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World Class Knowledge 

• Rigorous standards in language arts and math for career and college 
readiness 

• Multiple languages, science, technology, engineering, mathematics 
(STEM), arts and social sciences  

 
World Class Skills  

• Creativity and innovation 

• Critical thinking and problem solving 

• Collaboration and teamwork 

• Communication, information, media 
and technology 

• Knowing how to learn  

 

Life and Career Characteristics     

• Integrity 

• Self-direction 

• Global perspective 

• Perseverance 

• Work ethic 

• Interpersonal skills 
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“Too many kids go beyond the third grade without a cri  cal founda  on in place. 
When that happens, our educa  onal system fails them, and it’s high  me we 
stop it.” -- Sen. Harvey Peeler, Read to Succeed LegislaƟ ve Leader 

“The measures used to determine how well our children are prepared for the 
21st century will require more than just snapshots of how students perform 
on achievement measures of knowledge within K-12. The system must also 
account for measures of skills and opportunity, as well as how students perform 
once they graduate from high school.” -- David WhiƩ emore, EOC Chairman



EARLY LITERACY ASSESSMENT AND INTERVENTION
A great deal of the work the EOC has been doing regarding literacy has hinged on a commitment to early literacy. Children 
with substanƟ ally under-developed language and literacy skills should be idenƟ fi ed as early as possible and provided 
with language and literacy supports before their needs become too great. This can be done, but only by well-trained staff  
implemenƟ ng proven-eff ecƟ ve language and literacy pracƟ ces. Unfortunately, many exisƟ ng family literacy, child care, 
Head Start, and preschool programs have insuffi  ciently trained staff  using pracƟ ces that are less than proven-eff ecƟ ve.

READ TO SUCCEED

This landmark educaƟ on legislaƟ on passed by the General Assembly in 2014 hinges 
on idenƟ fi caƟ on of and eff ecƟ ve intervenƟ ons for students who have reading 
diffi  culƟ es earlier. As a result of the legislaƟ on, an early literacy assessment was 
procured and school districts were required to administer it within the fi rst 45 days 
of school for all students in publicly funded 4K and 5K programs. 

In February 2014, the EOC released “When the Bough Breaks,” a documentary 
produced by Bud Ferillo at the USC Children’s Law Center. Through interviews with 
experts and pracƟ Ɵ oners, the video focuses on the importance of language and reading 
on the brain development of infants, the need for K-12 students to have access to 
materials and teachers trained in diagnosing and intervening when students have 
reading diffi  culƟ es, as well as the role reading has on the economic development of SC. 

ASSESSEMENT OF EARLY LITERACY 

On June 30, 2014, the EOC forwarded the State Board of EducaƟ on characterisƟ cs of an early readiness assessment to measure 
the early literacy and language development of all four and fi ve year-olds enrolled in a publicly funded program during the fi rst 
45 days of the 2014-15 school year (Proviso 1A.76. of the 2014-15 General AppropriaƟ on Act). The EOC also advised the General 
Assembly on how to reallocate exisƟ ng funds to pay for the statewide assessment. 

The kindergarten class of 2014-15 is the fi rst cohort of students who could be retained for being signifi cantly below reading 
profi ciency in the 3rd grade in school year 2017-18.

Last session, the General Assembly enacted the Read to Succeed legislaƟ on that addresses the importance of early idenƟ fi caƟ on 
and intervenƟ on of struggling readers, of teacher preparaƟ on and training, and of parental involvement and community support 
to systemically improve reading achievement. Furthermore, the General Assembly expanded the Child Development EducaƟ on 
Pilot Program (CDEPP). Any four-year-old who qualifi es for the free or reduced price Federal lunch program and/or Medicaid 
and who resides in a school district where the poverty index is at least 70 percent or more is eligible to parƟ cipate in a full-
day educaƟ on program in a public or private center at no cost. The legislature also addressed the importance of a readiness 
assessment focused on early literacy based on evidence that:

The assessment of emergent literacy skills can serve to idenƟ fy those children who may be at risk for later reading diffi  culƟ es. 
Furthermore, assessment results can guide the content and delivery of early literacy instrucƟ on. Failure to idenƟ fy children 
early and provide appropriate intervenƟ on to promote emergent literacy skills is likely to have serious repercussions for later 
development of convenƟ onal reading skills. 

