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STUDENT / SCHOOL / DISTRICT PERFORMANCE

WHERE ARE WE NOW -- 2010 GOAL AND 2020 VISION
On December 14, 2009, the Education Oversight Committee (EOC) released South Carolina’s progress toward the 
2010 Goal, which states that SC will be in the top half of states by the year 2010. The annual release provided 
evidence of the accomplishments of SC’s students, schools, and the education accountability system. 

This year’s release also examined SC’s progress toward reaching the 2020 Vision, which states that by 2020, all 
students will graduate with the knowledge and skills necessary to compete successfully in the global economy, 
participate in a democratic society and contribute positively as members of families and communities. 

This year’s release focused on the progress made in achieving the both the 2010 Goal and the 2020 Vision. South 
Carolina has made significant progress in some areas, but challenges persist. 

In 2009, South Carolina’s achievement attained the following ranks on the National Assessment of    
Education Progress (NAEP) tests used as the Nation’s Report Card:

 +  4th Grade Reading -- 42nd

 +  8th Grade Reading -- 41st

 +  4th Grade Math -- 38th

 +  8th Grade Math -- 33rd

 +  4th Grade Science -- 32nd

 +  8th Grade Science -- 29th

The data show that SC students still struggle in reading. Within the 2020 Vision, the EOC established a measure 
of reading proficiency, targeting 95 percent of students scoring Basic and above on NAEP at grades 4 and 8. Data 
from the 2007 NAEP Reading assessment show that 58 percent of SC 4th graders scored Basic and above; 69 
percent of 8th graders did so. 

With respect to Advanced Placement tests, South Carolina is in the top half of states, ranking 22nd in the nation 
for participation and 21st in the nation for the percentage of exams scored 3, 4 or 5.

On college admissions tests, although South Carolina’s SAT improvement is among the nation’s best, scores on 
both the SAT and the ACT rank SC low among states. SC’s ranking on SAT slipped from 47th in 2008 to 48th in 
2009. SC’s ranking on the ACT moved from 47th in 2008 to 46th in 2009.

South Carolina’s standing among states on students graduating from high school on-time is highlighted in this 
year’s release. Graduation rate is a measure that historically has been difficult to compare because states have 
various ways of calculating high school graduation rates. SC is one of 19 states that currently report data using 

I

“By 2020, all students will graduate with the knowledge 
and skills necessary to compete successfully in the global 
economy, participate in a democratic society and contribute 
positively as members of families and  communities.” -- 
2020 Vision, adopted by the EOC in August 2009
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the “compact cohort rate,” methodology agreed upon by the nations’ governors in 2005. Of the 19 states, SC 
ranks 13th, ahead of Minnesota, New York, North Carolina, Arkansas, Louisiana, and New Mexico. 

The release also looked at SC’s progress in eliminating the achievement gap among groups of students 
of different racial/ethnic groups and of different economic or disability status. Results continue to show 
achievement disparities among groups. Large gaps persist between the performance of white students, compared 
to African American students, as well as between pay-lunch students and students who qualify for free- or 
reduced-price lunch. The gap between Hispanic students, which had showed improvement in some areas, 
increased this year as well.  

QUALITY COUNTS RELEASE
In January 2010, Quality Counts 2010: Fresh Course, Swift Current –Momentum and Challenges in the New Surge 
toward Common Standards, the 14th annual report card on the state of school reform nationwide, was released. 
The report, published by Education Week, uses a variety of sources for its annual evaluations, including data from 
the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). This year, South Carolina earned a perfect score of 100 for 
standards and school accountability and a score of 83.3 for assessments. In terms of rankings, South Carolina 
maintained its No. 1 ranking in state efforts to improve teaching and ranked No. 7 nationally for academic 
standards, assessment, and school accountability. 

CDEPP EVALUATION
The interdisciplinary evaluation team composed of evaluators from the University of South Carolina and staff 
from the EOC has issued an annual report on CDEPP since the program’s implementation in Fiscal Year 2006-07. 
This year’s evaluation was the third annual report issued by the team pursuant to Proviso 1.62. of the 2009-10 
General Appropriations Act. 

What makes this evaluation unique is its inclusion of individual student assessments. 
Annually, children from a representative sample of CDEPP students are individually assessed in the fall when 
entering CDEPP and again at the end of the preschool year. These same children are individually assessed again 
at the beginning of kindergarten. The evaluation model intends to assess and track these children until third 
grade when the state assessment test (PASS) will be used to measure student academic progress. Children in 
both public and private centers are assessed. The longitudinal data will provide policymakers and educators 
with concrete evidence of the impact of CDEPP on school readiness and academic achievement. To date, 
individual preschool assessments of children served in CDEPP show modest yet meaningful gains; the program is 
addressing school readiness for students at-risk for school failure. 

Chance for Success: C (75.1) Standards, Assessments, & Accountability: A (94.4) 
 Early foundations: B- (80.4)  Standards: A (100.0) 
 School years: C- (71.4)  Assessments: B (83.3) 
 Adult Outcomes: C (75.4)  School accountability: A (100.0) 

K-12 Achievement: D (64.5) Transitions & Alignment: C (75.0) 
 Status: F (55.5)  Early childhood education: C-(70.0) 
 Change: D+ (67.1)  College readiness: D- (60.0) 
 Equity: C (75.5)  Economy & workforce: A (100.0) 

School Finance: C (73.8) The Teaching Profession: A (95.8) 
 Equity: B (84.7)  Accountability for quality: A- (91.2) 
 Spending: D (62.9)  Incentives & allocation: A (96.2) 

 Building & supporting capacity: A (100.0) 
South Carolina Overall: B- (79.8)
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Children in Poverty in 37 Plaintiff School Districts Served or Not Served
By Publicly-Funded Pre-Kindergarten Program, 2008-2009 School Year

Estimated Total of 9,199
Four-Year-Olds in Poverty

Children in Poverty 
NOT Served By 
Publicly-Funded 
Pre-Kindergarten 
Program, n=2,024, 
22.0% of Four-
Year-Olds in 
Poverty

Children in Poverty 
Served By Publicly-
Funded Pre-
Kindergarten Program, 
n=7,175, 78.0% of 
Four-Year-Olds in 
Poverty

Children in Poverty:  Four-Year-Olds Eligible for Federal Free- or Reduced-Price Lunch Program and/or for Medicaid Services.
Publicly-Funded Pre-Kindergarten Programs Include Full-Day Public School Programs, CDEPP in Private Child care Centers, ABC Voucher 
Program for 30 or More Hours Per Week, and Head Start Programs.  Data From Students Enrolled on 180th Day of Program.

