s validity, fairness, and reliability. It ensures
alignment with state standards, balanced content representation, and appropriate mix of Depth of
Knowledge (DOK) levels, providing valid data for instructional and accountability purposes.

The test blueprint review involved evaluating two key aspects.

e Coverage of Standards. Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) and assessment designers
assessed how well each state standard is represented on the test blueprint, ensuring
balanced weighting across content domains (reporting categories).

e DOK distribution. SMEs reviewed the distribution of DOK levels, ensuring a mix of
items requiring recall, application of knowledge, and critical thinking skills to prevent
over- or under-emphasis of any one area and promote a comprehensive, fair assessment.

2.1 Coverage of Standards

The Spring 2024-2025 SC READY ELA 3-5 tests consist of 50 operational test items. Table 1
summarizes the test blueprint for grades 3-5 by reporting category, designed to measure the 2024
South Carolina College- and Career-Ready ELA Standards.

Table 1. SC READY ELA 3-5 Test Blueprint 2024-2025

Indicators Within

Number of

Number of Items

Session | Reporting Category Reporting Categories Indicators per Reporting
Category
. . AOR.1.1, AOR.1.2,
Read“?’ Literary AOR.2.1, AOR.3.1 6 8-12
ext AOR.5.1, AOR.6.1(a)
Reading Reading AOR.2.2, AOR 4.1
Session Informational Text AOR.5.2, AOR.5.3 5 8-12
AOR.6.1(b)
Reading (vocabulary) AOR.7.1, AOR.8.1 3 7-10
Across Genres AOR.9.1
.. C.1.1,C.2.1 14-16 plus one
o Writing C3.1,C4.1,C5.1 > 4-point IPDW Item
Writing R.I.1,R.12
Session ES;?EEZ and R.1.3%, R.1.4% 2% or 4 6-8
*Not assessed at grade 3.
Total Number of Operational Items Including TDW 50
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The Spring 2024-2025 SC READY ELA 6-8 tests consist of 55 operational test items. Table 2
summarizes the test blueprint for grades 6-8 by reporting category, designed to measure the 2024

South Carolina College- and Career-Ready ELA Standards.

Table 2. SC READY ELA 6-8 Test Blueprint 2024-2025

. . Indicators Within Number of Number of Ifems
Session | Reporting Category . . . per Reporting
Reporting Categories Indicators C
ategory
. . AOR.1.1, AOR.1.2
Reading Literary AOR.2.1, AOR 3.1 6 8-12
AOR.5.1, AOR.6.1(RL)
Reading Reading AOR.2.2, AORA4.1
Session Informational Text AOR.5.2, AOR.5.3 5 8-12
AOR.6.1(R])
Reading (vocabulary) AOR.7.1, AOR.8.1 3 312
Across Genres AOR.9.1
Writing C.1.1,C.2.1 5 16—.20 plus one
Writing C3.1,C4.1,C5.1 4-point TDW Item
Session Research and R.1.1,R.1.2 4 310
Evaluating Ideas R.1.3,R.14
Total Number of Operational Items Including TDW 55

The 2024-2025 EOCEP English 2 test consists of 55 operational test items. Table 3 summarizes
the test blueprint by reporting category, designed to measure the 2024 South Carolina College-

and Career-Ready ELA Standards.

Table 3. EOCEP English 2 Test Blueprint 2024-2025

. . Indicators Within Number of Number of I?ems
Session | Reporting Category . . . per Reporting
Reporting Categories Indicators
Category
. . AOR.1.1, AOR.1.2
Read”ﬁ;“emry AOR.2.1, AOR 3.1 6 8-12
AOR.5.1, AOR.6.1(a)
Reading Reading AOR.2.2, AORA4.1
Session Informational Text AOR.5.2, AOR.5.3 5 8-12
AOR.6.1(b)
Reading (vocabulary) AOR.7.1, AOR.8.1 4 8-12
Across Genres AOR.9.1, AOR.10.1
Writing C.1.1,C.2.1 5 16-20 plus one
Writing C3.1,C4.1,C5.1 6-point TDW Item
Session Research and R.1.1,R.1.2 5 210
Evaluating Ideas R.1.3,R.14,C09.1
Total Number of OP Items Including TDW 55
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Evaluation: Based on the 2024 South Carolina College- and Career-Ready English Language
Arts Standards, the test blueprints align and inform stakeholders of the SC READY ELA 3-5,
ELA 6-8, and EOCEP English 2 assessment content.

Recommendation: N/A

2.2 Depth of Knowledge Distribution

The SC READY ELA assessments use the Depth of Knowledge (DOK) framework to categorize
items based on the cognitive complexity required to answer the item. Items span a range of
cognitive complexity levels and difficulty levels. The DOK framework categorizes items into
one of four categories (Webb, 2002); as DOK levels increase, the cognitive demand on students
also increases. Higher DOK levels require more than just recalling facts; they require deeper
understanding, application, analysis, and synthesis.

e Level 1. Recall and Reproduction: This level requires students to recall basic facts,
information, definitions, terms, or perform simple, routine procedures.

e Level 2. Skills and Concepts: This level requires engaging in mental processing beyond
simple recall. Students need to apply concepts, use skills, and make decisions. It requires
understanding and using knowledge.

e Level 3. Strategic Thinking: This level requires deep understanding, planning, using
evidence, and more complex reasoning. Students must analyze, evaluate, and draw
conclusions. The cognitive demands are more abstract and require justification.

e Level 4. Extended Thinking: This level requires students to make connections, relate
ideas within or among content areas, and select or devise an approach to solve a problem.
It often involves extended time and requires synthesis and in-depth analysis.

Standardized tests like the SC READY ELA assessments primarily include items at DOK Levels
1-3, as Level 4 is less common. It is designed to include a variety of questions across these three
DOK levels, ranging from simple recall to more complex reasoning. Table 4 and Table 5 show
the DOK distribution as specified on the SC READY ELA Grades 3-5 and SC READY ELA
Grades 6-8 test blueprints.

Table 4. Percent Range of DOK Levels for SC READY ELA 3-5

DOK Level Minimum % Maximum %
1 0% 16%
2 76% 92%
3 4% 16%
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Table 5. Percent Range of DOK Levels for SC READY ELA 6-8

DOK Level Minimum % Maximum %
1 0% 15%
2 60% 90%
3 5% 15%

Table 6 shows the DOK distribution as specified on the EOCEP English 2 test blueprints.

Table 6. Percent Range of DOK Levels for EOCEP English 2

DOK Level Minimum % Maximum %
| 0% 10%
2 55% 85%
3 25% 45%
Evaluation:

e SCREADY: The SC READY ELA 3-5 and 6-8 tests are mostly weighted at DOK Level
2 (Skills and Concepts), with between 60% and 92% of the items at this complexity level.
Level 2 is appropriate, emphasizing conceptual understanding and problem-solving. In
addition, having 4-16% of items at DOK Level 3 is acceptable, ensuring the test focuses
on higher-order thinking skills such as students' ability to analyze, justify, and reason
more abstractly. The SC READY assessments are of medium to medium-hard
complexity.

e EOCEP: The EOCEP English 2 test is mostly weighted at DOK Level 2 (Skills and
Concepts), with between 55% and 85% of the items at this complexity level. This is
appropriate, emphasizing conceptual understanding and problem-solving. In addition,
having 25-45% of items at DOK Level 3 is appropriate to assess the more complex high
school standards.

Recommendation: N/A

10
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3. Evaluation of Overall Validity

Content validity is essential for ensuring an assessment accurately measures the intended
knowledge and skills (Bandalos, 2018). It involves a thorough evaluation of the items and
domains to ensure they represent the target domain. This review ensures that the information
gathered from administering the assessment is relevant and minimizes construct-irrelevant
variance. Furthermore, content specification and item review help to ensure that the full range of
the construct(s) is measured, minimizing construct underrepresentation.

To verify content validity, subject matter experts (SMEs) compared the SC READY ELA Grades
3-8 and the EOCEP English 2 assessments with the 2024 South Carolina College- and Career-
Ready ELA Standards. The assessments were reviewed for domain coverage (i.e., reporting
category) and item alignment to standards and DOK. Two SMEs independently reviewed each
item for standard alignment. A third SME resolved any discrepancies. The panel of SMEs then
held a consensus meeting to finalize alignment recommendations. The internal structure of the
assessment was reviewed by an educational measurement expert at the University of Georgia.

3.1 Coverage by Reporting Category

Operational items on the SC READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 were reviewed for
alignment to reporting category and evaluated against each Test Blueprint 2024-2025. First, the
provided ‘Final DOTS’ file was evaluated against each Test Blueprint 2024-2025. Then, all
items were reviewed for alignment to reporting category.

Table 7 through Table 13 summarize number and percentage of operational items aligned with
each reporting category as reflected in the provided ‘Final DOTS’ file. If a standard on the test
blueprint was not represented in the test, it is noted within the table.

Table 7. Coverage by Reporting Category for SC READY ELA Grade 3 (Operational Items)

Test Blueprint Final Dots
Reporting % of Range of the Number o
Categor Number of of Items Yo of
gory X Category | Number of Items
Indicators Coverase er Categor per Assessment
g P gory Category
Reading Literary 83% o
Text 6 AOR.5.1 8-12 10 20%
Reading 80% 0
Informational Text > AOR.5.3 8-12 8 16%
Reading
(vocabulary) 3 100% 7-10 10 20%
Across Genres
iy 14-16 plus one 4-
0, 0
Writing 5 100% point TDW Item 16 32%
Research and o 0
Evaluating Ideas 2 100% 6-8 6 12%
Total Number of OP Items 50 100%

11
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Table 8. Coverage by Reporting Category for SC READY ELA Grade 4 (Operational Items)

Test Blueprint Final Dots
Reporting % of Range of the Number
Category Number of 0 Number of of Items % of
. Category
Indicators Items per per Assessment
Coverage
Category Category

Reading Literary 83% o
Text 6 AOR.6.1(a) 8-12 0 18%

Reading 80% N
Informational Text > AOR.6.1(b) 8-12 10 20%

Reading
(vocabulary) 3 100% 7-10 10 20%
Across Genres
.. 14-16 plus one 4-

0, 0,
Writing 5 100% point TDW Item 15 30%

Research and o 0
Evaluating Ideas 4 100% 6-8 6 12%

Total Number of OP Items 50 100%

Table 9. Coverage by Reporting Category for SC READY ELA Grade 5 (Operational Items)

Test Blueprint Final Dots
Reporting % of Range of the Number
Category Number of Category Number of of Items % of
Indicators Items per per Assessment
Coverage
Category Category

. . 67%

Reading Literary 6 AOR.2.1, 8-12 8 16%
X AOR.6.1(a)

Reading 60%

Informational Text > AOR 4.1, 8-12 10 20%
AOR.5.3
Reading
(vocabulary) 3 100% 7-10 8 16%
Across Genres
. o 14-16 plus one 4- 0
Writing 5 100% point TDW Ttem 16 32%
Research and o 0
Evaluating Ideas 4 100% 6-8 8 16%
Total Number of OP Items 50 100%

12
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Table 10. Coverage by Reporting Category for SC READY ELA Grade 6 (Operational Items)

Test Blueprint Final Dots
Reporting % of Range of the Number
Catego Number of of Items % of
gory . Category Number of Items
Indicators Coverage er Catesor per Assessment
g P gory Category
Reading Literary 83% o
Text 6 AOR.3.1 8-12 10 18%
Reading 80% o
Informational Text > AOR4.1 8-12 10 18%
Reading
(vocabulary) 3 100% 8-12 8 15%
Across Genres
.. 16-20 plus one 4-
0, o
Writing 5 100% point TDW Item 17 31%
Research and o 0
Evaluating Ideas 4 100% 8-10 10 18%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

Table 11. Coverage by Reporting Category for SC READY ELA Grade 7 (Operational Items)

Test Blueprint Final Dots
Reporting % of Range of the Number o
Categor Number of of Items Yo of
gory . Category | Number of Items
Indicators Coverase er Categor per Assessment
g P gory Category
Reading Literary 83% o
Text 6 AOR.1.2 8-12 12 22%
Reading
Informational 5 100% 8-12 8 15%
Text
Reading
(vocabulary) 3 100% 8-12 8 15%
Across Genres
. 16-20 plus one 4-
o 0
Writing 5 100% point TDW Ttem 19 35%
Research and 75% o
Evaluating Ideas 4 R.1.3 8-10 8 15%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

13
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Table 12. Coverage by Reporting Category for SC READY ELA Grade 8 (Operational Items)

Test Blueprint Final Dots
Reporting % of Range of the Number
Category Number of 0 Number of of Items % of
. Category
Indicators Items per per Assessment
Coverage
Category Category
. . 67%
Reading Literary 6 AOR.1.2, 8-12 8 15%
X AOR.3.1
Reading
Informational 5 100% 8-12 12 22%
Text
Reading o
(vocabulary) 3 67% 8-12 10 18%
AOR.9.1
Across Genres
.. 16-20 plus one 4-
0 o
Writing 5 100% point TDW Item 17 31%
Research and 75% o
Evaluating Ideas 4 R12 8-10 8 15%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

Table 13. Coverage by Reporting Category for EOCEP English 2 (Operational Items)

Test Blueprint Final Dots
Reporting % of Range of the Number
Category Number of 0 Number of of Items % of
. Category
Indicators Items per per Assessment
Coverage
Category Category
. . 67%
Readl‘ﬁi;terary 6 AOR 2.1 8-12 10 18%
AOR 5.1
Reading
. 80% o
Informational 5 AOR 5.3 8-12 12 22%
Text
Reading o
(vocabulary) 4 5% 8-12 8 15%
AOR.10.1
Across Genres
.. 16-20 plus one 6-
0, V)
Writing 5 100% point TDW Item 17 31%
Research and 80% o
Evaluating Ideas > C.9.1 8-10 8 15%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

14
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Evaluation: Table 7 through Table 13 summarize alignment for operational items on the SC
READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 assessments.