Using a framework that was created by early childhood advocates to evaluate the Child Development EducaƟ on Pilot Program, 
the EOC idenƟ fi ed key academic and social accomplishments that must be addressed if children are to succeed in kindergarten. 
Included in these accomplishments are language and literacy skills defi ned as follows: 

CriƟ cal language and literacy skills including communicaƟ on of needs and preferences, listening, recepƟ ve and expressive 
vocabulary, phonological awareness, alphabeƟ c principal and knowledge, print and book knowledge, prewriƟ ng and wriƟ ng 
skills, and reading comprehension. 1
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The EOC also received input from the following experts:

• Florida Center for Reading Research at Florida State University; 

• Florida Just Read! Offi  ce; 

• Early childhood experts in South Carolina at the school, district, higher educaƟ on and state levels on the P-20 reading  
 iniƟ aƟ ve;

• InsƟ tute for Child Success in Greenville; and

• First Steps to School Readiness Board of Trustees.

Characteristics of a readiness assessment focused on literacy 

A readiness assessment administered to children in four-year-old and fi ve-year-old kindergarten which is focused on early 
language and literacy development should have the following characterisƟ cs:

1.  The assessment should measure criƟ cal language and literacy skills including, but not limited to communicaƟ on of needs and 
preferences, listening, recepƟ ve and expressive vocabulary, phonological awareness, alphabeƟ c principal and knowledge, 
print and book knowledge, prewriƟ ng and wriƟ ng skills, and reading comprehension.

2. The assessment must be supported by empirical data or evidence documenƟ ng that it measures these criƟ cal language and 
literacy skills and that these competencies are predicƟ ve of later reading and wriƟ ng success.

3.   The assessment should provide student-level results that can be used to  inform individual literacy instrucƟ on by teachers.

4.   The assessment should provide student-level results that can   
  assist parents or guardians in providing appropriate support to   
  assist their child’s language development.

5.   The assessment should be able to measure student growth from   
  one year to the next, from 4K to 5K, at a minimum.

6.   The assessment should provide accommodaƟ ons for children with   
      disabiliƟ es and children who are English language learners.

7.   The assessment should give Ɵ mely, student-level feedback and   
  reports to parents, teachers, schools and the state. 

8.   The assessment should demonstrate alignment with South Carolina  
  English language arts standards.

9.   The assessment should have a well-documented and detailed   
  descripƟ on of its development and history, including what states   
  use the assessment to guarantee the assessment’s reliability and   
      validity.

10. The assessment should be curriculum neutral and therefore not   
   require the use of any specifi c early childhood curriculum in the   
   publicly funded prekindergarten or public kindergarten programs.

In addiƟ on, based upon the input received, the EOC also recommended to the 
State Board of EducaƟ on that vendors responding to the request for proposal       
be asked to:

• Document the specifi c components of the assessment, including but not limited to, print awareness and orientaƟ on, verbal 
communicaƟ on, picture and leƩ er recogniƟ on, ability to tell a story, beginning of proper oral word use and sentence structure, 
alphabeƟ c principle and knowledge, prewriƟ ng and wriƟ ng/pretend, listening/story recall and vocabulary; 

• Document the amount of ongoing professional development that can be provided to schools and districts; and

• Document the amount of Ɵ me that will be required to administer the assessment so that the assessment is respecƞ ul of 
classroom teachers’ Ɵ me and needs for professional development.
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The ExecuƟ ve Director of the Budget and Control Board then procured for the Department of EducaƟ on by emergency procurement 
the assessment CIRCLE by Amplify. All four and fi ve-year-olds in public schools in South Carolina and four-year-olds enrolled in the Child 
Development EducaƟ on Pilot Program in both public schools and private centers were administered the assessment in fall of 2014.