What did the current evaluation reveal?
The number of children served has increased slightly and stabilized.

 +  Barnwell 45 and Saluda are CDEPP-eligible school districts. However, Barnwell 45 has not participated  
  in the program, and Saluda only began participating in the current school year.

 +  Number of private centers participating and enrolling CDEPP students decreased from 46 to 42; however,  
  average class sizes increased from 9.3 to 11.8.  Number of private providers serving fi ve or fewer   
  students also declined from 15 in 2007-08 to 6 in 2008-09.

CDEPP has successfully attracted parents and providers into the program.

 +  78.0% of 4-year-olds at-risk for school failure due to poverty are being served with a publicly-funded  
  pre-kindergarten program in school districts implementing CDEPP. In the remaining 48 districts, only  
 +   57.2% of the 4-year-olds at-risk due to poverty are being served with a publicly-funded program.

Funding – General Assembly funded CDEPP with recurring general funds in FY10

 +  Total program expenditures for CDEPP were $19.9 million in FY2008-09. 

Future demands – Number of four-year-olds to increase

 +  By school year 2011-12 the number of four-year-olds in South Carolina is projected to increase by 6.7%  
  to 64,637 and number of four-year-olds in poverty by 4.9% to 42,139.

In addition to ongoing evaluation activities, the team conducted: 

Interviews with CDEPP personnel in Florence and Berkeley Counties, where the program signifi cantly expanded 
from the fi rst to second year of the program’s implementation, that revealed common leadership elements in 
these providers:

 +  commitment by the organization and leadership to implement and expand CDEPP regardless of   
  obstacles; 



V I S I T  W W W. E O C . S C . G O V  F O R  C O M P L E T E  V E R S I O N S  O F  A L L  R E P O R T S  A N D  P U B L I C AT I O N S

4   S C  E D U C AT I O N  O V E R S I G H T  C O M M I T T E E

+  designation of at least one staff person for implementation and expansion of CDEPP; 

+  intentionality in expansion including the recruitment of children, the securing of funds, and the   
  preparation of classrooms; and 

+  collaboration among public schools, child care providers, Head Start and other community entities  +  
  whenever possible.

On-line survey of CDEPP coordinators in public school districts to determine what, if any, local administrative 
costs related to CDEPP are incurred by school districts. The results showed: 

+  suffi cient funding for supplies, materials, transportation and professional development; 

+  administration of program delegated among several district and school staff; 

+  recruitment of children and families is generally a school function; 

+  maintaining DSS licensure is greatest challenge; however, the issues of ongoing professional   
  development, background checks and medical check-ups likely impact rural school districts due to   
  limited transportation. The challenge seems to involve administrative oversight rather than signifi cant  
  fi nancial costs; 

+  cost of playground equipment cited as the greatest initial cost of implementing CDEPP and not covered  
  by the $10,000 state allocation; and 

+  26 percent of districts reported “no” collaboration with early childhood programs (private, Head Start, etc.). 

Comparison of professional development and technical assistance provided by SCDE and OFS with national 
models revealed:

+  SCDE and OFS implement separate programs supporting their respective CDEPP personnel;

+  most information on professional  
  development and technical   
  assistance limited to process  
  measures like number of hours of  
  training, number of site visits,  
  etc.; and

+  no data to evaluate the impact of  
  these efforts on CDEPP workforce.

The report’s recommendations:

 1    Continue funding of the program

 2    Prepare for future expansion by utilizing experiences and expertise of individuals who lead efforts to   
  expand CDEPP in public and private centers

 3    Require greater collaboration at state level to administer the program

 4    Encourage greater collaboration at the local level to address transportation issues and professional   
  development needs of CDEPP personnel

 5    Engage higher education by establishing a Center of Excellence for Professional Development to Enhance  
  the Recruitment and Retention of Preschool Teachers in SouthCarolina’s State Funded  Pre-kindergarten  
  Programs for Children at Risk for School Failure

 6    Consolidate all funds for early childhood education in the Education Improvement Act budget  and   
  streamline funding by eliminating the $2,500 per class allocation for supplies and materials and by   
  increasing the per child reimbursement rate by $125 for the cost of supplies and materials.

i i d ti f i di id l h l d ff t t

“Despite negative economic conditions, the General 
Assembly should continue funding CDEPP and  
when funds are available, expand the program in 
both public schools and private centers statewide. 
The modest yet meaningful gains made by students 
in CDEPP provide evidence of the program’s success 
in better preparing these at-risk children for 
kindergarten.” -- CDEPP evaluation, 2010
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SC TEACHER LOAN PROGRAM STUDY
The Teacher Loan Program (TLP) was created in 1984 as part of the Education Improvement Act (EIA) to recruit 
individuals into teaching in critical needs areas and critical needs schools. In 2000 the South Carolina General 
Assembly directed the EOC to conduct an annual review of the program and to report their fi ndings to the General 
Assembly. The fi rst report was issued in 2002 and subsequent reports were issued annually thereafter. The focus 
of each report has remained the same over the continuum of reports, though there have been different research 
questions analyzed each year. 

The report on the program for the 2008-09 academic year confi rmed previous fi ndings: 

 1    applications continue to increase annually; 

 2    white females are the overwhelming majority of teacher loan applicants and recipients; 

 3    the program has a signifi cantly low default rate of only one percent; yet 

 4    the program still lacks identifi ed and adopted goals and objectives and a governing board. 

This study also found signifi cant changes in the following areas:  

 1    in 2008-09 the average SAT scores of TLP recipients increased from 1081 in 2007-08 to 1096; 

 2     the number of loan applications increased by nine percent between 2007-08 and 2008-09; 

 3    the number of loans awarded increased by ten percent to 1,888, the largest total number since the  
       program’s inception; 

 4    the total amount of loans was $7.7 million, also an historic level; and 

 5    the percentage of male applicants increased to eighteen percent in 2008-09, the highest percentage  
       since the program’s inception. 

The ongoing national recession may likely impact the amount of appropriations for the program which will in turn 
impact the number of teacher loans awarded in 2009-10.
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II

STATE SUPPORT FOR STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
STANDARDS

CYCLICAL REVIEW OF THE SOCIAL STUDIES ACADEMIC CONTENT STANDARDS
The EOC is charged with encouraging continuous improvement in our public schools, approving academic content 
standards and assessments, and establishing the state educational accountability system.  The agency works 
collaboratively with our partners at the State Board of Education and the SC Department of Education on a number of 
tasks, including a seven-year cyclical review of the academic content standards.