Grade 3: There are two standards on the test blueprint that are not represented on the
operational form. But as a whole, operational items align with the test blueprint’s
reporting categories.

Grade 4: There are two standards on the test blueprint that are not represented on the
operational form. But as a whole, operational items align with the test blueprint’s
reporting categories.

Grade 5: There are four standards on the test blueprint that are not represented on the
operational form. But as a whole, operational items align with the test blueprint’s
reporting categories.

Grade 6: There are two standards on the test blueprint that are not represented on the
operational form. But as a whole, operational items align with the test blueprint’s
reporting categories.

Grade 7: There are two standards on the test blueprint that are not represented on the
operational form. But as a whole, operational items align with the test blueprint’s
reporting categories.

Grade 8: There are four standards on the test blueprint that are not represented on the
operational form. But as a whole, operational items align with the test blueprint’s
reporting categories.

English 2: There are five standards on the test blueprint that are not represented on the
operational form. But as a whole, operational items align with the test blueprint’s

reporting categories.

Recommendation: N/A

15
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3.2 Alignment to Standards

All operational items on the SC READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 assessments
were reviewed for standard alignment.

Evaluation: Table 14 through Table 15 highlights items flagged during review in grades 3 and 7.
No items were flagged for issues with standard alignment in grades 4, 5, 6, 8, and English 2

assessments.

Table 14. Alignment to Standards for SC READY ELA Grade 3

Item
Sequence

Standard on
Final Dots

Suggested
Re-alignment

Notes

C.A4.1]

NA

Item does not align with a grade 3 standard.
Item does not assess coordinating/
subordinating conjunctions or
independent/dependent clauses.
Recommend revising or replacing the item.

17

C4.11

C4.1f

Item aligns well to C.4.1f: distinguish
between and use comparative and
superlative adverbs. Recommend re-
aligning item.

Table 15. Alignment to Standards for SC READY ELA Grade 7

Item Standard on Suggested Notes
Sequence Final Dots Re-alignment
Item may have double alignment. Aligns
better to C.4.1e: identify and revise
sentence fragments, run-on sentences,
pronoun antecedent agreement, and
12 C5.1 C4.1e inappropriate shifts in verb tense. Item

also generally aligns to the noted standard,
C5.1: improve writing by planning, editing,
and considering feedback from adults and
peers and revising for clarity of content.

Recommendation: Overall, the SC READY and EOCEP ELA items are well aligned with the
stated standards. Review alignment for two items in grade 3 and one item in grade 7.

It is also worth reviewing item #21 on the EOCEP English 2 assessment, particularly the meta
data in the DOTs document. The item does align to the noted 2024 South Carolina College- and
Career-Ready English Language Arts Standards though the description in the DOTs does not
match the description of the standard.

16
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3.3 Depth of Knowledge

Operational items on the SC READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 were reviewed for
DOK distribution and evaluated against each Test Blueprint 2024-2025. First, the provided
‘Final DOTS’ file was evaluated against each Test Blueprint 2024-2025. Then, all items were
reviewed for DOK.

3.3.1 Distribution of DOK Levels

Table 16 through Table 22 summarize number and percentage of operational items aligned with
each DOK level as reflected in the provided ‘Final DOTS’ file.

Table 16. DOK Distribution for SC READY ELA Grade 3 (Operational Items)

DOK Test Blueprint Final Dots
Min % Max % Number of OP Items % of Assessment
1 0% 16% 4 8%
2 76% 92% 43 86%
3 4% 16% 3 6%
Total Number of OP Items 50 100%

Table 17. DOK Distribution for SC READY ELA Grade 4 (Operational Items)

DOK Test Blueprint Final Dots
Min % Max % Number of OP Items % of Assessment
1 0% 16% 1 2%
2 76% 92% 45 90%
3 4% 16% 4 8%
Total Number of OP Items 50 100%

Table 18. DOK Distribution for SC READY ELA Grade 5 (Operational Items)

DOK Test Blueprint Final Dots
Min % Max % Number of OP Items % of Assessment
1 0% 16% 2 4%
2 76% 92% 45 90%
3 4% 16% 3 6%
Total Number of OP Items 50 100%

17
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Table 19. DOK Distribution for SC READY ELA Grade 6 (Operational Items)

DOK Test Blueprint Final Dots
Min % Max % Number of OP Items % of Assessment
1 0% 15% 1 2%
2 60% 90% 48 87%
3 5% 15% 6 11%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

Table 20. DOK Distribution for SC READY ELA Grade 7 (Operational Items)

DOK Test Blueprint Final Dots
Min % Max % Number of OP Items % of Assessment
1 0% 15% 1 2%
2 60% 90% 49 89%
3 5% 15% 5 9%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

Table 21. DOK Distribution for SC READY ELA Grade 8 (Operational Items)

DOK Test Blueprint Final Dots
Min % Max % Number of OP Items % of Assessment
1 0% 15% 2 4%
2 60% 90% 47 85%
3 5% 15% 6 11%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

Table 22. DOK Distribution for EOCEP English 2 (Operational Items)

DOK Test Blueprint Final Dots
Min % Max % Number of OP Items % of Assessment
1 0% 10% 0 0%
2 55% 85% 43 78%
3 25% 45% 12 22%
Total Number of OP Items 55 100%

18
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Evaluation:

Grade 3: The DOK of SC READY ELA Grade 3 operational items as reflected on the
Final Dots do reflect the Test Blueprint.

Grade 4: The DOK of SC READY ELA Grade 4 operational items as reflected on the
Final Dots do reflect the Test Blueprint.

Grade 5: The DOK of SC READY ELA Grade 5 operational items as reflected on the
Final Dots do reflect the Test Blueprint.

Grade 6: The DOK of SC READY ELA Grade 6 operational items as reflected on the
Final Dots do reflect the Test Blueprint.

Grade 7: The DOK of SC READY ELA Grade 7 operational items as reflected on the
Final Dots do reflect the Test Blueprint.

Grade 8: The DOK of SC READY ELA Grade 8 operational items as reflected on the
Final Dots do reflect the Test Blueprint.

English 2: The DOK of EOCEP English 2 operational items as reflected on the Final
Dots do reflect the Test Blueprint.

Recommendation: N/A

3.3.2 Review Items for DOK Level

All operational items on the SC READY ELA Grades 3-8 and EOCEP English 2 were reviewed

for DOK level.

Evaluation: Table 23 through Table 29 highlights items flagged during review.

Table 23. Alignment to DOK for SC READY ELA Grade 3

Item DOK on Suggested Notes
Sequence Test Map DOK
Item asks students to determine the theme of
43 3 5 the passage. Item does not require strategic
thinking or abstract reasoning to classify as
Level 3.

19
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Table 24. Alignment to DOK for SC READY ELA Grade 4

Item DOK on Suggested Notes
Sequence Test Map DOK

Item asks students to identify the opinion and
then determine which one is best to include in

2 1 2 : . i
the essay. This requires some reasoning
beyond recall.
Item asks students to place/use a comma

18 2 1 correctly. This requires recalling a simple,
routine procedure.

Table 25. Alignment to DOK for SC READY ELA Grade 5

Item DOK on Suggested Notes
Sequence Test Map DOK

Item asks students to identify the correct use of

1 2 1 a colon. This requires recalling a simple,
routine procedure.
Item asks students to identify the correct use of

2 2 1 punctuation (comma). This requires recalling a
simple, routine procedure.

Table 26. Alignment to DOK for SC READY ELA Grade 6

Item
Sequence

DOK on
Test Map

Suggested
DOK

Notes

Item asks students to identify the sentence with
correct punctuation. The distractors are
incorrect regardless of punctuation; the key is
the only grammatical sentence. This requires
recalling a simple, routine procedure.

Item asks students to identify the correct use of
parentheses. This requires recalling a simple,
routine procedure.

25

Item asks students to determine which
sentence from the paragraph acknowledges an
alternative viewpoint. Item does not require
strategic thinking or abstract reasoning to
classify as Level 3. The reasoning is done
within the provided text/paragraph.

20
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Table 27. Alignment to DOK for SC READY ELA Grade 7

Item
Sequence

DOK on
Test Map

Suggested
DOK

Notes

10

2

Item asks students to identify the sentence that
correctly uses a comma. This requires recalling
a simple, routine procedure.

19

Item asks students to determine which research
question would help students gain
understanding of a particular topic. Item does
not require strategic thinking or abstract
reasoning to classify as Level 3.

23

Item asks students to determine which research
question would help students gain
understanding of a particular topic. Item does
not require strategic thinking or abstract
reasoning to classify as Level 3.

Table 28. Alignment to DOK for SC READY ELA Grade 8

Item
Sequence

DOK on
Test Map

Suggested
DOK

Notes

Item asks students to identify the error in
capitalization. This requires recall of

basic information/rules of capitalization (such
as for proper nouns).

19

Item asks students to select the correct heading
to organize notes on a topic. Item does not
require strategic thinking or abstract reasoning
to classify as Level 3. The reasoning is done
within the provided notes.

21
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Table 29. Alignment to DOK for EOCEP English 2

Item DOK on Suggested

Sequence Test Map DOK Notes

Item asks students to determine the most valid
and reliable source to include in a report. Item
does not require strategic thinking or abstract
reasoning to classify as Level 3.

Item requires students to determine the tone of
a paragraph. Item does not require strategic
44 3 2 thinking or abstract reasoning to classify as
Level 3. The reasoning is done within the
provided text.

Item requires students to determine the
purpose of a key detail. Item does not require
50 3 2 strategic thinking or abstract reasoning to
classify as Level 3. The reasoning is done
within the provided text.

Recommendation:

Overall, the SC READY and EOCEP ELA items are well aligned with the stated DOK Levels. In
addition to the item-level DOK review, a comprehensive, holistic review is necessary to
determine whether the operational form will adequately reflect the cognitive demands and
distribution parameters specified in the test blueprint, particularly considering any cumulative
effect of these proposed DOK reclassifications.

Grade 3: Review the 1 flagged item and either update the associated metadata or revise
the items to more accurately reflect the intended DOK classification.

Grade 4: Review the 2 flagged items and either update the associated metadata or revise
the items to more accurately reflect the intended DOK classification.

Grade 5: Review the 2 flagged items and either update the associated metadata or revise
the items to more accurately reflect the intended DOK classification.

Grade 6: Review the 3 flagged items and either update the associated metadata or revise
the items to more accurately reflect the intended DOK classification.

Grade 7: Review the 3 flagged items and either update the associated metadata or revise
the items to more accurately reflect the intended DOK classification.

Grade 8: Review the 2 flagged items and either update the associated metadata or revise
the items to more accurately reflect the intended DOK classification.