REPORT OF PUBLICLY FUNDED 4K PROGRAM ISSUED
The South Carolina EducaƟ on Oversight CommiƩ ee (EOC) released a report in January 2015 evaluaƟ ng the Child Development 
EducaƟ on Pilot Program (CDEPP), a full-day educaƟ onal pre-kindergarten program for at-risk four-year-olds. The program, which 
was wriƩ en into permanent law as the Child Early Reading Development and EducaƟ on Program last legislaƟ ve session, began in 
2006 as a pilot program for children residing in the plainƟ ff  districts in the school funding lawsuit, Abbeville County School District 
et al. vs. SC. The program is implemented in both public and private centers across the state.  

According to the report, at-risk four-year-olds residing in 60 
school districts are currently eligible to enroll in a program 
in either a public school or in a private child care center, a 
signifi cant increase from the 34 eligible school districts in 
fi scal year 2012-13. The expansion in accessibility comes 
as a result of the S.C. General Assembly expanding the 
eligibility criteria in Fiscal year 2013-14 to include districts 
with a poverty index of 75 percent or more. In fi scal year 
2014-15, the General Assembly further expanded the 
eligibility criteria to include districts with a poverty index 
of 70 percent or higher. The General Assembly currently 
funds the full-day, 4K program at $75 million.   

The report found that 46 percent of all at-risk four-year-
olds statewide are now being served in a publicly funded 
program, a percentage that also includes children being served by federally funded ABC voucher programs as well as Head Start. 

A majority, 86%, of the approximately 12,000 students being served by CDEPP in school year 2014-15, 86 percent, are being 
served in public schools in 57 school districts. Three CDEPP eligible school districts -- Barnwell 45, Horry, and Union -- chose not 
to parƟ cipate in CDEPP during 2014-15. Approximately 144 private providers serve the other 14 percent of students statewide in 
the program, including students in the eligible, 
non-parƟ cipaƟ ng school districts.

While access to the program has signifi cantly 
expanded, an analysis of the academic 
achievement of students parƟ cipaƟ ng in 
the program shows modest improvement 
in student achievement. While a greater 
percentage of CDEPP students met or exceeded 
state standards in ELA and mathemaƟ cs than 
did low-income students who resided in the 
CDEPP districts but who did not parƟ cipate in 
the program as four-year-olds, the statewide 
achievement gap between CDEPP students and 
all other students in the state is not narrowing, 
most notably in mathemaƟ cs.

A follow-up report will be published in mid- 
2015 to document the iniƟ al results of the 
recently-implemented CIRCLE assessment, 
which measures early literacy skills.
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Eight recommendaƟ ons are included in the report, which 
was sent to members of the SC General Assembly. The 
recommendaƟ ons follow:

1. While expansion in the state-funded full-day 4K program 
has occurred, a more integrated, focused eff ort to leverage 
exisƟ ng 4K program opportuniƟ es and enhance the 
quality of current 4K programs opportuniƟ es needs to be 
considered.  

2. Statewide, the number of four-year-olds parƟ cipaƟ ng 
in Head Start declined from 6,364 in 2013 to 5,975 in 
2014. Consequently, at the state and local levels greater 
collaboraƟ on between the Offi  ce of First Steps, the South 
Carolina Department of EducaƟ on and the Head Start 
CollaboraƟ on Offi  ce must occur to ensure that parents 
have all relevant informaƟ on to determine if and which 
4K program best serves the individual needs of their 
children.  The evaluaƟ on team would recommend all three 
4K providers develop a joint, consolidated community 
outreach strategy that encourages families of students at-
risk of school failure to enroll in voluntary full-day quality 
4K programs. An example of such collaboraƟ on would 
be the joint publicaƟ on and distribuƟ on of a brochure 
for families to use in understanding the program and in 
choosing a provider of services.