The time has arrived for the cyclical review of the academic content standards in social studies for grades K-12. 
Since the adoption of standards in 2005, the state has administered a grade-level assessment for students in the 
grades 3-8 and an end-of-course test in US History and Constitution.  Some improvement in performance over time is 
evident in grades 3-8 assessment; however, students have not achieved the level of performance to which SC aspires.  
Performance on the US History end-of-course assessment is well below what the state feels critical for its young people 
so that they can succeed in a global economy.  

The cyclical review of the content standards is based upon advice from national leaders, a community review panel and 
in-state curriculum and instructional leaders.  The review is based upon the following six criteria:

+  Comprehensiveness and balance

+  Rigor

+  Measurability

+  Manageability

+  Organization and communication

Other considerations are a set of principles endorsed by the state’s social studies education, international and 
national benchmark studies, and broad understandings of twenty-fi rst century learning skills.  Recommendations are 
anticipated in April to be followed by revision, review, and fi nal drafting.

SC FAMILY-FRIENDLY STANDARDS
The EOC, in cooperation with the SCDE, publishes the annual “Guide for Parents and Families about what Your Child 
Should Be Learning in School this Year.” The publication, available in both English and Spanish versions, provides 
current information on the standards in the four core content areas in grades K-12. This year, an interactive version 
of the family-friendly standards was developed and launched in collaboration with the SC State Library. The new 
website, www.scffs.org, provides families with interactive activities that support the teaching and learning that 
occurs in the state’s public schools. The website currently provides content for English Language Arts, kindergarten 
through second grade. Additional grade levels and subjects will be available in 2010.
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COMMON CORE STANDARDS
Under the coordination of the Council of Chief State School Offi cers (CCSSO) and the National Governors 
Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center), 46 states are exploring ways in which state standards and 
curriculum documents can be aligned with 
a national set of standards. The standards 
are to be “aligned with college and work 
expectations, include rigorous content and 
skills, and be internationally benchmarked.”  
Each state is conducting a review of 
the document developed nationally and 
determining adoption.  There are attendant 
efforts to develop common assessments.

The State Board of Education and the 
EOC are working together to conduct a systematic review of the Common Core standards statements.  These 
statements are to be compared with SC academic content standards through two screens:  general criteria for 
academic content standards (comprehensiveness, rigor, measurability, manageability and communication) 
and the degree to which the standards are aligned with respect to cognitive demand and knowledge 
dimensions.   When this review is completed, recommendations regarding further participation and an intent to 
adopt the Common Core are to be considered by the SBE and the EOC.

Should the two groups agreed to adopt the Common Core standards, then educator-work teams would 
determine how to address those areas in which there is not alignment, in which there are gaps, and in which 
SC wishes to extend its curriculum.  South Carolina standards would be revised accordingly.

ASSESSMENTS
DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL OF PASS
Amendments made in 2008 to the Education Accountability Act (EAA) required the development and adoption 
of a new statewide assessment program for grades 3-8. The Palmetto Assessment of State Standards (PASS) 
was administered to students for the fi rst time during the 2009-10 school year in reading and research, 
writing, mathematics, science, and social studies.

Prior to the administration of the new assessment, the EOC was charged with reviewing the state assessment 
program for alignment with state academic standards. In January 2009, 145 educators from across the state 
participated in the alignment study and issued recommendations to the EOC. Additionally, a technical review 
of the items occurred in June 2009 and recommendations were issued. 

Following the fi rst statewide administration of PASS, the EOC charge was to review the assessment program 
and the course assessments for their diffi culty, validity, and for the ability to differentiate levels of student 
achievement. Descriptors of Achievement Levels (DALs) were developed by teacher teams and used for test 
development and standard setting. In August 2009, 145 teachers from across the state participated in a week-
long book-marking process. Recommendations from the group were given to the EOC. In September 2009, the 
EOC approved PASS.    

ESTABLISHMENT OF STUDENT PERFORMANCE LEVELS ON PASS 
On October 5, 2009, the EOC gave approval to “cut scores,” defi ning levels of student performance levels on 
the PASS. The committee voted to approve the Academic Standards and Assessment (ASA) subcommittee’s 

Under the coordination of the Council of Chief 
State School Offi cers (CCSSO) and the National 
Governors Association Center for Best Practices 
(NGA Center), 46 states are exploring ways in 
which state standards and curriculum documents 
can be aligned with a national set of standards. 
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recommendation to adjust the “Met” level standard to match the “Basic” level on the Palmetto Achievement Challenge 
Test (PACT), not exceeding one standard error of measurement. The change affects all subject areas tested: Reading 
and Research, Mathematics, Writing, Science, and Social Studies. 

The EOC’s approval of student performance levels came after a comparison of recommendations regarding the 
establishment of student performance levels from a bookmarking process, which involved 145 teachers from across 
the state as well as recommendations from the SC School Boards Association and the SC Association of School 
Administrators. The committee also received a report produced by the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), which 
projected the impact of the PASS cut scores on school AYP outcomes using the 2007 NWEA study “The Profi ciency 
Illusion.”

According to amendments made to the Education Accountability Act in 2008, the student performance levels are “Not 
Met” (student does not meet grade level standard); “Met” (student does meet grade level standard); and “Exemplary” 
(student demonstrated exemplary performance in meeting the grade level standard). For purposes of reporting as 
required by No Child Left Behind (NCLB), ‘profi ciency’ includes students performing at “Met” or “Exemplary”.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT / TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
PALMETTO PRIORITY SCHOOLS EVALUATION
The EOC is following the progress of the original 16 Palmetto Priority Schools (PPS) identifi ed by Superintendent 
Rex for additional technical assistance and foundation for a turnaround school effort.   The EOC is monitoring 
implementation of the Focused School Renewal Plans, the Star Academies, improvements in school climate and 
improvements in student achievement.  As we examine the second year of the Palmetto Priority Schools, we note 
that one school has been closed; another school has merged with a second district school.  

The PPS collaborative model, aligned with research-based practices, is coordinated by the Offi ce of Special 
Projects (OSP) at the South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE).  The collaborative model combines 
four strategies administered by the OSP.  The four strategies include the following: Collaboration; Leadership 
Mentoring; Drop-out Intervention-The Star Academy; and Teacher Recruitment.

In 2007, the EOC agreed to conduct an on-going formative evaluation of the Palmetto Priority Schools 
Intervention. The evaluation plan consists of an analysis of student and school performance data; examination 
of school climate as reported by school personnel, students and families; and monitoring the degree to which 
the elements of the intervention have achieved success. The evaluation is intended both to inform decisions 
about the Palmetto Priority Schools and to inform state-level policy decisions regarding actions to increase 
student and school performance generally. The evaluation is not intended for use in personnel decisions nor to 
limit the fl exibility of the State Superintendent’s ability to address the challenges in the schools.  The evaluation 
design was approved through meetings with SCDE leadership and by the EOC. 