English 2: Review the 3 flagged items and either update the associated metadata or revise
the items to more accurately reflect the intended DOK classification.
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3.4 Internal Structure

According to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, NCME,
2014), validity evidence based on internal structure relates to how test items, individually and
collectively, align with the construct(s) being measured. To that end, this evaluation included
summaries of classical test theory and Rasch model item analyses, dimensionality, reliability,
and measurement invariance. No additional analyses were conducted. Rather, materials provided
by SCDE and DRC, including the 2024-25 Technical Report (DRC, 2025) and psychometric
statistics files, are summarized and interpreted.

3.4.1 CTT Item Statistics

A classical test theory (CTT) item analysis is conducted as a baseline check for the
appropriateness of items. To support the ELA psychometric analyses and ability estimation,
items need to be sufficiently difficult for the population and function properly. CTT item
difficulty is reported as the proportion of examinees who answered an item correctly. Lower
values indicate harder items (e.g., 0.15 (15%) of the examinees answered the item correctly), and
higher values indicate easier items (e.g., 0.85 (85%) of examinees answered the item correctly).

For these ELA assessments, a wide range of difficulty values should be observed to indicate
utility across the breadth of examinee ability levels. Additionally, values near 0.50 provide
strong information (Bandalos, 2018). One measure of CTT item quality is the item-total
correlation. The item-total correlation is a quantification of the degree to which individual items
separate examinees with low and high scores. Values greater than 0.30 are considered
satisfactory, while values less than 0.20 indicate low discrimination and suggest revision of the
item (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Negative values indicate that higher scoring examinees
tended to get the item incorrect more often than low scoring examinees, which is a red flag for
immediate item review.

Evaluation: Results from CTT analysis are displayed in Table 30.
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Table 30. Classical Test Theory Item Statistics

Assessment Tfu ITe l::: Mean p-value p-value Range ét:::;;l;zitslll
Grade 3 ELA 50 0.66 0.46 - 0.85 0.51
Grade 4 ELA 50 0.65 0.28 - 0.80 0.50
Grade 5 ELA 50 0.64 0.45-0.89 0.48
Grade 6 ELA 55 0.63 0.33-0.86 0.49
Grade 7 ELA 55 0.65 0.33-0.85 0.46
Grade 8 ELA 55 0.65 0.30 - 0.87 0.47
English 2 Fall/Winter 55 0.67 0.24 - 0.85 0.42
English 2 Spring 55 0.70 0.42-0.89 0.45

Overall, each ELA assessment has an appropriate range of item difficulties to properly assess
students across the span of ability levels. Additionally, item-total correlations are well above
0.40, indicating that items discriminate adequately. Altogether, the difficulty and item-total
correlation estimates provide preliminary evidence that the items are functioning properly for the
SC READY and EOCEP ELA assessments.

Recommendation: N/A
3.4.2 Rasch Item Statistics

The Rasch item response theory model was used for calibration and scaling. While it makes
strong assumptions about items, the Rasch model has preferrable measurement properties
including sum-score sufficiency, invariant item ordering, and a common item-to-ability scale
(Engelhard, 2013). These properties are useful for interpretation of items, ability estimates, and
performance level classifications. The Rasch model includes ability estimates and item parameter
estimates. The Rasch model assumes that each item discriminates equally and only estimates a
difficulty parameter for each item. This difficulty parameter is a location parameter, indicating
the point on the ability scale where an examinee has a 50% chance of answering the item
correctly. For SC READY and EOCEP ELA purposes, difficulty parameters should span the
ability distribution (e.g., -3 to 3) to reliably locate all examinees.

When applying the Rasch model, it is important to assess the degree to which the data fits the
model. Rasch model fit statistics, including infit and outfit, quantify the differences between

24



=)

Mary Frances Early College of Education

K-12 Assessment Solutions

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA

observed responses and model-predicted responses. Values less than 0.80 or greater than 1.2 can

indicate poor fit (Wright, 1994).

Evaluation: Results from Rasch model psychometric analyses are displayed in Table 31.

Table 31. Rasch Model Item Parameters and Fit Statistics

Number Mean Rasch Infit 90% | Outfit 90%
Assessment Rasch Difficulty

of Items . Interval Interval

Difficulty Range
Grade 3 ELA 50 -1.24 -2.65-0.30 0.83-1.12 0.67-1.17
Grade 4 ELA 50 -0.60 -1.53-1.30 0.88-1.15 0.77-1.22
Grade 5 ELA 50 -0.07 -1.93-1.12 091-1.13 0.76 - 1.20
Grade 6 ELA 55 0.12 -1.72-1.94 0.89-1.12 0.74 -1.30
Grade 7 ELA 55 0.34 -1.14-2.19 0.87-1.20 0.69 -1.36
Grade 8 ELA 55 0.60 -0.99-2.44 0.89-1.14 0.79-1.21
English 2

(Fall/Winter) 55 0.31 -1.06 - 1.96 0.86-1.21 0.74 - 1.33

Overall, each ELA assessment has an appropriate range of item difficulties to properly assess
students across the span of ability levels. Each assessment had infit and outfit mean square
averages values near 1.0 with ranges that were mostly contained in the recommended range of
0.80 to 1.20. Generally, these values indicate that the Rasch model fits the data adequately and
supports the intended interpretations. The small proportion of items for which fit statistics
approached or exceeded the thresholds were flagged and reviewed by the DRC psychometric

staff.

Recommendation: While being sufficient for reliable scaling across the span of abilities, Grade
3 ELA could include more difficult items to more precisely estimate ability for higher ability

students.

3.4.3 Dimensionality
The item response theory models used to scale SC READY and EOCEP ELA tests have an
underlying assumption of unidimensionality. That is, each test measures a single domain. If this
is not the case, and more than one factor exists, then the validity and interpretation of scale
scores are called into question. To assess dimensionality, common approaches are factor analysis
and principal components analysis (PCA). Within the PCA framework, Reckase (1979)
suggested that the first principal component should account for at least 20% of the total variance
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to support unidimensionality. Also, the first component should account for substantially more
variance than the second (Zopluoglu & Davenport, 2017).

Evaluation: Results from a PCA on the fall administration of the SC READY and EOCEP ELA
tests indicated that the first components were at least 7 - 11 times as large as the second
components, and that they all explained more than 20% of the variance. These results suggest
that the unidimensionality assumption is met for the SC READY and EOCEP ELA tests.

Recommendation: N/A
3.4.4 Reliability

Test score reliability is concerned with the consistency and precision of scores and is a function
of the amount of measurement error (Wells & Wollack, 2003). Reliability is a necessary
condition for validity because if scores are highly variable and error-ridden, they cannot be said
to measure the construct(s) accurately. There are several ways to quantify reliability in the CTT
framework, including Cronbach’s alpha and the standard error of measurement. Cronbach’s
alpha ranges from 0 to 1 and quantifies the degree to which the items consistently measure the
target domain. For high stakes settings, alpha should be approaching or above 0.90 (Wells &
Wollack, 2003). The standard error of measurement (SEM) provides an interval estimate around
raw scores.

Evaluation: For the SC READY and EOCEP ELA tests, Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates
were strong, ranging from 0.93 - 0.94 for non-accommodated forms and 0.86 - 0.87 for
accommodated forms. Subgroup analysis indicated that the tests were reliable for all subgroups,
with subgroup alpha estimates being very similar (within +.03). SEM values ranged from 2.68 to
3.51. Raw score SEMs near 3 is adequate considering there were 50 - 55 operational items. In
summary, reliability is adequate for the SC READY and EOCEP ELA scaling purposes.

Recommendation: N/A
3.4.5 Measurement Invariance

Test fairness is a fundamental aspect of conducting group comparisons and ensuring the validity
of assessments, particularly when examining differences based on gender, ethnicities, culture, or
treatment conditions. To achieve test fairness, it is essential to detect and prevent any form of
unfairness throughout the entire testing process, including test design, development,
administration, and scoring (Camilli, 2006). When a test is free of systematic bias, measurement
invariance has been met.

Differential item functioning (DIF) analysis plays a crucial role in addressing test fairness by
identifying potentially biased items in a test. DIF procedures assess whether examinees from
different subgroups, who possess the same underlying ability or trait, have different probabilities
of endorsing an item (Angoff, 1993). By identifying items that function differently across
groups, DIF analysis helps to minimize the impact of factors unrelated to the construct being
measured (Sireci & Rios, 2013). Biased items systemically advantage or disadvantage a specific
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subgroup because of factors irrelevant to the intended construct. By addressing DIF, the fairness
and validity of the test can be enhanced, ensuring that an item is unbiased and measures the same
construct across groups.

From a psychometric perspective, DIF is commonly analyzed using methods that compare item
performance across groups. For the SC READY and EOCEP ELA tests, subgroups of interest
were gender (male/female), racial/ethnic groups (Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic,
two or more races), disability status (no/yes), multilingual status (no/yes), and paper versus
online administrations. To measure DIF, the Mantel-Haenszel (MH) delta statistic quantifies the
difference in item response distribution for two groups. Researchers at ETS developed thresholds
to interpret MH delta values (Zwick, et al., 2005).

Evaluation: During the test development phase, item writers followed guidelines for fairness
and sensitivity to minimize bias. In the analysis phase, DIF analysis compared genders,
race/ethnicities, students speaking multiple languages, students with and without disabilities, and
paper vs online administrations. Overall, across all ELA tests and comparison groups, 2566/2630
(98%) possible item comparisons displayed no or negligible DIF; 56/2630 (2%) showed slight
DIF; and 8/2630 (0.3%) show moderate DIF. Items that were flagged were reviewed by teachers,
SCDE staff, and DRC test development experts. In summary, the SC READY and EOCEP ELA
tests satisfied measurement invariance assumptions.

Recommendation: N/A
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4. Performance Level Classifications

For summative assessments, in addition to scale scores, it is often useful to provide performance
level classifications that are coupled with interpretable descriptors of skill and understanding
development for each performance level. In an item response theory framework, cut scores for
each performance level must be determined and applied to classify examinees. For the SC
READY and EOCEP ELA tests, cut scores were determined in a standard setting process and
applied to classify examinees into one of four performance levels:

e Does Not Meet Expectations: the student does not meet the expectations of the course or
grade-level content standards.

e Approaches/Minimally Meets Expectations: the student approaches (or minimally
meets) expectations of the course or grade-level content standards.

e Meets Expectations: the student meets the expectations of the course or grade-level
content standards.

e Exceeds Expectations: the student exceeds the expectations of the course or grade-level
content standards.

Additionally, for the EOCEP English 2 test, cut scores were determined to letter grade categories
(A/B/C/D/F). According to the cut-scores, a grade of A corresponds to Exceeds, B-C
corresponds to Meets, D corresponds to Minimally Meets, and F corresponds to Does not Meet.

This evaluation concerns the degree to which these classifications are valid and reliable. Data for
this section comes from the technical report (DRC, 2025).

Evaluation: A bookmark standard setting was used to determine the SC READY and EOCEP
ELA cut scores. This method is commonly applied in industry and accepted as a valid procedure
for standard settings. The cut scores were then applied to the ability estimates derived from the
Rasch scaling process to classify students into the achievement levels. Conditional SEMs around
the cut scores range from 3.5 to 5.0 points for EOCEP (100-point scale) and 20 to 30 points for
SC READY (800-point variable scale by grade). These conditional SEMs are not excessively
large considering the grading scale ranges. Classification consistency indices indicate strong
consistency for classification agreement into two achievement levels; Kappa values ranged from
0.7 to 0.8, indicating substantial agreement. Kappa values were lower for five (and four)
achievement levels (0.5 - 0.7), but still acceptable by industry standards.

Recommendation: While the standard setting process was sound, and classification consistency
exceeded acceptable industry standards, decisions made based on classifications of the four or
five achievement levels could be supported with additional student data or assessments.
Additionally, the use of psychometric models that better support classification (e.g., cognitive
diagnosis models) could be explored.
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EDUCATION OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

DATE: June 15, 2026

ACTION ITEM:
Multilingual Learners' Progress Indicator Revision

PURPOSE/AUTHORITY
§59-18-900(A): The Education Oversight Committee, working with the State Board of Education, is
directed to establish the format of a comprehensive, web-based, annual report card to report on the
performance for the State and for individual primary, elementary, middle, high schools, career centers,
and school districts of the State. The comprehensive report card must be in a reader-friendly format,
using graphics whenever possible, published on the state, district, and school websites, and, upon
request, printed by the school districts. The school's rating must be emphasized and an explanation
of its meaning and significance for the school also must be reported. The annual report card must
serve at least six purposes:

(1) inform parents and the public about the school's performance including, but not limited to, that on
the home page of the report there must be each school's overall performance rating in a font size
larger than twenty-six and the total number of points the school achieved on a zero to one hundred
scale;

(2) assist in addressing the strengths and weaknesses within a particular school,

(3) recognize schools with high performance;

(4) evaluate and focus resources on schools with low performance;

(5) meet federal report card requirements; and

(6) document the preparedness of high school graduates for college and career.