3. The evaluaƟ on team could not fi nd any statutory authority 
allowing the expenditure of funds for “advance payments” 
by the State Offi  ce of SC First Steps. To maintain fi scal 
accountability for the funds appropriated and expended 
for the program, the evaluaƟ on team recommends that 
the Offi  ce of First Steps cease making advance payments 
and only reimburse for actual services provided.

4. Advancements in quality and improvements in young 
students’ readiness should be incenƟ vized, uƟ lizing 

assessment data (for example: individual student growth, 
classroom environment, teacher:child interacƟ on). At 
a minimum any private provider parƟ cipaƟ ng in state-
funded full-day 4K should be required to parƟ cipate in ABC 
Quality, a program administered by SC DSS.  

5. The Offi  ce of First Steps carried forward $4.0 million in 
FY2013-14 and is projected to carry forward an addiƟ onal 
$5.0 million in the current fi scal year. No addiƟ onal funds 
should be appropriated to the Offi  ce of First Steps for the 
program, even with the addiƟ on of four districts that will 
be eligible to parƟ cipate in FY2015-16. Instead, the General 
Assembly should reduce the full-day 4K appropriaƟ on 
to the Offi  ce of First Steps by at least $2.0 million and 
reallocate those funds to the South Carolina Department 
of EducaƟ on. Public schools are serving 86 percent of the 
four-year-olds in the program but received 73 percent of 
the total funds appropriated for the program in FY2014-
15. South Carolina should invest in improving the quality of 
CDEPP by addressing staff  qualifi caƟ ons, implementaƟ on 
of formal, systemaƟ c conƟ nuous improvement iniƟ aƟ ves 
with ongoing program monitoring.  Program monitoring 
should include frequent assessments of the classroom 
environment, including the quality of teacher-child 
interacƟ ons. The evaluaƟ on team would point to the 
school district of Florence 1 as a model.

6. Based upon analysis of SC PASS results, specifi c aƩ enƟ on 
to the professional development and training of CDEPP 
teachers in math must be enhanced.

7. When the results of the fall 2014 CIRCLE assessment 
can be analyzed, the data should be used to reinforce 
individualized instrucƟ on that meets the needs of each 
CDEPP student in 4K, 5K, 1st and 2nd grades, especially to 
prepare all students to be on reading level by 3rd grade.

Opportunity for Success Through Innovation

The Reach Out and Read program works to prepare students to succeed in 
school by partnering with doctors to prescribe books and encourage families 
to read together. Doctors, nurse pracƟ Ɵ oners, and other medical professionals 
incorporate Reach Out and Read’s evidence-based model into regular pediatric 
checkups. The evidence base of 15 peer-reviewed research studies shows that 
during the preschool years, children served by Reach Out and Read score three 
to six months ahead of their non-Reach Out and Read peers on vocabulary 
tests. 

In its 2015-16 budget recommendaƟ ons, the EOC was supporƟ ve of a new, one-Ɵ me appropriaƟ on of $500,000 to 
the Reach Out and Read Carolinas program for early literacy. The program, which provides literacy training to medical 
professionals who treat families of young children, will match the one-Ɵ me appropriaƟ on and focus their eff orts on high-
poverty, rural areas of SC if funded.