The evaluation focuses on the following questions:

 +  was the intervention implemented, and if not, why? 

 +  did the intervention and/or other actions change the conditions under which teaching and learning   
   occurred? and

 +  to what extent is there a change in performance? 

The expectation is that within fi ve years the schools would achieve an absolute rating of Average; that is; 
achievement is at the level that state-defi ned assistance is no longer required.  To monitor progress at a level of 
detail and inclusive of the indices used in the ratings, the following performance benchmarks are used:

 +  At least 75 percent of students in each school will score Basic on state standards-based assessments;
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 +  At least 50 percent of eighth graders will score Profi cient on state standards-based   
  assessments;

 +  At least 75 percent of each high school’s 2008 entering ninth grade class will graduate

  on-time; and

 +  Each school will achieve an absolute performance index of 3.3 or higher on a 5.0 scale. 

PUBLIC REPORTING 
ESTABLISHMENT OF METHODOLOGY AND CRITERIA FOR THE SCHOOL AND 
DISTRICT REPORT CARD RATINGS
On January 22, 2010, the EOC established methodologies and criteria for the elementary and middle 
school and district ratings, a task outlined in modifi cations made to the Education Accountability Act 
(EAA) in 2008. The fi ve performance ratings outlined in statute for the Absolute and Growth ratings given 
to schools and districts are Excellent, Good, Average, Below Average, and At-Risk. 

Absolute Rating
With respect to the calculation of the Absolute rating, which reports a school’s or district’s level of student 
performance during a school year measured against South Carolina’s expectations for a successful 
education system, the EOC established the following criteria:

 1    Utilize fi ve (5) student performance levels (Not Met 1, Not Met 2, Met, Exemplary 4, and   
        Exemplary 5)

 2    Differentiate between school ratings using a combination .5 standard deviation above the   
        mean and .75 standard deviation cuts below the mean. Simulations of 2009 PASS performance  
       suggest that the distribution of Absolute ratings using this methodology would result in the    
       following elementary and middle school ratings in 2009:

Growth Rating
With respect to the calculation of the Growth rating, which reports a school’s or district’s progress with 
student achievement from one school year to the next, the EOC established the following criteria:

 1    Utilize fi ve (5) student performance levels;  

 2    Utilize an asymmetrical value model for calculating growth which recognizes grade-to-grade  
       accomplishments at the same performance level (for example, the growth in student   
       knowledge and skills at the Met level from grade 7 to grade 8);

  3    Maintain the ratings adjustment for schools performing at high levels; that is, “If a school   
                 is rated Excellent for absolute achievement for both the current and the previous years,   
                 the school will receive a growth rating of Good. If the school’s growth index for all students   
                 is a positive number (i.e., greater than  zero), the school’s Growth Rating will be elevated    
          to Excellent. The absolute index of 4.8 or higher for two consecutive years will be awarded an  
        Excellent Growth Rating.” 
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Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Absolute Rating of 
Excellent

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Absolute Rating of 
Good

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Absolute Rating of 
Average

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Absolute Rating of 
Below Average

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Absolute Rating of 
At Risk

137 (14.7%) 147 (15.8%) 440 (47.3%) 148 (15.9%) 58 (6.2%) 
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Simulations of 2009 PASS performance suggest that the distribution of Growth ratings using the approved methodology 
would result in the following elementary and middle school Growth ratings in 2009:

STATEWIDE PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT STUDY AFFIRMS PUBLIC’S HIGH EXPECTATIONS FOR STUDENTS 
AND SCHOOLS
Amendments made to the Education Accountability 
Act in 2008 directed the EOC to work with the State 
Board of Education and a “broad-based group of 
stakeholders, including, but not limited to, parents, 
business and industry persons, community leaders, 
and educators.” To accomplish this level of public 
engagement, the EOC worked with Clemson University 
to conduct a statewide public engagement project. 
The effort, which began in Fall 2008, yielded over 6,500 quantitative responses from phone and web surveys. A 
companion business survey and eleven focus groups were also included in the project. 

Results of the project showed that South Carolinians are concerned about their schools, the future of public school 
students, and hold high expectations for both. Four key fi ndings emerged from the project:

 +  All stakeholder groups (parents, business, educators, and taxpayers) share high    
  expectations for  schools and students. Results showed that over 60 percent of    
  respondents believed at least 90 percent of children in a school rated Excellent    
  should be performing at grade level and improving from one year to the next. 

+  Stakeholders differed in views about achieving those expectations. 

+  Many South Carolinians are not familiar with educational trends regionally or    
  nationally.

+  South Carolinians expressed a large degree of surprise or no knowledge concerning    
  achievement gaps among student groups. 

Results of the Clemson project were among the information used to set a 2020 Vision, student performance levels, 
and school ratings. 

PARENT SURVEY ANALYSIS
Since 2002 the South Carolina Department of Education has administered the parent survey to a sample of parents 
whose children attended public schools in South Carolina.  Annually, the EOC has analyzed the results of the parent 
survey and issued reports. In June of 2009, the EOC staff reported on the results of the 2008 administration of 
the parent survey. The fi ndings were consistent with prior year parent survey results with the following exceptions. 
First, the percentage of parents whose child attended a school with an absolute rating of Excellent and who were 
satisfi ed with the learning environment, home and school relations and social and physical environment of their 
child’s school declined signifi cantly between 2007 and 2008.  A signifi cant decline is defi ned as an annual reduction 
of three percent or greater. The decline may be explained by the distribution of Excellent schools in 2008 versus 
2007. In 2007 36 percent of all Excellent schools were high schools, but in 2008 the percentage of Excellent schools 

Results showed that over 60 percent of 
respondents believed at least 90 percent of 
children in a school rated Excellent should be 
performing at grade level and improving from 
one year to the next. 

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Growth Rating of 
Excellent

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Growth Rating of 
Good

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Growth Rating of 
Average

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Growth Rating of 
Below Average

Number (%) of 
Elem/Middle
Schools Receiving 
Growth Rating of 
At Risk

37 (4.1%) 168 (18.5%) 536 (59.0%) 97 (10.7%) 70 (7.7%) 
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that were high schools was 53 percent.  As 
national research and prior results of the parent 
survey document, parent satisfaction with 
public schools declines as the child moves from 
elementary to middle to high schools. Another 
explanation is that parents who responded to 
the 2008 parent survey and who had children 
attending high schools with an Excellent rating 
were signifi cantly less satisfi ed than all other 
parents whose children attended an Excellent 
elementary or middle school with the learning 
environment, home and school relations  and 
social and physical environment of their child’s school.  The results show that even in Excellent high schools 
opportunities exist to improve the educational achievement of students through greater collaboration between 
parents, principals and teachers. Second, the data also revealed that all parents of high school students in South 
Carolina who responded to the survey were less satisfi ed with the learning environment of their child’s school, down 
from 77.3 percent in 2007 to 72.5 percent in 2008.  