(D) The comprehensive report card must include a comprehensive set of performance indicators with
information on comparisons, trends, needs, and performance over time which is helpful to parents and
the public in evaluating the school. In addition, the comprehensive report card must include indicators
that meet federal law requirements.

CRITICAL FACTS

In SC’s current accountability system, to meet federal requirements, includes a Multilingual Learners’
Progress Indicator measures the percent of multilingual learners (MLs) at a school who meet progress
targets to achieve English language proficiency within five years.

TIMELINE/REVIEW PROCESS

January 12, 2026: Following Cyclical Review of the Accountability System, ASA hears information
item describing proposed revisions to indicator. EOC staff describe analyses and impact data to be
consider prior to finalizing proposal.

May 18, 2026: Approval from the Academic Standards & Assessment Subcommittee.

ECONOMIC IMPACT FOR EOC none

ACTION REQUEST

Xl For approval [ ] For information

ACTION TAKEN

[ ] Approved [ ] Amended
[] Not Approved [1 Action deferred (explain)



INDICATOR: Multilingual Learners’ Progress

School Level: Elementary, Middle, & High

This indicator assesses growth toward the English language proficiency criteria for South
Carolina’s Multilingual Learner Program (MLP) which is to be achieved within 5 years after the
initial assessment of English language proficiency (ELP) as stipulated in the State’s approved
ESSA plan. The state’s definition of English proficiency is a composite score of 4.4 (Expanding)
on South Carolina’s current ELP test (or Level 3 on the corresponding alternate assessment for
not more than 1% of test takers as deemed appropriate by the student’s IEP team). Based on
analyses of South Carolina’s historical ELP test data and consultation with national experts in
English language acquisition and ELP growth, annual growth targets (see Table 1) have been
developed based on a Multilingual Learner's (ML’s) most recent proficiency level which are
designed to support MLs achieving proficiency within five years.

Report the percent of Multilingual Learners (MLs) at the school who have met or exceeded their
current annual target to achieve ELP within 5 years of beginning the MLP.

Note: Do not report this indicator for schools or districts with fewer than 20 students identified as
Multilingual Learners (MLs) who are eligible to be included in the Multilingual Learners’ Progress metric.
All MLs are included in the calculation of the Multilingual Learners’ Progress metric for the District and
the State regardless of whether that ML is reported at the school level.

Total Rating Points Available for the Indicator:

10 points

What Students Are Included in the Indicator:

Note that there are two distinct definitions of the ML subgroup. This section describes the ML
Students Included in the Indicator (Sll). Per federal requirements, the Multilingual Learners’
Proficiency indicator may only include MLs who take the ELP test in the current accountability
year (or who are meant to take the test but are not tested).

ML students who have achieved proficiency and are in a four-year period of monitoring (coded as
M1, M2, M3, or M4) are included in the ML Reporting Subgroup (RS) for the purposes of reporting
disaggregated results for all other accountability indicators or for Continuous Improvement
Designations and Supports based on subgroup performance. The ML RS includes all MLs in the
ML Sl (i.e., who meet the criteria described below) p/us MLs in a monitoring status.

For any additional questions relating to the identification and assessment of MLs, consult the
Multilingual Learner Program Guiding Principles (the link provided leads to the ESEA, Title Ill, Part A

Note: This draft document was produced on 5/1/2026 and represents changes to the Multilingual Learners’
Progress indicator that are currently being considered for implementation beginning with 2027 Report Cards.
This draft has not been officially adopted and may be subject to change prior to adoption.


https://ed.sc.gov/policy/federal-education-programs/esea-title-iii-multilingual-learner-and-immigrant-program/
https://ed.sc.gov/policy/federal-education-programs/esea-title-iii-part-a-multilingual-learner-program/

/Multilingual Learner Program website, on which the most current Guiding Principles document may

be found).

For the purposes of the Multilingual Learners’ Progress indicator, the ML population includes
ML students who have not yet achieved proficiency and are required to receive services in
the ML Program. MLs included in the indicator may be identified as follows:
o MLs coded in the student information system with an English proficiency level 1.0-6.0
(AL1—-ALS5 or “ALS - <3 Less Than Three” for MLs assessed with the alternate test) or
coded as AW (Awaiting).

Note: Most students with a score of 4.4—6.0 or AL3-ALS5 will have met the English proficiency
criteria and will be coded M1, 8FRMEL, or 8NVRML. However, there are a few exceptions
where a student may score a 4.4-6.0 or AL3—-AL5 and remain in the Multilingual Learner
Program (MLP). Please see the example scenarios embedded in the most current MLP Coding
Matrix on the Title Ill/MLP website (under the PowerSchool Coding and Data drop-down menu
from the Office of Federal and State Accountability) where this coding may be applicable.

Further Note: MLs who have a missing composite score on their most recent ELP test or MLs
who have transferred into the district and for whom an ELP test score from within the past
calendar year has not yet been received must take an ELP Screener for the purpose of
determining their ELP Growth Target for the current accountability year.

School: All MLs in Kindergarten (K5) through Grade 12 who are enrolled at the school from
the 45" day of the school year and on the first day of English Language Proficiency (ELP)
testing, with no break in enroliment, and who either (a) took the ELP test during the
administration window, or (b) were also included in the calculation of test participation at the
school and did not take the test, are included in the denominator for the calculation of school
indicators.

Note: All MLs enrolled at the school who meet the continuous enrollment criteria, regardless of grade
level, are included in the Multilingual Learner’s Progress indicator for any Report Card received by the
school; this indicator is not calculated separately by grade band per federal guidance.

District: All MLs in Kindergarten (K5) through Grade 12 enrolled in the district from the 45%
day of the school year and on the first day of ELP testing, with no break in enrollment in the
district, regardless of whether the student transferred between two or more schools within the
district (including students served by Residential Treatment Facilities and Group Homes), and
who either (a) took the ELP test during the administration window, or (b) were also included
in the calculation of test participation for at least one school in the district and did not take the
test, are included in the denominator for the calculation of district indicators for comparison
metrics or for district report cards.

State: All MLs in Kindergarten (K5) through Grade 12 who are enrolled in the state from the
45" day of the school year and on the first day of ELP testing, with no break in enroliment in
the state, regardless of whether the student transferred between two or more schools within
the state (including students served by Residential Treatment Facilities and Group Homes),

Note: This draft document was produced on 5/1/2026 and represents changes to the Multilingual Learners’
Progress indicator that are currently being considered for implementation beginning with 2027 Report Cards.
This draft has not been officially adopted and may be subject to change prior to adoption.


https://ed.sc.gov/policy/federal-education-programs/esea-title-iii-part-a-multilingual-learner-program/
https://ed.sc.gov/policy/federal-education-programs/esea-title-iii-multilingual-learner-and-immigrant-program/

and who either (a) took the ELP test during the administration window, or (b) were also
included in the calculation of test participation for at least one school in the state and did not
take the test, are included in the denominator for the calculation of state indicators for
comparison metrics or for state report cards.

Note: For School, District, and State Report Cards, MLs who are continuously enrolled at a school (or
district, or the state), who are included in the calculation of test participation for the same school (or for
the same district, or for the state), and who did not take the test are included in the denominator of the
indicator but cannot be included in the numerator because they did not take the test. Students not
tested for an authorized and properly documented purpose described in the most recently released
Students Not Tested Guidelines (distributed to District Accountability Coordinators through ADTS) are
excluded from both the numerator and denominator of this indicator.

The SCDE Office of Federal and State Accountability has created Figure 1 to help guide school
and district staff in assessing ML students:

Figure 1
ML Accountability Flowchart

‘ELP Assessment’ & ‘ELP Score’
Select the applicable ELP
assessment and score from within
the last calendar year.

Transfer
Student

Arrives in

District ‘First Record of MLP Services’
Enter date of earliest known MLP
services - this includes evidence of
MLP services from other districts in

South Carolina or other states.

Nota Note: 3/4K dates must not be entered.
Multilingual ‘ELP Assessment’ & ‘ELP Score’
Learner (ML) Select the applicable ELP

asSessmentand ELP score: This student qualifies for MLP

services. Administer the appropriate

ELP assessment (i.e., ELP screener)

as a formative assessment (not for
identification).

‘First Record of MLP Services’
Enter the initial district enrollment
date.

Administer

the . Note: 3/4K dates must not be entered. ‘ELP Assessment’ & ‘ELP Score’
appropriate Select the applicable ELP
ELP assessment that was administered

assessment. and the ELP score.

‘First Record of MLP Services’
Enter date of earliest known MLP

Multilingual services - this scenario includes
Learner Program students who transfer from non-
Accountability WIDA states.

Flowchart il idi incif Note: 3/4K dates must not be entered.

What Students Are Included in the Calculation of Test Participation:

The testing participation rate (ParticRate) is calculated for all federally required assessments used
in accountability indicators. The ParticRate for the Multilingual Learners’ Progress indicator shall
be calculated (according to the procedures under How Rating Points are Earned for the Indicator,
described next) as the proportion of the ML population who meet the following criteria and who
took the ELP test.

Note: This draft document was produced on 5/1/2026 and represents changes to the Multilingual Learners’
Progress indicator that are currently being considered for implementation beginning with 2027 Report Cards.
This draft has not been officially adopted and may be subject to change prior to adoption.


https://ed.sc.gov/policy/federal-education-programs/esea-title-iii-multilingual-learner-and-immigrant-program/

e For the purposes of the Multilingual Learners’ Progress indicator, the ML population includes
ML students who have not yet achieved proficiency and are required to receive services in
the ML Program. MLs included in the indicator may be identified as follows:

o MLs coded in the student information system with an English proficiency level 1.0-6.0
(AL1—ALS5 or “ALS - <3 Less Than Three” for MLs assessed with the alternate test) or
coded as AW (Awaiting).

e School: All MLs in Kindergarten (K5) through Grade 12 who are enrolled at the school for at
least 20 instructional days during the ELP testing window are included in the denominator for
the calculation of school participation.

e District: All MLs in Kindergarten (K5) through Grade 12 who are enrolled at any school in the
district for at least 20 instructional days during the ELP testing window are included in the
denominator for the calculation of district participation.

e State: All MLs in Kindergarten (K5) through Grade 12 who are enrolled at any school in the
state for at least 20 instructional days during the ELP testing window are included in the
denominator for the calculation of state participation.

How Rating Points are Earned for the Indicator:

Rating Points are awarded for the percentage of MLs in the ML Sll who either achieve a composite
score that is greater than or equal to 4.4 (i.e., MLs who demonstrate proficiency on this year’'s
test) or who achieve a composite score that is greater than or equal to their individual ELP Growth
Target given their most recently assessed English language proficiency level (Most Recent ELP

Level) as shown in Table 1.

Z‘:Z;fsfj Language Proficiency (ELP) Growth Targets for MLs based on Most Recent ELP Level
Most Recent ELP Level ELP Growth Target
1.0-1.6 Most Recent ELP Level + 0.9
1.7-23 Most Recent ELP Level + 0.8
24-29 Most Recent ELP Level + 0.7
3.0-34 Most Recent ELP Level + 0.6
3.5-3.8 Most Recent ELP Level + 0.5
3.9 or higher Most Recent ELP Level + 0.4 or 4.4 (whichever is least)
Alternate ELP Test See note.

Note: Although the ELP Growth Targets in Table 1 were set to promote MLs achieving English proficiency within five
years, all MLs in the Sll subgroup are included in the indicator until they have achieved English proficiency.
Further Note: MLs assessed with the Alternate ELP Test must earn an Overall Scale Score that is no lower than the

Overall Scale score earned on the most recent Alternate ELP Test. In addition, MLs assessed with the Alternate ELP
Test must earn the same ELP Level for no more than two consecutive years before earning a higher ELP Level.

Note: This draft document was produced on 5/1/2026 and represents changes to the Multilingual Learners’
Progress indicator that are currently being considered for implementation beginning with 2027 Report Cards.
This draft has not been officially adopted and may be subject to change prior to adoption.