4



Profile of the SC Graduate
Building K-12 Student Success

Grade Content Area % Met or Above 
Difference 

% Exemplary 
Difference 

2014 2013 2014 2013 

3
rd

 Writing 78.1 70.3 +7.8 46.7 37.0 +9.7

 Reading & Research 78.9 82.9 -4.0 55.1 57.5 -2.4

 Mathematics 71.6 69.8 +1.8 45.6 42.0 +3.6 

 Science 63.5 67.8 -4.3 26.1 23.1 +3.0 

 Social Studies 77.2 79.8 -2.6 34.6 34.9 -0.3

4
th
 Writing 77.1 74.4 +2.7 38.8 31.6 +7.2 

 Reading & Research 76.6 79.0 -2.4 42.2 40.7 +1.5 

 Mathematics 75.4 79.8 -4.4 38.6 40.0 -1.4 

 Science 69.9 73.1 -3.2 17.7 19.5 -1.8 

 Social Studies 83.7 81.8 +1.9 36.9 36.2 +0.7 

5
th
 Writing 80.8 74.5 +6.3 40.8 33.7 +7.1 

 Reading & Research 80.1 82.0 -1.9 36.5 38.3 -1.8

 Mathematics 75.5 76.3 -0.8 40.3 37.0 +3.3 

 Science 68.4 73.0 -4.6 21.8 17.1 +4.7 

 Social Studies 72.0 71.7 +0.3 35.7 35.3 +0.4 

6
th
 Writing 74.3 74.7 -0.4 32.0 31.1 +0.9 

 Reading & Research 69.3 74.4 -5.1 40.4 35.9 +4.5 

 Mathematics 67.7 71.3 -3.6 29.6 30.9 -1.3

 Science 65.7 68.4 -2.7 19.5 16.8 +2.7

 Social Studies 79.3 78.0 +1.3 30.5 30.6 -0.1

7
th
 Writing 73.7 76.6 -2.9 36.1 34.4 +1.7

 Reading & Research 68.1 73.2 -5.1 37.8 36.8 -1.0

 Mathematics 69.1 68.3 +0.8 33.4 31.8 +1.6 

 Science 73.5 75.5 -2.0 31.0 27.7 +3.3 

 Social Studies 67.4 68.3 -0.9 37.9 37.1 +0.8 

8
th
 Writing 72.4 75.7 -3.3 35.2 33.0 +2.2 

 Reading & Research 67.3 67.4 -0.1 37.4 36.5 +0.9 

 Mathematics 69.6 70.2 -0.6 26.4 25.8 +0.6 

 Science 69.2 71.1 -1.9 31.0 31.4 -0.4

 Social Studies 70.1 71.3 -1.2 41.0 40.1 +0.9

2014 SCHOOL AND DISTRICT REPORT CARD RELEASE
In November, the results of the 14th annual state district and school report cards were released, showing improvement 
among schools and districts. Forty-two school districts received a raƟ ng of Excellent in 2014, compared to only one in 
2009. The increase in raƟ ngs is consistent with a statewide increase in the on-Ɵ me graduaƟ on rate from 77.5% to 80.1%. 
The on-Ɵ me graduaƟ on rate accounts for 40 percent of the district’s Absolute RaƟ ng on the state report card. However, 
three school districts received an Absolute RaƟ ng of At Risk. 

The percentage of students scoring Exemplary on SC PASS increased in the majority of grade levels and con-

tent areas, which was a factor in the improvements seen in elementary and middle school ratings. 

SC On-Time Gradua  on Rate, 2009-2014

2020 Goal: 88.3%

2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009

80.1% 77.5% 74.9% 73.6% 72.1% 73.7% 
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Forty-one percent of students were enrolled in a school rated Excellent in 2014, compared to 17 percent of students in 
2009. The percentage of students enrolled in a school rated At Risk has declined from 5 percent to 3 percent. 

The November state report card release marked the end of state raƟ ngs for two years as the state prepares for a com-
bined state and federal report card. The “hiatus” for state school and district report card results occurs as a result of Act 
200, legislaƟ on that passed the SC General Assembly last session.  

SUMMER READING CAMP PILOT STUDY
In October, the EOC released a report on a study of 20 school districts who parƟ cipated in a pilot study of summer reading 
camps in 2014. Act 284, or the Read to Succeed Act, requires all school districts to serve students who are in signifi cant need 
of intervenƟ on during their third grade year beginning Summer 2015.  The pilot study involved districts submiƫ  ng data 
regarding demographics and reading growth results in the camp in addiƟ on to EOC staff  observaƟ ons. Third grade students who 
parƟ cipated in the Summer Reading Camp were iniƟ ally on average 1.7 years below grade level. Upon compleƟ on of the camp, 
these students were 1.3 years behind in reading. Third grade students averaged approximately three weeks of growth for each 
week of instrucƟ on during Summer Reading Camp.  