Parents continue to express concern over three issues: student behavior; not being involved in making decisions 
affecting their school; and, not having information about what their child should be learning. As in previous years, 
the primary impediment to parent involvement is work schedules.  

INTERACTIVE REPORT CARD
Three years ago, the EOC initiated a web-based interactive site with SC Interactive on a site which has been used 
widely.  This site, https://ssl.sc.gov/SchoolReportCards/, offers selected searches for public consumers but does not 
link directly with state data systems for planning or reporting to the SCDE.

This year, the EOC convened a group of leaders from SCDE, the University of South Carolina, and Midlands Technical 
College to explore the possibilities of building a more comprehensive site offering data access and analysis capacity. 
The group was especially interested in an impressive site (http://iirc.niu.edu) built as a result of a collaboration 
between the Illinois State Board of Education and Northern Illinois University.  

With the group’s support, the EOC was accepted for a second phase of development by SC Interactive. The new site 
will offer expanded functionality and greater access to data available on the school and district report cards. The 
expanded site is expected to be functional in late 2010.  

According to the 2008 Parent Survey analysis, 
only 56.6% of parents believe students at 
their child’s school are well-behaved 
Parents who believe students at their child’s 
school are well-behaved by school Absolute 
Rating:
Excellent 70.2% 
Good 67.3% 
Average 57.8% 
Below Average 48.4% 
At-Risk 39.8% 
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FUNDING 
EOC 2010-2011 BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS
As in the prior year, when the EOC proposed the consolidation of 14 EIA line item appropriations into 4 line item 
appropriations and the elimination of 20 provisos, the Committee recommended to the General Assembly continued 
realignment and consolidation of existing fi nancial resources in Fiscal Year 2010-11 to guarantee that funds follow the 
child and that school districts have greater fl exibility in meeting the educational needs of students.  To these ends, the 
EOC is advocating the following:

 1    Establish a reduced EIA base for FY2010-11 to refl ect an approximate reduction of 2.7 percent to EIA   
       programs, exempting teacher salaries, National Board, and teacher supplies.   

 2    Continue the consolidation and realignment of existing resources to increase system effi ciencies:

  • Eliminate all EIA line item appropriations of less than $25,000;

  • Permanently realign funds for Competitive Teacher Grants to Teacher Supply;

  • Permanently eliminate funding for External Review teams;

  • Transfer from the EIA to the EFA funds originally appropriated to three programs:  Middle School  
     Initiative, Credits for High School Diploma, and Principal Supplement; and

  • Transfer from the General Fund to EIA: (1) All funds for the Child Development Education Pilot   
                   Program; (2) All funds for young adult and adult education to consolidate all funding for adult  
                   education into one line item in the EIA; and (3) general funds in the Clemson PSA budget which  
                   are appropriated for agriculture education teachers to the EIA where other funds currently exist to  
                   fund these teacher salaries.

 3   Focus on teachers and parents, those who have a direct impact on students

With savings created from the elimination of several EIA line items, the EOC recommended reallocating those funds 
accordingly:

 +  Students at Risk of School Failure -  Increase in the appropriation for Students at Risk of School   
  Failure of $350,000 with the funds designated for the Center of Excellence to Prepare Teachers   
  of  Children of Poverty at Francis Marion University. The Center, which currently serves districts in the  
  I-95 corridor, would expand statewide to develop a program of study for an add-on certifi cation for  
  teachers specializing in teaching children of poverty.

 +  Science PLUS Institute – Annualize funding ($175,000) for the Institute which provides professional  
  development and supplies to science teachers throughout the state. 

 +  Young Adults – Increase funding of adult education by $539,689 with at least one-third of all adult  
  education funds going to young adults seeking a GED or high school diploma.

 +  Family and Community Initiative – Consolidate four existing line item appropriations into one line  
                item, establishing a competitive grants program to schools, districts, institutions of higher education,   
  and nonprofi t organizations to improve student academic performance  by expanding family and  
  community engagement.  In the current fi scal year, at least 50% of the funds would be used to   
  support school improvement councils. National research cited by the Harvard Family Research   
        Project in its July 2009 issue brief, “Seeing is Believing:  Promising Practices for How School   
  Districts Promote Family Engagement,” estimates that “schools would have to spend $1,000 more  
  per pupil to reap the same gains in student achievement that an involved parent brings.”  

The EOC also recommended that $2.5 million in any available non-recurring EIA revenues be appropriated to the 
South Carolina Department of Education for the fi nal phase of installing and converting to PowerSchool. In school year 
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2010-11 PowerSchool will be the statewide student information system, replacing SASI. 

Regarding provisos, the EOC recommended the deletion of four provisos due to the consolidation of several EIA line 
items. Also included in the EOC recommendations are amendments to existing provisos that would discontinue National 
Board supplements after all existing commitments are met and that would allow students attending persistently 
underperforming schools to transfer to schools with a higher Absolute rating, either in or outside the district of 
residence. 

FLEXIBILITY STUDY
The EOC staff analyzed transfers made in Fiscal Year 2008-09 pursuant to the fl exibility provisos.  The number 
and amount of transfers made pursuant to the provisos were impacted by two issues.  First, successive budget 
reductions reduced the amount of funds eligible to be transferred.  And, second, the General Assembly approved a 
joint resolution allowing school districts and special schools of the State to transfer all monies, including lottery 
funds, among programs “to ensure the delivery of academic and arts instructions to students” for fi scal years 
2008-09 and 2009-10 (Act 86). 

The report concluded:

 +  Due to successive budget reductions in Fiscal Year 2008-09, school districts were eligible to  
  transfer $253.5 million in funds allocated for education programs funded through general fund  
  and EIA revenues or 20% less than in Fiscal Year 2007-08.

 +  The number of school districts utilizing the fl exibility provisos declined in Fiscal Year 2008-09 to  
  the lowest level since reporting began in 2003-04. Ten school districts transferred funds   
  from the Barnwell (Children’s Endowment) Fund and twenty-seven school districts transferred   
  funds from general and EIA-funded programs.  Five districts transferred funds from both Barnwell  
  and from general and EIA-funded programs.