For the purposes of this indicator, the Most Recent ELP Level must have been earned on an ELP
assessment or screener that was administered within a calendar year of the current test window
(The Most Recent ELP level must have been completed no earlier than 1/21/2026 for 2027 Report Cards).

If the ML was not tested last year, if the most recent assessment was given too long ago, or if an
appropriate ELP transfer score report is not yet received, then the ML in question must be re-
screened for the purpose of setting an ELP Growth Target for the current accountability year. If
an appropriate ELP transfer score taken no earlier than the first day of the previous school year’s
ELP assessment window in South Carolina is received after the ML has been re-screened, then
the score earned on the transfer ELP assessment shall be used as the Most Recent ELP Level
to determine the ELP Growth Target rather than the more recent screener.

First, calculate Rating Points for the school (or district or state for comparison metrics or for
district or state report cards) according to the following equation and subsequent steps:

RPinitial = max (12.5 ( MMLs who met ELP Growth Target ) ) 10) Eq.
Ny sir (1)
Note: RPytiq; = Initial Rating Points earned (before participation rate adjustment). 1y who met ELP Growth Target =
The number of MLs included in the indicator who achieved an ELP Test score that met or exceeded their ELP Growth
Target (as indicated by Table 1). ny; 5;; = The number of MLs included in the indicator per the What Students Are

Included in the Indicator section above.

1. First, divide the number of MLs who achieved an ELP Score greater than or equal to
their ELP Growth Target (as indicated by Table 1) by the number of MLs included in
the indicator (as described in What Students are Included in the Indicator).

Note: MLs who are continuously enrolled at a school, who are included in the calculation of test
participation at the same school, and who did not take the test are included in the denominator of
the indicator but cannot be included in the humerator because they did not meet or exceed their
growth target. MLs who are continuously enrolled at a school, who are included in the calculation
of test participation at a different school, and who did not take the test are not included in the
calculation of the indicator for the school of their continuous enrollment but shall be included in the
calculation of the participation rate and shall contribute to the adjustment applied to Rating Points
earned (described beginning in step 3) by the school responsible for testing them.

2. Multiply the quotient obtained in Step 1 by 12.5. If the product is greater than 10 (the
number of points available for the indicator), then setitto 10.

Note: Step 2 sets the upper bound of the range of points available for the indicator to match the
highest historically observed values for (nMLS‘”h" metELP G”’W”‘T‘"g”) such that schools at which at

ML SII
least 80% of MLs meeting or exceeding their ELP Growth Targets earn maximum points.

Next, calculate the testing participation rate according to the following equation and

subsequent steps. Students not tested for an authorized and properly documented purpose

described in the most recently released Students Not Tested Guidelines (distributed to
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District Accountability Coordinators through ADTS) are excluded from both the numerator
and denominator of the formula presented below.

. n Eq.
ParticRate = ( te“ed/ ) (zq)
NMLs enrolled during window — nexcluded)

Note: ParticRate = Participation Rate. ns.q = Number of MLs included in the calculation of participation rate for
the indicator with an ELP test score. nyys enrolled during window = Number of MLs actively enrolled at the school (or
district, or state, as appropriate for the report card in question) for at least 20 instructional days during the ELP
testing window. ngycuqea = Number of students excluded from the indicator for an authorized and properly
documented purpose.

3. Determine the number of MLs who were actively enrolled at the school (or district, or
state, as appropriate for the report card in question) for at least 20 instructional days
during the ELP testing window (i.e., s enrotted during window)-

4. Subtract from the number obtained in Step 3 those MLs who have been excluded from
the indicator for an authorized and properly documented purpose (i.e., Nexciuded)-

5. Determine the number of MLs found in Step 4 who took the ELP Test (i.e., n¢esteq)-

6. Divide the number found in Step 5 (i.e., niesteq) by the difference found in Step 4 to find
the Participation Rate, expressed as a decimal (i.e., ParticRate).

RP = RP,itia1 X ParticRate '(539)-

Note: RP = Rating Points. RP;,i+iq; = Initial Rating Points earned (described in Step 1 through Step 2). ParticRate =
Participation Rate (described in Step 3 through Step 6).

7. Multiply the unrounded initial Ratings Points earned (i.e., RP;,itiq;; found in Step 2) by
the unrounded Participation Rate expressed as a decimal (i.e., ParticRate; found in
Step 6), rounding the product to the nearest thousandth (e.g., 7.21).

8. Finally, compare the final Rating Points found in Step 7 to Table 2 to determine the
Multilingual Learners’ Progress Rating.

Note: This draft document was produced on 5/1/2026 and represents changes to the Multilingual Learners’
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Table 2
Multilingual Learners’ Progress Rating

Point Conversions to Ratings

Rating Rating Points
Excellent 6.59 —10.00
Good 5.46 — 6.58
Average 3.78 - 5.45
Below Average 2.51-3.77
Unsatisfactory 0.00 — 2.50

Note: This draft document was produced on 5/1/2026 and represents changes to the Multilingual Learners’
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EDUCATION OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

DATE: June 15, 2026

ACTION ITEM:
High School Employability Credential: Inclusion in On-Track Measure

PURPOSE/AUTHORITY

8SECTION 59-18-900(C) In setting the criteria for the academic performance ratings and the
performance indicators, the Education Oversight Committee shall report the performance by
subgroups of students in the school and schools similar in student characteristics. Criteria must use
established guidelines for statistical analysis and build on current data-reporting practices.

(D) The comprehensive report card must include a comprehensive set of performance indicators with
information on comparisons, trends, needs, and performance over time which is helpful to parents and
the public in evaluating the school. In addition, the comprehensive report card must include indicators
that meet federal law requirements. Special efforts are to be made to ensure that the information
contained in the report card is provided in an easily understood manner and a reader-friendly format.
This information should also provide a context for the performance of the school. Where appropriate,
the data should yield disaggregated results to schools and districts in planning for improvement

CRITICAL FACTS

In SC's current accountability system, the High School Student Success Measure includes an OnTrack
to Graduate Measure and a Five-Year Student Success Rate. The High School Employability
Credential is not currently included in the On-Track to Graduate measure but is included in the 5-Yr.
Student Success rate. The Credential is also part of the CCR indicator.

TIMELINE/REVIEW PROCESS

December 2025: Resolution passes the SC School Boards Association House of Delegates
addressing the inclusion of courses taken by students seeking the credential to be included in the
OnTrack measure.

March 2, 2026: EOC staff convenes meeting with members of Greenville School District, school board,
SC Senate, SCASA, SCDE, and SCSBA staff.

May 18, 2026: Academic Standards & Assessments Subcommittee approval of High School
Employability Measure to be included as On-Track for CCR.

ECONOMIC IMPACT FOR EOC none

ACTION REQUEST

X For approval [ ] For information

ACTION TAKEN

[ ] Approved [ ] Amended
[ ] Not Approved []1 Action deferred (explain)



INDICATOR: High School Student Success

School Level: High

The High School Student Success Indicator (HSSSI) measures the percent of students who are
either (a) in their first three years at a high school and are on track to graduate within four years
(or, for a small portion of each cohort, on track to complete the SC High School Employability
Credential within four years, as described below), or (b) who achieve a successful high school
outcome within five years of starting High School. The HSSSI includes the First Year On Track
(1YOT) rate, the Second Year On Track (2YOT) rate, the Third Year On Track (3YOT) rate, and
the Five Year Success Rate (5YSR).

Since 24 High School credits are required to earn a regular diploma in South Carolina, at least
four of which must be English credits and at least four of which must be math credits, a student
is considered on track to graduate within four years if they have earned six or more High School
credits, at least one of which must be an English credit and at least one of which must be a math
credit by the end of each successive year in High School.

Thus, by the end of their first year in High School, a student is considered on track if they have
earned at least 6 credits, with at least 1 English credit and 1 math credit. By the end of their
second year in High School, a student is considered on track if they have earned at least 12
credits, with at least 2 English credits and 2 math credits. By the end of their third year in High
School, a student is considered on track if they have earned at least 18 credits, with at least 3
English credits and 3 math credits.

The 5YSR reports the percent of students who have either earned a regular high school diploma,
earned a high school equivalency diploma, or earned the SC High School Employability
Credential (see https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services/post-secondary-
outcomes/employability-credential-south-carolina-high-school-credential/) within five years of
starting High School.

The On Track metrics were developed to monitor students’ steady progress towards on-time
graduation with a regular high school diploma, since the regular high school diploma is considered
the primary goal of the PK12 education system in South Carolina and is the most appropriate
outcome for nearly all South Carolina students. The 5YSR includes the regular high school
diploma, a high school equivalency diploma, and the SC High School Employability Credential
because these outcomes demonstrate success for the students for whom they are appropriate.

Since the Employability Credential was added to the CCR Indicator for 2022 School Report Cards,
fewer than 10% of the students with disabilities in each Graduating Cohort statewide has
demonstrated career readiness via that credential. However, students pursuing the credential
have not been considered “On Track” for the purposes of the 1YOT, 2YOT, or 3YOT because the
Essentials of English and Essentials of Math courses included in the course progression for the
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Employability Credential do not satisfy the English and Mathematics requirements of S.C. Code
Regs. §43-234 (Defined Program, Grades 9-12 and Graduation Requirements). Since the
Employability Credential is a successful outcome for the students for whom it has been designed,
not more than 10% of students in the SWD subgroup of each Four-Year Graduation Cohort may
be considered “On Track” for the 1YOT, 2YOT, or 3YOT metrics provided the students in question

a) Are identified as students with a disability (SWD) whose Individualized Education Plan
(IEP) identifies the Employability Credential as the appropriate goal for the student,

b) Are not already considered on track to receive a regular high school diploma,

c) Have successfully completed at least six (6) high school credits, at least one of which is
an Essentials of English (EoE) credit (or meets the English graduation requirement) and
at least one of which is an Essentials of Math (EoM) credit (or meets the Mathematics
graduation requirement) for each year in High School (i.e., 6 credits with 1 English/EoE,
& 1 Mathematics/EoM for 1YOT; 12 credits with 2 English/EoE, & 2 Mathematics/EoM for
2YOT; and 18 credits with 3 English/EoE, & 3 Mathematics/EoM for 3YOT).

Note: Because the Employability Credential is not offered in all high schools, and because students
pursuing the Employability Credential are not uniformly distributed throughout the state, the limit shall
be applied at the state level and allocated to high schools within the state based on the proportion of
students enrolled in the cohort at each high school who are pursuing an Employability Credential.

Further Note: The SCDE Office of Special Education Services (OSES) has set a goal that 75% of
students with a disability as defined in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; i.e., those
students with a current Individualized Education Plan) who exit high school annually (Exiters) will do so
with either a high school diploma or with the South Carolina High School Employability Credential by
2030. To reach this goal, they expect about 10% of Exiters to earn the Employability Credential
statewide, because that is the proportion of students with disabilities exiting high school for whom the
Credential would be an appropriate outcome. The limit of Credential Earners who may be considered
On Track has been set to 10% of the SWD subgroup for 2027 Report Cards to reflect that OSES goal
and because the limit matches the most current patterns of adoption in South Carolina. The EOC will
continue to coordinate with OSES as they monitor appropriate adoption of the Employability Credential
and reserve the right to adjust the limit as needed.

The HSSSI shall be reported in two ways. First, it shall be reported as the percent of all students
included in any of the metrics included in the indicator for the high school who meet the criteria to
be counted positively in that metric (i.e., who are either considered on track or who have achieved
a successful High School outcome within five years, depending on the metric for which the student
is included) along with the number of students who are counted positively for their respective
HSSSI metrics as the numerator of a fraction with the total number of students included in the
indicator as the denominator of that fraction. This first display shall also include comparison
metrics for the district and the state, with similarly formatted fractions showing the number of
students at the district and state levels.

A detailed view shall also be provided showing the proportion of students on track to receive the
high school diploma and the proportion of students on track to receive the Employability
Credential for 1YOT, 2YOT, and 3YOT, and the proportion of students who graduated in three
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years or less, the proportion of students who graduated on time, the proportion of students who
graduated in their fifth year, the proportion of students who earned a high school equivalency
diploma, the proportion of students who earned the Employability Credential, and the proportion
of students who did not obtain a successful outcome within five years of starting High School.