 +  The total amount of transfers made per the fl exibility provisos was 30% of the amount   
  transferred in the prior fi scal year. In 2008-09 districts transferred approximately $2.3   
  million in Barnwell (Children’s Endowment) Funds and another $8.7 million in general fund and  
  EIA funds. Successive mid-year budget reductions and passage of joint resolution H.3352 likely  
  impacted utilization of the fl exibility provisos. Mid-year budget reductions reduced the total   
  amount of funds available for transferring. Act 86 (R.14, H.3352) supplanted the fl exibility   
  provisos by giving districts greater fi nancial and staffi ng fl exibility beginning April 7, 2009.

 +  Approximately, two-thirds of all transfers were reallocations of funds from the Reduce Class Size  
  program.

 +  Of the funds transferred, districts allocated over 64% to Act 135 Academic Assistance, 22% to  
  the High School Diploma program and 9% to the half-day four-year-old program.
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READING

Consistently, the EOC has indicated that the greatest opportunity for improvement in student achievement lies in 
the effective teaching of reading to young people.  The EOC has focused its attention on reading by emphasizing 
reading in the measurement of the 2020 Vision, determining practices that are working in elementary and middle 
schools, participating in an early reading profi ciency project with Kids Count, rewarding service learning on 
reading and emphasizing reading in collaborative projects with other state agencies, private providers and school 
districts. 

READING AND THE 2020 VISION
Measurements determining achievement of the 2020 Vision establish a target that 95 percent of students are to 
be scoring on grade level at grades 3 and 8 on the PASS and scoring Basic and above on NAEP at grades 4 and 
8.  A second measurement is that gaps between the performance of pay and free/reduced price lunch program 
participants, majority and minority racial/ethnic groups and students with and without disabilities are to be 
eliminated.

ANALYSIS OF READING PERFORMANCE
In 2009, the EOC analyzed student performance on PACT reading questions in elementary and middle schools and 
across the school years 2005-2008.  This analysis identifi ed schools with the highest and lowest performance across 
time as well as schools with the highest and lowest growth over time. In 2010, the EOC is conducting surveys of principals 
and/or instructional leaders in those schools to determine the practices and services the schools are using to improve 
student achievement.

PARENTS AND ADULTS INSPIRING READING SUCCESS (PAIRS)
Launched in February 2005, Parents and Adults Inspiring Reading Success (PAIRS) is a project of SC’s daily 
newspapers and is administered as a public awareness initiative of the Education Oversight Committee. The 
mission of PAIRS is to encourage and support the achievement of reading literacy on grade level for every child in 
South Carolina.

In December, the 2009 SC Literacy Champion Award was given to the Writing and Reading Achievement Program 
(WRAP), based at the University of South Carolina’s Department of Psychology. The first-ever award included 
grant-funding support of $10,000 provided by the Central Carolina Community Foundation. 

The EOC created the award to recognize successful service-learning programs within post-secondary institutions 
focused on building reading skills among SC public school students in grades K-12. The 2010 Literacy 
Champions Award will recognize up to two service learning programs. 

III
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROJECT FOCUSED ON LITERACY
In partnership with the SC Department of Education (SCDE), SC First Steps, the SC State Library, and SC Educational 
Television (SCETV), the EOC has launched a community engagement project focused on literacy. Objectives of the 
plan include creating urgency leading to actions to improve literacy skills, including making literacy an issue in the 
2010 political debates; and providing opportunities for individuals, communities, and statewide groups to act to 
advance the literacy skills of South Carolinians. Communities are being selected for a pilot of the initiative based 
on growth experienced in literacy. The pilot of the community engagement project is scheduled to commence in late 
Spring 2010. 
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IV

ADVISORY GROUPS
CDEPP EVALUATION TEAM
Melanie Barton, Columbia
William Brown, Columbia
Christine DiStefano, Columbia
Fred Greer, Columbia
David Potter, Columbia
Heather Smith Googe, Columbia

CDEPP EVALUATION CONTRIBUTORS
Leigh Bolick, Columbia 
Russell Brown, Columbia 
Marta Burgin, Columbia
Libby Chapman, Columbia 
Amy DeCola, Columbia 
Susan DeVenny, Columbia
Mary Lynne Diggs, Columbia   
Cindy Edge, Columbia
Kelly Galvarino, Columbia  
Valerie Harrison Columbia  
Wayne Hileman, Columbia
Baron Holmes, Columbia   
Bob Howard, Columbia
Rodney Jenkins, Columbia  
Mellanie Jinnette, Columbia 
Mike MacFarlane, Columbia
Linda Norwood, Columbia
Rita Paul, Columbia   
Felicia Ragland, Columbia 
Diana Tester, Columbia
Tamala Toney, Columbia  
Pam Wills , Columbia 
Dan Wuori, Columbia   

REVISIONS TO EAA -- NATIONAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE

Edward Boyd, Conway
William Brown, Cary, North Carolina
Lee D’Andrea, Anderson
Doug Harris, Madison, Wisconsin
Calvin Jackson, Columbia

Robert Johnson, Columbia
Eugene Kennedy, Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Jane Clark Lindle, Clemson
Dahli Myers, Columbia
William Schafer, College Park, Maryland
Deborah Switzer, Clemson
James Witte, Clemson 

REVISIONS TO EAA -- SC TECHNICAL GROUP
Cindy Ambrose, Conway
Jason McCreary, Greenville
Janelle Rivers, Lexington
Janet Rose, Charleston
Missy Wall-Mitchell, Columbia

REVISIONS TO EAA -- SC COMMUNICATIONS GROUP
Pam Bailey, Moncks Corner
Teal Britton, Conway
Mary Anne Byrd, Camden
Tom Hudson, Columbia
Cathy Stevens, Greenville
Julie Thompson, Pickens