Second, the HSSSI shall be reported in an interactive data visualization that allows the viewer to,
as required by ESSA section 1111(c)(4)(B), see the combined indicator as well as each metric
included in the indicator for all students included in the indicator, as well as disaggregated for
students from major racial and ethnic groups, economically-disadvantaged students (as
compared to students who are not economically disadvantaged), children with disabilities (as
compared to children without disabilities), and Multilingual Learners (MLs). The visualization may
also provide the ability to view additional subgroups, and comparison metrics for the district and
state, as available.

Total Rating Points Available for the Indicator:

12 points

What Students Are Included in the Indicator:

Four-Year Graduation Cohort: Students shall be included in the various HSSSI metrics
according to their ninth-grade code (9GR) which determines their Four-Year Graduation Cohort.
The method of assignment for 9GR and for a school’s Four-Year Graduation Cohort are described
in the What Students are Included in the Indicator section of INDICATOR: Graduation Rate
(please refer to that location for additional details). Students shall be included in the HSSSI
metrics as described below.

First-Year On Track (1YOT):

e Students who are assigned to the high school’s First-Year Cohort (1Y-Cohort) according to
the guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section.

Note that the graduation cohort reported for the 1YOT metric on any given report card contains students
with 9GR equal to the two-digit year of report cards (e.g., students with 9GR = 27 shall be reported on
2027 Report Cards, also referred to as the school’s 9GR27).

Second-Year On Track (2YOT):

e Students who are assigned to the high school’s Second-Year Cohort (2Y-Cohort) according
to the guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section.

Note that the cohort reported for the 2YOT metric on any given report card contains students with 9GR
equal to the two-digit year of report cards minus 1 (e.g., students with 9GR = 26 shall be reported on
2027 Report Cards, also referred to as the school’s 9GR26).
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Third-Year On Track (3YOT):

Students who are assigned to the high school’s Third-Year Cohort (3Y-Cohort) according to
the guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section.

Note that the cohort reported for the 3YOT metric on any given report card contains students with 9GR
equal to the two-digit year of report cards minus 2 (e.g., students with 9GR = 25 shall be reported on
2027 Report Cards, also referred to as the school’s 9GR25).

Five-Year Success Rate (5YSR):

Students who were reported in the Graduation Rate indicator for the prior year Report Cards
shall be included in the 5YSR of the High School for which they were included in the four-year
on time graduation cohort that year.

Note that the cohort reported for the 5YSR metric on any given report card contains students with 9GR
equal to the two-digit year of report cards minus 4 (e.g., students with 9GR = 23, or the school’s 9GR23,
shall be reported on 2027 Report Cards since they were reported in the Graduation Rate indicator on
2026 Report Cards).

Students shall be removed from the cohort for student death, emigration, or transfer to prison
or juvenile facility following adjudication but shall not be removed from the cohort for properly
documented transfer during the fifth year.

Students shall not be added to the cohort during the fifth year.

How Rating Points are Earned for the Indicator:

Rating Points are calculated according to the following equation:

(X2, 1Y0T;) + (X2, 2Y0T;) + (Xi2, 3Y0T;) + (X2, 5YSR) 0.5) 5

ny +n, +nz+ng

Note: RP = Rating Points. i = an index for the student (from 1 to the number of students included for each metric).

n, = the number of students included in the First Year on Track (1YOT) metric. 1YOT; = an indicator of whether

student i is a high school student in their first year who is on track (where 1 = on track and 0 = not on track). n, = the
number of students included in the Second Year on Track (2YOT) metric. 2YOT; = an indicator of whether student i
is a high school student in their second year who is on track (where 1 =on track and 0 = not on track). n; = the
number of students included in the Third Year on Track (3YOT) metric. 3YOT; = an indicator of whether student i is
a high school student in their third year who is on track (where 1 = on track and 0 = not on track). ng = the number
of students included in the Five-Year Student Success Rate (5YSR) metric. 5YSR; = an indicator of whether student
i obtained a successful outcome (as defined in this section) within five years of enroliment at a US High School
(where 1 = obtained a successful outcome and 0 = did not obtain a successful outcome). If this equation produces
a negative value, then set RP = 0.
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To calculate the number of Rating Points for the High School, first calculate the number of
students in the First-Year Cohort (1Y-Cohort; n,) and the number of students considered on track
in their first year (Z?;l 1YO0T;) according to the following steps:

1.

Determine the number of students assigned to the state’s 1Y-Cohort according to the
guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section, who are members
of the SWD subgroup according Subgroup Coding for Accountability (e.g., 10,589).
Determine 10% of the number found in Step 1, rounding down to the nearest whole
number (e.g., 105).

Note: The limit of Credential Earners who may be considered On Track has been set to 10% of
students with disabilities for 2027 Report Cards because that limit aligns with OSES goals for the
adoption of the Employability Credential in South Carolina.

Determine the number of students assigned to the state’s 1Y-Cohort who are pursuing
the Employability Credential (e.g., 103).

Note: The number obtained in Step 3 may or may not be equal to the number obtained in Step 2.
The processes described in this manual will ensure that no more than 10% of students with
disabilities per cohort in the state will be considered on track via the Employability Credential while
allocating that proportion appropriately among High Schools in the state according to the number
of students enrolled at the high school in that cohort who are pursuing the Employability Credential.

Determine the number of students assigned to the high school’s 1Y-Cohort according to
the guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section (n,; e.g., 230).
Determine the number of students included in Step 4 who are considered on track (i.e.,
who have accumulated at least 6 high school credits, at least 1 of which is in English and
at least 1 of which is in math; e.g., 199).

Note: Any valid high school credit listed in the SCDE Course Code Database (linked from the
Student Information Systems page on the SCDE website) that has been earned by the student at
any time in the past can contribute to the 6 HS credits required to be considered on track. Because
1YOT measures whether students are on track to graduate with a regular high school diploma
within four years of starting high school, only courses listed as satisfying an English graduation
credit can contribute to the 1 required English credit and only courses listed as satisfying a
mathematics graduation credit can contribute to the 1 required math credit.

Subtract the number of students found in Step 5 from the number of students found in
Step 4 to find the number of students in the high school’s 1Y-Cohort who are not yet
considered on track (e.g., 31).

Of the students identified in Step 6 who are not yet considered on track, determine how
many of them are students with an IEP pursuing the Employability Credential (e.g., 4).
Divide the number found in Step 7 by the number found in Step 3, leaving the quotient
unrounded (e.g., 0.03883495).
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10.

11.

Note: The use of the term “unrounded” in Step 8 and other similar steps is not meant to imply a
requirement for perfect precision. Retaining more than six decimal places of precision is unlikely to
affect the final values of publicly reported metrics.

Multiply the quotient found in Step 8 by the number found in Step 2, rounding the
product down to the nearest whole number (e.g., 4) to find the number of students
pursuing the Employability Credential at the High School who may be considered on
track according to criterion (c) above (e.g., 4).

Determine the number of students pursuing the Employability Credential at the High
School who are on track to earn the Employability Credential within four years (i.e., at
least 6 HS credits with at least 1 English/EoE, & at least 1 Mathematics/EoM; e.g., 3). If
that number is greater than the number found in Step 9, set it to the number found in
Step 9 (e.g., 3).

The sum of the numbers found in Step 5 and Step 10 is the number of students included
in the high school’s 1Y-Cohort who are considered on track (i.e., Z?;l 1YO0T; = 13)

Next, calculate the number of students in the Second-Year Cohort (2Y-Cohort; n,) and the
number of students considered on track in their second year (Z?jl 2YO0T;) according to the
following steps:

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Determine the number of students assigned to the state’s 1Y-Cohort according to the
guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section, who are members
of the SWD subgroup according Subgroup Coding for Accountability (e.g., 10,430).
Determine 10% of the number found in Step 12, rounding down to the nearest whole
number (e.g., 104).

Note: The limit of Credential Earners who may be considered On Track has been set to 10% of
students with disabilities for 2027 Report Cards because that limit aligns with OSES goals for the
adoption of the Employability Credential in South Carolina.

Determine the number of students assigned to the state’s 2Y-Cohort who are pursuing
the Employability Credential (e.g., 120).

Note: The number obtained in Step 14 may or may not be equal to the number obtained in Step
13. The example counts given for the 2Y-Cohort were chosen to demonstrate that process
described in this manual will ensure that no more than 10% of students with disabilities per cohort
in the state will be considered on track via the Employability Credential, even if greater than 10%
of students with disabilities in the cohort is pursuing the credential, while still allocating that
proportion appropriately among High Schools in the state according to the number of students
enrolled at the high school in that cohort who are pursuing the Employability Credential.

Determine the number of students assigned to the high school’s 2Y-Cohort according to
the guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section (n,; e.g., 238).

Determine the number of students included in Step 15 who are considered on track (i.e.,
who have accumulated at least 12 high school credits, at least 2 of which are in English

and at least 2 of which are in math; e.g., 204).
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Note: Any valid high school credit listed in the SCDE Course Code Database (linked from the
Student Information Systems page on the SCDE website) that has been earned by the student at
any time in the past can contribute to the 12 HS credits required to be considered on track. Because
2YOT measures whether students are on track to graduate with a regular high school diploma
within four years of starting high school, only courses listed as satisfying an English graduation
credit can contribute to the 2 required English credits and only courses listed as satisfying a
mathematics graduation credit can contribute to the 2 required math credits.

Subtract the number of students found in Step 16 from the number of students found in
Step 15 to find the number of students in the high school’s 2Y-Cohort who are not yet
considered on track (e.g., 34).

Of the students identified in Step 17 who are not yet considered on track, determine how
many of them are students with an IEP pursuing the Employability Credential (e.g., 3).
Divide the number found in Step 18 by the number found in Step 14, leaving the quotient
unrounded (e.g., 0.025).

Multiply the quotient found in Step 19 by the number found in Step 13, rounding the
product down to the nearest whole number to find the number of students pursuing the
Employability Credential at the High School who may be considered on track according
to criterion (c) above (e.g., 2).

Determine the number of students pursuing the Employability Credential in the high
school’'s 2Y-Cohort who are on track to earn the Employability Credential within four
years (i.e., at least 12 HS credits with at least 2 English/EoE, & at least 2
Mathematics/EoM; e.g., 3). If that number is greater than the number found in Step 20,
set it to the number found in Step 20 (e.g., 2).

The sum of the numbers found in Step 16 and Step 21 is the number of students
included in the high school’s 2Y-Cohort who are considered on track (i.e.,

Y2, 2Y0T; = 206)

Next, calculate the number of students in the Third-Year Cohort (3Y-Cohort; n;) and the number
of students considered on track in their third year (Z?jl 3Y0T;) according to the following steps:

23.

24.

25.

Determine the number of students assigned to the state’s Third-Year Cohort (3Y-Cohort)
according to the guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section,
who are members of the SWD subgroup according Subgroup Coding for Accountability.
Determine 1% of the number found in Step 23, rounding down to the nearest whole
number.

Note: The limit of Credential Earners who may be considered On Track has been set to 10% of
students with disabilities for 2027 Report Cards because that limit aligns with OSES goals for the
adoption of the Employability Credential in South Carolina.

Determine the number of students assigned to the state’s 3Y-Cohort who are pursuing
the Employability Credential.

Note: The number obtained in Step 24 may or may not be equal to the number obtained in Step
24. The processes described in this manual will ensure that no more than 10% of students with
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disabilities per cohort in the state will be considered on track via the Employability Credential while
allocating that proportion appropriately among High Schools in the state according to the number
of students enrolled at the high school in that cohort who are pursuing the Employability Credential.

26. Determine the number of students assigned to the high school’s 3Y-Cohort according to
the guidelines and procedures described in the Graduation Rate section (n3).

27. Determine the number of students included in Step 26 who are considered on track (i.e.,
who have accumulated at least 18 high school credits, at least 3 of which are in English
and at least 3 of which are in math).

Note: Any valid high school credit listed in the SCDE Course Code Database (linked from the
Student Information Systems page on the SCDE website) that has been earned by the student at
any time in the past can contribute to the 18 HS credits required to be considered on track. Because
3YOT measures whether students are on track to graduate with a regular high school diploma
within four years of starting high school, only courses listed as satisfying an English graduation
credit can contribute to the 3 required English credits and only courses listed as satisfying a
mathematics graduation credit can contribute to the 3 required math credits.

28. Subtract the number of students found in Step 27 from the number of students found in
Step 26 to find the number of students in the high school’s 3Y-Cohort who are not yet
considered on track.

29. Of the students identified in Step 28 who are not yet considered on track, determine how
many of them are students with an IEP pursuing the Employability Credential.