PASS ALIGNMENT REVIEW PANEL
Monica Addison, Denmark
Debbie Alexander, Gaffney
Jane Allen, West Columbia
Ingrid Anderson, Duncan
Iris Aschenbrand, Easley
Debbie Barron, Simpsonville
Heather Bass, Elgin
Heidi Beers, Spartanburg
Deborah Belfl ower, Mt Pleasant
Lisa Benton, Orangeburg
Erica Bissell, Lexington
Elissa Blosser, Myrtle Beach
Mary Bostic, Columbia
Vickie Breauchy, Goose Creek
Elizabeth Brittain, Gaffney
Stacy Brooks, Willimston
Mina Brooks, Pomaria
Candice Brucke, Westminster
Perri Bryant, Batesburg-Leesville
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Patricia Buckman, Pinewood
Amy Buki, Pacolet Mills
Jean Burden, Loris
Stacey Cabaniss, Spartanburg
Emma Caldwell, Orangeburg
Cathey Cameron, Camden
Kathi Campbell, Dillon
Brandy Caroway, Lancaster
Adrienne Chisolm, St Helena Island
Lori Clarke, West Columbia
Chinon Conder, Hampton
Donna Cook, Latta
Linda Coulter, Columbia
Angela Crider, St Matthews
Carolyn Cromer, Anderson
Lisa Cuthbert, Summerton
Sharon Davis, Sumter
Brian Day, Columbia
Ryacus Dean, Irmo
Cathy Delaney, Moncks Corner
Anna Doyle, Greer
Maria Dukes, New Zion
Mark Easterling, Kingstree
Tina Edge, Lake View
Grace Farnum, Columbia
Barbara Fewell, Rock Hill
Rett Floyd, Turbeville
Laurie Frazier, N Augusta
Annette Gadsden, N Charleston
Mendy Gannon, Beaufort
Laura Garner, Summerville
Kim Garnet, Conway
Paula Grant, Easley
Deidre Green, Pendleton
Jonetta Gregory, Charleston
Heather Gresham, Batesburg
Brian Griffi th, Sumter
Barbara Hairfi eld, Charleston
Cathy Hale, Greenville
Deborah Hamrick, Blacksburg
Amy Hawkins, Anderson
Beth Herring, Hartsville
Gayle Hinton, West Columbia
Paulette Hipps, Sumter
Mary Howard, Lake City
Downing Hudson, Pawleys Island
Vicki Huffman, Greenwood
Paula Huggins, Ridgeville
Judy Inabinet, Myrtle Beach
Terri Ivester, Belton
Pam James, Lake City
Tesa Jaques, Irmo
Robin Jewett, Lancaster
Corinne Jimenez, Columbia

Natasha Jones, Edisto Island 
Pam Jumper, Orangeburg
Devada Kimsey, Abbeville
Jane Kolb, Summerton
Amber Koonce, Charleston
Sharon Kotula, Columbia
Erin Lampman, Pendleton
Tiffany Lemon, Manning
Katie Leonard, Spartanburg
Annette Lesher, Ridgeway
Lois Lewis, Bluffton
Christine Liner, N Augusta
Barbara Littlejohn, Spartanburg
Sharon Livingston, Manning
Merinda Luse, Conway
Robyn Magdic, Simpsonville
Derenda Marshall, Georgetown
Barbara Maxwell, Johnsonville
Delisa McCall, Anderson
Dawn McChesney, Florence
Rena McDonald, Holly Hill
Betsy McEwen, Batesburg-Leesville
Franklyn McInnis, Marion
Rosa McPhail, Hartsville
Debbie Melton, Willimston
Ginny Morris, Chapin
Claire Mundy, Greenville
David Norton, Rock Hill
Fairlyn Odom, Johnsonville
Lana O’Shields, Campobello
Kay Owens, Rock Hill
Rebecca Page, Greenville
Cathy Peake, Maysville
Cheryl Peden, Seneca
Sandy Perkins, Bennettsville
Joseph Powell, N Augusta
Hilary Price, Gilbert
Michelle Quick, Rock Hill
Courtney Randle, Columbia
Elizabeth Reidenbach, Isle of Palms
Susan Rhodes, Florence
Janna Richardson, Pomaria
Kim Riley, Ridgeland
Robin Ritland, Honea Path
Tom Roe, Greenville
Jill Rogers, Darlington
Mildred Rowland-Huey, Rock Hill
Victoria Rusnock, Mt Pleasant
Shirley Salters-Keels, Greeleyville
Karey Santos, Aiken
Brandon Shook, Prosperity
Tracee Simpson, Easley
Jenny Singletary, Holly Hill
Belinda Snow, Moore
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James Spaulding, W Columbia
Braber Spell, Jefferson
Jeanne Spencer, Clinton
Mirandi Squires, Hemingway
Maria Stukes, Sumter
Patricia Taste, Eutawville
Kim Taylor, Chapin
Glenda Taylor, Laurens
Lynn Turner, Hemingway
Tonda Vial, Gray Court
Margaret Walker, Columbia
Celeste Walton, Aiken
Matt  Weber, Greenville
James Westmoreland, Columbia
LaShonda Williams, St George
Dana Williams, Orangeburg
Jill Winland, Columbia
Arleen Young, Spartanburg

BOOKMARKING PANEL
Glen L. Aiken, Orangeburg
Jane Alexander, Cross Hill
Teresa Alexander, Lexington
Penny Atkinson, Woodruff
William L. Austin, Sumter
Amanda Avery, Clinton
Joy Ballenger, Inman
Debbie Barron, Simpsonville
Catherine Beckham, Lexington
Deborah Belfl ower. Pleasant
Tonya Elton, Fort Mill
Frankie W. Bennett, Newberry
Frieda Bingham, Cayce
Rita Bixler, Laurens
Martha Blackwood, Gaffney
Ann Marie Bloomfi eld, Summerville
Elissa Blosser, Myrtle Beach
Pat Bobbitt, Easley
Melody M. Bradley, Gaffney
Sandy Bradshaw, Anderson
Tasha Brockman, Cowpens
Debra Ann Brown, Hemingway
Marilou Bryant, Estill
Debbie Buffi ngton, Camden
Jean B. Burden, Conway
Paula Burgess, Mauldin
Peter G. Burvenich, Beaufort
Amber Cantrell, Irmo
Patricia P. Carter, Lancaster
Eddie Chavis, Seneca
Angela N Childers, Taylors
Rebecca M. Clark, Columbia
Katherine Cooper-Shaw, Lake View
Debbie Corley, Batesburg-Leesville