30. Divide the number found in Step 29 by the number found in Step 24, leaving the quotient
unrounded.

31. Multiply the quotient found in Step 30 by the number found in Step 24, rounding the
product down to the nearest whole number to find the number of students pursuing the
Employability Credential at the High School who may be considered on track according
to criterion (c) above.

32. Determine the number of students identified in Step 29 who are on track to earn the
Employability Credential within four years (i.e., at least 18 HS credits with at least 3 EoE,
& at least 3 EoM). If that number is greater than the number found in Step 31, set it to
the number found in Step 31.

33. The sum of the numbers found in Step 27 and Step 32 is the number of students
included in the high school’'s 3Y-Cohort who are considered on track (i.e., Z?jl 3YO0T;).

Next, calculate the number of students included in the 5YSR (n5) and the number of students who
obtained a successful outcome within five years (Z?ji 5YSR;) according to the following steps:

34. Determine the number of students who were included in the Graduation Rate for the
High School on the prior year Report Cards (ns; the fifth year cohort; i.e., 9GR = 23 for
2027 Report Cards).

Note: Students shall be removed from the cohort for student death, emigration, or transfer to prison
or juvenile facility following adjudication but shall not be removed for transfer during year five.

Note: This draft document was produced on 6/2/2026 and represents changes to the High School Student
Success indicator that are currently being considered for implementation beginning with 2027 Report Cards.
This draft has not been officially adopted and may be subject to change prior to adoption.


https://ed.sc.gov/data/information-systems/data-dictionaries/scde-course-code-database/
https://ed.sc.gov/data/information-systems/
https://ed.sc.gov/

35.

Determine the number of students included in Step 34 who obtained a successful High
School outcome (i.e., a regular High School diploma, a high school equivalency diploma,
or the SC HS Employability Credential) within five years of beginning High School in the
US (X7, 5YSR)).

Note: Students contribute to the number of students who obtained a successful high school
outcome within five years of starting high school regardless of when that outcome was obtained;
students do not need to obtain the outcome during the fifth year of high school.

Finally, determine the Rating Points earned by combining the metrics calculated above according
to the following steps:

36.
37.
38.

39.

40.

41.

Total the numbers found in Step 11, Step 22, Step 33, and Step 35.

Divide by the sum of the numbers found in Step 4, Step 15, Step 26, and Step 34.
Subtract 0.5 from the quotient found in Step 37. If the difference is less than zero, set it
to zero.

Multiply 24 by the difference found in Step 38.

Note: Steps 1 through 38 generate a value between 0.0 and 0.5. Multiplying this value by 24 will
generate a value between 0 and 12, the total points available for the indicator.

The product obtained in Step 39, rounded to the nearest hundredth (e.g., 10.65), is the
number of Rating Points

Finally, total Rating Points earned are converted to Ratings using Table 1. Per this table,
any High School with a percentage of students on track or obtaining successful outcomes
that is less than 70% is deemed Unsatisfactory and any High School with rates exceeding
90% is deemed Excellent.

Table 1
High School Student Success Rating Point
Conversions to Ratings

Rating Rating Points
Excellent 9.60 — 12.00
Good 8.00 - 9.59
Average 6.40 — 7.99
Below Average 4.80-6.39
Unsatisfactory 0.00 -4.79

Note: This draft document was produced on 6/2/2026 and represents changes to the High School Student
Success indicator that are currently being considered for implementation beginning with 2027 Report Cards.
This draft has not been officially adopted and may be subject to change prior to adoption.



EDUCATION OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

DATE: June 15, 2026

ACTION ITEM:
Inclusion of Seal of Biliteracy in CCR

PURPOSE/AUTHORITY

8SECTION 59-18-900(C) In setting the criteria for the academic performance ratings and the
performance indicators, the Education Oversight Committee shall report the performance by
subgroups of students in the school and schools similar in student characteristics. Criteria must use
established guidelines for statistical analysis and build on current data-reporting practices. (D) The
comprehensive report card must include a comprehensive set of performance indicators with
information on comparisons, trends, needs, and performance over time which is helpful to parents
and the public in evaluating the school. In addition, the comprehensive report card must include
indicators that meet federal law requirements. Special efforts are to be made to ensure that the
information contained in the report card is provided in an easily understood manner and a reader-
friendly format. This information should also provide a context for the performance of the school.
Where appropriate, the data should yield disaggregated results to schools and districts in planning
for improvement.

CRITICAL FACTS

In SC’s current accountability system, a High School student in the fourth-year cohort (also called
the graduating cohort) may be identified as College- or Career-Ready on any of up to 11 criteria.
Under the current proposal, earning the Seal of Biliteracy would be added as a College-Ready
Criterion, since several postsecondary institutions in SC and in other states award college credit to
incoming students who have earned the seal.

TIMELINE/REVIEW PROCESS

January 12, 2026: Following Cyclical Review of the Accountability System, ASA considers action item
to include seal in CCR. EOC asks staff to run data to see impact of seal in SC and nationally.

March 16, 2026: Addition information provided to ASA by SCDE personnel who oversee the Seal of
Biliteracy within South Carolina schools.

ECONOMIC IMPACT FOR EOC none

ACTION REQUEST

X For approval [ ] For information

ACTION TAKEN

[ ] Approved [ ] Amended
[] Not Approved [1 Action deferred (explain)



Historical Analysis of the Seal of Biliteracy

EOC Members had requested further information about the Seal of Biliteracy to support their
decisions about including it as a College Ready criterion in the College & Career Readiness (CCR)
indicator for High School Report Cards. Specifically, they had asked

How many students have earned the Seal,

What proportion of Seal earners graduate within four years of starting High School,

What proportion of Seal earners had also satisfied another College Ready criterion,

What proportion of Seal earners were already designated either College or Career Ready via

one of the existing 11 CCR criteria,

5. What proportion of Seal earners enrollin postsecondary education within one year after High
School graduation, and

6. What are the differences in all these metrics between students who earn the Bronze, Silver,

or Gold Seals of Biliteracy?

PoOd-~

We analyzed data from students in 9GR21, for whom Graduation Rate and CCR were reported on
2024 Report Cards. This allowed us to examine the relationship between earning the Seal of
Biliteracy, on-time graduation, and other CCR designations. Results are displayed below.

Seal of Biliteracy Earned n On-Time Grads % College Ready % CCR

Gold 108 97.2% 68.5% 96.3%
Silver or Higher 689 99.0% 69.4% 94.3%
Bronze or Higher 1,277 99.1% 69.5% 94.1%
No Seal 59,093 85.6% 31.8% 71.4%
Total 9GR21 Cohort 60,370 85.9% 32.6% 71.8%

To answer the question about college-going rates, only graduates who were found in data from the
National Student Clearinghouse were analyzed. This excludes students who did not graduate,
students with a FERPA block or privacy block on their postsecondary enrollment records, and
graduates from 4 relatively new High Schools which had not yet been added to our service
agreement with the National Student Clearinghouse. Results are below.

Seal of Biliteracy Earned n  %College Ready % CCR % Enrolled w/in 1Yr
Gold 105 69.5% 98.1% 79.4%
Silver or Higher 684 69.7% 94.3% 74.4%
Bronze or Higher 1,267 69.9% 94.1% 75.1%
No Seal 50,589 37.0% 80.5% 56.5%
Total 9GR21 Graduates 51,856 37.8% 80.8% 57.0%

These analyses suggest that, although the vast majority of students who earn the Seal of Biliteracy
already meet at least one CCR criterion (94%) and most are already identified as College Ready
(70%), Seal earners are stillmuch more likely to enrollin college in the 1%t year after graduation (75%)
than graduates who do not earn the Seal (57%).
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The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages provides the following
information to assist the Illinois State Board of Education in setting in its administrative
rules the threshold level of language performance for earning the Illinois Seal of Biliteracy.

Talking Points on Setting Level for Illinois’ Seal of Biliteracy

e The WIDA Performance Definitions and ACTFL Proficiency Levels represent
different purposes and scales. WIDA criteria are intended to measure academic
second language development, content and subject area specific, representing a
hierarchy of vocabulary and text type. ACTFL Proficiency Levels are intended to
measure a broader usage of language, not limited to an academic context,
representing a hierarchy of language functions.

¢ Since the Illinois Seal of Biliteracy will be representative of high school performance,
another source of comparison is the College Board’s Advanced Placement
descriptions of Achievement Levels for the Language and Culture Exams, a measure
of end of program performance. The Advanced Placement Achievement Level
Descriptions address language functions and provide a close match for purposes of
comparison with the ACTFL Proficiency Levels.

e Native speakers spend most of their life for everyday communication at the ACTFL
Advanced level. The WIDA level 5 therefore is more like Intermediate High as it is
defined as “approaching comparability to that of proficient English peers.” The
Intermediate High language user is able to produce Advanced level language, as they
approach comparability, but are not able to do it all the time.

Comparison of ACTFL Proficiency Levels with WIDA Performance Definitions

e Language functions are not the basis of the WIDA Performance Definitions; language
functions are at the heart of the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines. Intermediate High
language users are able to perform the functions of the Advanced level, but not all
the time, showing more success with more familiar topics.

e The WIDA Performance Definitions mainly focus on text type: “variety of sentence
lengths of varying linguistic complexity, extended oral or written discourse,
including stories, essays, or reports”

e The WIDA Performance Definitions focus on a different context: “specialized or
technical language of content areas” (which is generally based on familiarity with
basic information for the subject area)

e The WIDA Performance Definitions emphasize comparability to oral or written
language of English-proficiency peers (when presented with grade level material).
Grade level material will be practiced within a unit of instruction, thus providing the
element of familiarity for Intermediate High language users to be able to frequently
perform like Advanced level language users and deal with vocabulary that is
specialized. However, beyond vocabulary, it is important to identify the language
functions and the degree of accuracy demonstrated.



Seal of Biliteracy Requirements in Other States
California: Not tied to a proficiency level (evidence includes years of study of a
language)

New Jersey: Looking at Intermediate High, but maybe Intermediate Mid

New York: Criterion is “high level of proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and
writing in one or more languages, in addition to English.” 2014-15 will be a one-year
pilot implementation program; 2015-16 will be full implementation with
participating districts

States considering the Seal of Biliteracy:

Utah: Under consideration is having two levels for the Seal of Biliteracy (likely a basic
“gold” Seal at Intermediate Mid; a “platinum” level of the Seal at Advanced Low)

Maryland is considering Intermediate High for the Seal of Biliteracy

Comparison of ACTFL Proficiency Levels with Advanced Placement Exams:

e The College Board’s Achievement Level Descriptions provide very detailed
expectations for student performance at each AP score level for each of six learning
objectives for the course and exam. These are published in each of the College
Board'’s re-designed courses’ Course and Exam Descriptions.

e Anecdotal evidence and examination of the scoring rubric indicate that students
who are showing evidence of Intermediate Mid proficiency are likely to score a 3
(passing score) on the AP Language and Culture Exam; students showing evidence
of Intermediate High proficiency are likely to score a 4 or 5; students showing
evidence of Advanced level proficiency are the most likely to score a 5 on the AP
exam. Intermediate High language users are able to function at the Advanced level,
but are not able to sustain that performance across the tasks and contexts of the
Advanced level.

e Here is alink to the current Achievement Level Descriptions in Spanish (see pages
8-29 of this document for the long and detailed descriptions):
http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/apc/public/courses/descriptions/index.html

e The College Board website provides sample activities from the AP Language and
Culture exams, which are based on the National Standards’ three modes of
communication (Interpersonal, Interpretive, and Presentational):

O Listen to a radio or television broadcast and present its content and your
own opinions about it to your class)

0 Read and discuss current events

0 Compare and contrast cultural perspectives between your community and
those of a Spanish-speaking community




Supporting Materials:

Comparison of AP Achievement Level Descriptions (Level 3 - Passing)
with ACTFL Proficiency Level of Intermediate High

Corresponding ACTFL Proficiency Level and

Categories AP - Level 3 Sub-Level
Interpersonal
Strategies Circumlocution and paraphrasing Advanced (Low): able to use rephrasing and
circumlocution; some evidence at Intermediate
High
Seek clarification by asking for Novice (High): with repetition or rephrasing,
repetition can generally be understood by those used to
non-natives
Use context to deduce meaning of Intermediate: Listeners rely heavily on
unfamiliar words redundancy, restatement, paraphrasing, and
contextual clues; Advanced listeners
compensate for limitations in lexical and
structural control by using real-world
knowledge and contextual clues
May recognize errors; attempts at Intermediate (Mid): speech may contain
correction are only occasionally pauses, reformulations, and self-corrections
successful
Opinions State opinions on topics of personal Intermediate: familiar topics related to their
interest daily life (Advanced: topics of community,
national, or international interest)
Understand and respond to questions Intermediate (High): able to handle
and statements on familiar topics successfully uncomplicated tasks and social
situations requiring an exchange related to
work, school, recreation, interests, and areas of
competence
Language Narrations and descriptions Intermediate (High): can narrate and describe
structures characterized by strings of simple in all major time frames using connected
sentences and a few compound discourse of paragraph length, but not all the
sentences; Most accuracy in the present | time; Intermediate Mid: produce responses
time and some accuracy in other time typically consisting of sentences and strings of
frames sentences
Vocabulary Use vocabulary from familiar thematic Intermediate: Recombine learned material in
word groups; Some culturally order to produce personal meaning
appropriate and idiomatic expressions
Pronunciation Comprehensible to an audience Intermediate (Mid): generally understood by
accustomed to interacting with language | sympathetic interlocutors accustomed to
learners, yet errors occasionally impede | dealing with non-natives
comprehensibility
Interpretive
Comprehension Identify some main ideas and details on | Advanced (Low): understand the main ideas
of Content familiar topics and some supporting details; Intermediate High:

occasional gaps in understanding due to a
limited knowledge of the vocabulary, structures,
and writing conventions of the language.




questions

Respond accurately to basic information

Intermediate: understand texts that convey
basic information

limited inferences

Can sometimes use context to deduce
meaning of unfamiliar words and make

Intermediate: Readers rely heavily on
contextual clues

Vocabulary

topics of personal interest

Comprehend a variety of vocabulary on

Intermediate (High): text that convey basic
information and deal with personal and social
topics

Presentational - Spoken or Written

Discourse and

Use strings of sentences and a few basic

Intermediate (High): can narrate and describe

development cohesive devices to express personal in different time frames when writing about
opinions, describe and narrate on everyday events and situations; often but not
familiar topics always of paragraph length
Language Produce simple and compound Intermediate (Mid): their writing is framed in
structures sentences with the most accuracy in the | present time but may contain references to
present time; some accuracy in other other time frames. Intermediate High:
time frames Narrations and descriptions are often but not
always of paragraph length
Errors may impede comprehensibility Intermediate (High): even with numerous and
perhaps significant errors, is generally
comprehensible to native not used to the
writing of non-natives.
Writing Use of standard conventions of written Intermediate (Low): There may be basic errors
Conventions language is inconsistent, which may in punctuation, spelling.

cause confusion for the reader

The redesigned Advanced Placement Spanish Language and Culture Exam requires students to
demonstrate their ability to do the following tasks, which represent language functions across many
different ACTFL Proficiency Levels; however, it is in the evaluation criteria that the performance
expectations are defined for each rating (1-5):
Identify and summarize the main points and significant details and make appropriate inferences
and predictions from a spoken source, such as a broadcast news report or a lecture on an academic

or cultural topic related to the Spanish-speaking world.

Identify and summarize the main points and significant details and predict outcomes from an
everyday conversation on a familiar topic, a dialogue from a film or other broadcast media, or an
interview on a social or cultural topic related to the Spanish-speaking world.

Identify and summarize main points and important details; make appropriate inferences and pre-
dictions from a written text such as a newspaper/magazine article or contemporary literary excerpt.
Write a cohesive and coherent analytical or persuasive essay in reaction to a text or on a personal,
academic, cultural or social issue, with control of grammar and syntax.

Describe, narrate and present information or persuasive arguments on general topics with

grammatical control and good pronunciation.

Use information from sources provided to present a synthesis and express an opinion.
Recognize cultural elements implicit in oral and written texts.

Interpret linguistic cues to infer social relationships.

Communicate via interpersonal and presentational written correspondence.

Initiate, maintain and close a conversation on a familiar topic.

Formulate questions to seek clarification or additional information.

Use language that is semantically and grammatically accurate according to a given context.




From: Zalba, Rocio <rzalba@ed.sc.qov>

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2026 12:04 PM

To: Yow, Dana <danay@eoc.sc.gov>; Lavery, Matthew <mlavery@eoc.sc.gov>

Cc: Stokes, Stephen <sstokes@ed.sc.gov>; Austin, Kristi D <kdaustin@ed.sc.gov>; Black, Josh S
<jsblack@ed.sc.gov>

Subject: [External] AP scores and SC Seal of Biliteracy

Dear Ms. Yow,

Thank you once again for inviting me to the EOC Subcommittee meeting. | appreciated the
opportunity to present and address questions regarding the SC Seal of Biliteracy.

During our session, you requested that | provide research and data on the equivalency of
AP scores and the proficiency requirements for the SC Seal of Biliteracy.

The Center for Advanced Language Acquisition (CARLA) at the University of Minnesota has
developed a website grounded on extensive research thatincludes many valuable
resources related to Seals of Biliteracy. Below are two components that directly address
your request:

1. Test Scores to ACTFL Proficiency Level Conversion

This resource outlines the corresponding scores for Intermediate Mid to Advanced Low
proficiency levels across various assessments: AP, IB, STAMP4S, STAMP WS, AAPPL, and
ALTA. As you know, these assessments are approved for use in our state.

2. Test Comparison Overview

This document compares the most widely used assessments for earning a Seal of
Biliteracy. AP and IB assessments are included among the assessments reviewed,
indicating that other states use these scores to grant their recipients a Seal of Biliteracy.
However, please note that South Carolina does not grant a Seal of Biliteracy based on AP
and IB scores.

Additionally, I have attached a document from the American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages (ACTFL) that offers recommendations for establishing rules regarding
the Seal of Biliteracy in lllinois. You will find a section titled Comparison of ACTFL
Proficiency Levels with Advanced Placement Exams on pages 2-4.

I hope these resources provide you with the guidance you are seeking. Please feel free to
reach out if you need any additional information.

Kindly,
Rocio



EDUCATION OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

DATE: June 15, 2026

ACTION ITEM:
Process for approval of Dual Enrollment for CCR

PURPOSE/AUTHORITY

Section 59-18-900 of the Education Accountability Act (EAA) as amended by Act 94 of 2017 requires
the EOC to “determine the criteria for and establish performance ratings of excellent, good, average,
below average, and unsatisfactory for schools.” Furthermore, “the same categories of performance
ratings also must be assigned to individual indicators used to measure a school’s performance
including, but not limited to, academic achievement, student growth or progress, graduation rate,
English language proficiency, and college and career readiness.” The EAA also encourages students
to earn industry credentials to be career ready. In addition, the state longitudinal data system created
by Section 59-18-1950 requires the Revenue and Fiscal Affairs Office to measure the continuous
improvement of the state public education system and the college and career readiness and success
of its graduates by documenting “working-aged adults in South Carolina by county who possess a
postsecondary degree or industry credential.”

CRITICAL FACTS

Per the SC accountability system, high schools receive an indicator rating for College / Career
Readiness, which is the percentage of high school graduates who are college or career ready. While
there are several metrics that can define both “college ready” and “career ready,” students completing
at least six credit hours in an approved dual enrollment course with a grade of C or higher are
considered “college ready” in the current accountability system. Approved courses should be in English,
mathematics, STEM, or social studies. EOC staff is proposing a revision to the process that was initiated
in 2023 to further refine list of approved courses to include only those courses that meet the associate
of science or associate of arts that transfer to a four-year degree, Bachelor of Science, or Bachelor of
Arts degree and those that have been approved by CHE's Office of Academic Affairs.

TIMELINE/REVIEW PROCESS
Timelines outlined within process documents.

ECONOMIC IMPACT FOR EOC none

ACTION REQUEST

X For approval [ ] For information

ACTION TAKEN

[ ] Approved [ ] Amended
[ ] Not Approved []1 Action deferred (explain)



Requirements & Processes for CCR Approval of Dual Enrollment Courses

Beginning with 2026-2027 Accountability Year as Reported on 2027 School Report Cards

As determined by the EOC and described in the annual Accountability Manual, a student may be
designated “College Ready” for the purpose of the College and Career Ready (CCR) indicator for High
School Report Cards by completing at least six (6) credit hours (typically equivalent to 2 units of high
school credit) in approved dual enrollment courses with a grade of C or higher.

To contribute to a student’s College Ready designation, the course must have been approved for this
purpose atthe time it was taken by the student. Dual enrollment courses (also called “dual credit” courses)
completed before a course receives approval cannot retroactively count toward the College Ready
designation.

The South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE) shall maintain a publicly accessible listing of
approved dual enrollment courses that clearly indicates the earliest school year to which each approval
applies. Approval received during a given school year shall apply to courses taken no earlier than the
fall semester following the date of approval.

The Education Oversight Committee (EOC) establishes the process, timelines, and criteria for the approval
of specific dual enrollment courses for use in accountability. EOC members have established the following
criteria for dual enrollment courses approved for use in the CCR indicator. Courses approved to meet the
College Ready requirement for CCR should meet all the following criteria:

e Coursesin English, Mathematics, Engineering, Computer Science, the Natural Sciences, or the
Social Sciences

e Courses which satisfy a general education or content-specific course requirement towards an
Associate of Arts or Associate of Science degree

e Courses which are likely to be accepted in transfer to a four-year institution to satisfy a general
education or program-specific course requirement towards a baccalaureate degree (i.e., not
accepted only as free elective credit)

SCDE may submit new courses to the EOC for consideration for CCR approval. However, to receive a
thorough review and informed decision, courses submitted to the EOC later than May 1 cannot be
approved in time for the upcoming school year.

Consideration for approval shall follow these steps according to the following timeline:

1. SCDE Director of Assessment and Standards (or designee) submits list of courses for
consideration to EOC Executive Director

2. EOC conducts initial review for satisfaction of above criteria and forwards list within 15 days to SC
Commission on Higher Education (CHE) Office of Academic Affairs

3. Director, CHE Office of Academic Affairs facilitates review of submitted list to confirm the courses
meet the above criteria, returning list to EOC Executive Director within 30 days

4. EOC Executive Director submits revisions and/or courses which receive final approval to SCDE
Director of Assessment and Standards (or designee) within 15 days

Note: This draft was produced on 5/21/2026 to incorporate an amendment made by the Academic Standards and Assessments
Subcommittee on 5/18/2026. It has not been officially adopted and may be subject to further change.



Approval for all courses shall be reviewed at least every five years. At the time of its review, each CCR-
approved dual enrollment course shall be evaluated in the following manner:

SCDE shall provide the EOC with the number of students who have enrolled in the CCR-approved
dual enrollment course for the past five school years, disaggregated by school year and high
school.

SCDE shall provide the EOC with a list of students (including, at a minimum, their state studentID,
graduation date, and high school of graduation) who meet all these criteria:

@)
©)
@)

(@]

have taken the CCR-approved dual enrollment course,

have received a final grade of C or better,

were identified as College Ready by completing at least six (6) credit hours of approved
dual enrollment courses with a grade of C or higher, and

graduated high school during the three most recent, complete school years.

With the data provided above, the EOC will evaluate the course(s) by

®)
©)
©)

determining the rate at which students take the dual enrollment course

determining the rate at which students taking the course are deemed College Ready
determining the rate at which students taking the course enrollin college within a year of
high school graduation

determining the rate at which students who have taken the course and enrolled in college
persist to a second year

Outcomes for students taking the course being evaluated shall be compared to similar outcomes
for comparable cohorts of South Carolina student (such as students who pursued other College
Ready pathways).

Informed by the evaluation findings, the EOC may recommend revocation of CCR approval for an
evaluated course for either of the following reasons:

@)
@)

No enrollment or extremely low enrollment over the review period
Student outcomes which suggest the course is not promoting college readiness

Following the initial approval of this document, EOC staff shall request from SCDE the data necessary to
review postsecondary outcomes for any dual enrollment course taken in South Carolina high schools
(regardless of College Ready approval status) by students who graduated during the previous five school
years. The purpose of this review is to determine the degree to which each course predicts postsecondary
readiness outcomes. This review will be considered the first review for all currently approved courses,
which will need to be reviewed again at least every five years from that point.

Note: This draft was produced on 5/21/2026 to incorporate an amendment made by the Academic Standards and Assessments
Subcommittee on 5/18/2026. It has not been officially adopted and may be subject to further change.
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