Stan Cowan, Anderson
Sue P. Cox, Liberty Hill
Daniel E Dale, Orrum
Dianna L. Deaderick, Lexington
Andrea T. Derrick, Leesville
Gwendolyn Diaz, Sumter
Barbara DuCharme, Anderson
LaTonya Durant, Vance
Lori Durham, Pickens
Jane Eason, Columbia
Marissa Echenique, Ladson
Flossie Ervin, Andrews
Laura Ezzell, Dorchester
Barbara Fewell, Rock Hill
Karen S. Fisher, Easley
Katrina Fitzgerald, Boiling Springs
David Foster, Columbia
Laurie Weimar Frazier, North Augusta
Carol Freeman, Hartsville
Graylyn Gaines, Bowman
Kellie Gebhardt, North Charleston
Juanita N. Hall, Williamston
Queenie Hall, Rock Hill
Audrey L. Hart, Dillon
Chris Hass, Columbia
Teresa Hickman, Johns Island
Emily C. Hike Marion
Jennifer Hines, Abbeville
Marty Hodge, Irmo
Pat Hogan, West Columbia
Rhonda B. Horton, Camden
Glenn Huggins, Summerville
Sally Huguley, Columbia
Judi Inabinet, Surfside Beach
Janice W. Jackson, Swansea
Pamilla A James, Lake City
Rachel C. Johnson, Lyman
Brantlee Jones, Spartanburg
Pamela C. Jones, Easley
Joan Justice, Springfi eld
Nwobiara (Obi) Kalu, Orangeburg
Maureen Kecmer, Bluffton
Kimberly Kinley-Howard, Florence
Shelly Lee, Charleston
Nancy Lind, Lexington
Yvonne F. Littlejohn, Spartanburg
Merinda Luse, Conway
Amelia (Amy) R. Lytle, Columbia
Cindy B. Maddox, Abbeville
Tonna Marroni, Anderson
Cindy Martin, Anderson
Adrienne Maybank, Darlington
Jean D. McCall, Honea Path
Angela McCall, Elgin



Yvonne D. Mitchell, Orangeburg
Roscoe Mitchell, St. Matthews
Bethesda Moore, Pinewood
Dawn Moore, Iva
Wendy Morancie, Cordova
Ginny Morris, Chapin
Emily Morton, Beaufort
Cynthia Mucia, Greenville
Wesley Munn, West Columbia
Mary Welch Myers, Johnsonville
David Norton, Rock Hill
Shannon Walsh O’Brien, Johns Island
DeAnna Odom, Alcolu
Karen Parker, Clover
Cynthia R. Parker, Sumter
Jennifer Parnell, Florence
Jenny Parris, Chesnee
Marie F. Peeples, Aynor
Barbara Player, Andrews
Kathy Plowden, Manning
Genece S. Porter, Williston
Joseph Powell, North Augusta
Basel Qatawi, Spartanburg
Joanna Reese, Easley
Nicole Riddle, Irmo
Thomas F. Riddle II, Greenville
Tammer Roberts, Columbia
Tom Roe, Greenville
Kyle F. Rollins, Greer
Natalie Rosenberg, Williamston
Victoria Rusnock, Mount Pleasant
Chris Ryan, Charleston
Yvonneda Sanders, North Charleston
Ellen A. Sanford, West Union
David Schoolfi eld, Greenwood
Felicia Richburg Sellers, Columbia
Lori Ann Smith, Sumter
Kevin A. Sorenson, Goose Creek
Braber W. Spell, Jefferson 
Meredith Spradley, Rock Hill
Crissie Stephens, Norway
Darlene S. Stinson ,Little River
Greg Sullivan, Seneca
Tammy D. Sutherland, Abbeville
Laurie Swift, Aiken
Felicia W. Tention, Sumter
Beverly Nicole Thompson, Spartanburg
Angela Tomlin-Hart
Rebecca Suzanne Turner Peeples, Edgefi eld
Amy Umberger, Columbia
Elizabeth Underwood, Columbia
Lee Valentine, Anderson
Angela Vaughan, Lancaster

Rajananthini Velummylum, Orangeburg
Johanna Verner, Hemingway
Catherine Renae Walker, Pinewood
Garrett Walker, North Charleston
Cindi Wallace, New Zion
Susan Ward, Inman
Adrienne Watford, Georgetown
Ann Webb, Spartanburg
Maria Whatley, Newberry
Debbie Whittington, Effi ngham
Ella Williams, Bishopville
Bonnie J. Wilson, Varnville
Shawn Wimmer, Ladson
Traci Wines, Roebuck

PASS TECHNICAL REVIEW PANEL
Jo Anne Anderson, Columbia 
Kevin Andrews, Rock Hill
Christine DiStefano, Columbia
David Potter, Columbia
Janet S. Rose-Baele, Charleston
Joe Saunders, Columbia
Missy Wall-Mitchell, Columbia

TEACHER LOAN EVALUATION
Camille Brown, Columbia
Marta Burgin, Columbia 
Ann Gregory, Columbia
Falicia Harvey, Columbia

FLEXIBILITY STUDY
Susan Flanagan, Columbia
Mellanie Jinnette, Columbia

INTERACTIVE REPORT CARD
Jo Anne Anderson, Columbia
Duncan Beull, Columbia
Tony Hough, Columbia
Regina King, Columbia
Bruce Martin, Columbia 
Teri Siskind, Columbia
Gary West, Columbia
Dana Yow, Columbia

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT STUDY
Jo Anne Anderson, Columbia
Curtis Brewer, Clemson
Rob Knoeppel, Clemson
Jane Clark Lindle, Clemson
Roy Pargas, Clemson
Monica Wills, Clemson
Jim Witte, Clemson
Dana Yow, Columbia
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SC FAMILY-FRIENDLY STANDARDS
Cathy Jones, Columbia
Regina King, Columbia
Laura Sponhour, Columbia
Amanda Stone, Columbia
Dana Yow, Columbia

PARENT SURVEY ANALYSIS
Cynthia Hearn, Columbia

SC LITERACY CHAMPIONS EVALUATION GROUP 
Kimberly Carmichael, Columbia
Peggy Hogan, Columbia
Treena Houp, Columbia
Mike LeFever, Columbia
Mary Pat Twomey, Charleston

LITERACY COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROJECT  
COMMITTEE

Jo Anne Anderson, Columbia
Susan DeVenny, Columbia
David Goble, Columbia
Deborah Hotchkiss, Columbia
Bernadette Houghton, Columbia
Cathy Jones, Columbia
Bobbi Kennedy, Columbia
Dana Yow, Columbia
 

SOUTH CAROLINA EDUCATION OVERSIGHT 
COMMITTEE 

Current February 1, 2010
Neil C. Robinson, Jr., Charleston (Chairman)
Kristi V. Woodall, Union (Vice Chair)
Mike Anthony, Union
B. Charmeka Bosket, Columbia
Bill Cotty, Columbia
Dennis Drew, Greenwood
Mike Fair, Greenville
Barbara B. Hairfi eld, Charleston
Robert W. Hayes, Jr., Rock Hill
Julie Hershey, Greer
Alex Martin, Greenville
Buffy Murphy, Columbia
Joseph H. Neal, Hopkins
Jim Rex, Winnsboro (ex-ofi cio)
Harold Stowe, Pawley’s Island
Neil Willis, Duncan

 
Special thanks to the numerous individuals who 

provided expertise and assistance on one or 
more projects during the period February 1, 
2009-February 1, 2010.
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