The results of 3.7 months average growth for 3rd graders was below the expected growth of 4 months. However, the rule of 
thumb approximates it takes fi ve hours in two weeks of addiƟ onal intervenƟ on instrucƟ on to achieve one month’s growth.  

Of the 2014 SC PASS scores provided by districts for the 2014 summer reading camp students, 31% scored Not Met 1 on SC PASS 
(lowest level) and 53% scored Not Met 2.  A total of 85% of the students in the summer reading camp scored below the Met level 
in reading. 



Districts in the pilot study that produced student reading 
growth gains above the pilot average implemented their 
camps in diff erent ways, using varying curriculum, progress 
monitoring tools, as well as structuring the camps dif-
ferently. However aƩ ributes that appeared to be similar 
for districts with student reading growth above the pilot 

average were: highly eff ecƟ ve teachers in the program; 
a focused, intensive approach to teaching and learning; 
strong community/business partnerships; eff ecƟ ve uƟ li-
zaƟ on of all staff  in the program; engaging, moƟ vaƟ ng 
lessons by the teachers; and a strong process for eff ecƟ ve 
progress monitoring of student growth.
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EDUCATIONAL CREDIT FOR EXCEPTIONAL NEEDS STUDENTS

The General Assembly requires the 
EOC to publish on its website the 
private or independent schools 
and nonprofi t scholarship funding 
organizaƟ ons eligible to parƟ cipate in 
the EducaƟ onal Credit for ExcepƟ onal 
Needs Children (ECENC) program. 
A nonprofi t scholarship funding 
organizaƟ on can award grants up 
to $10,000 to cover the cost of 
tuiƟ on, transportaƟ on and textbooks 
to “excepƟ onal needs students” 
aƩ ending eligible, independent 
schools in South Carolina. The 
nonprofi t scholarship funding 
organizaƟ ons receives donaƟ ons from 
individuals or corporaƟ ons. These donaƟ ons are in turn, eligible 
for South Carolina income tax credits, up to a maximum of $8.0 
million for Fiscal Year 2013-14 if the donaƟ ons were made on 
or aŌ er January 1, 2014 and $8.0 million in Fiscal Year 2014-15.

To provide addiƟ onal informaƟ on to the public and 
policymakers, the EOC on July 21, 2014 wrote a leƩ er to the 
fi ve nonprofi t funding scholarship organizaƟ ons asking for 
the following informaƟ on for the Ɵ me period of July 1, 2013 
through June 30, 2014:  

• Total dollar amount of revenues collected

• Total number of individual and corporate donors

• Total number of applicaƟ ons received

• Total number of applicaƟ ons approved

• Total number of applicaƟ ons denied

• Total number of eligible children awarded grants. 
“Awarded” is defi ned as checks being issued on or before 
June 30, 2014, or similarly, funds allocated or expended for 
grants by the nonprofi t scholarship funding organizaƟ on 
for specifi c individual students

• Total dollar amount of grants awarded and/or allocated

• Total number of eligible schools in which the eligible 
children were enrolled

• Of any balance of revenues/contribuƟ ons as of June 
30, 2014, what is the total amount of these revenues/
contribuƟ ons that are already obligated to eligible children 
who have applied for and been approved a grant for the 
2014-15 school year?

•  If you like to provide any informaƟ on on the criteria used 
in approving or denying applicaƟ ons, 
the EOC would be interested in having 
the informaƟ on. 

• If you would like to share any 
informaƟ on on the applicants (e.g. 
gender, ethnicity, or educaƟ onal needs) 
but without providing personally 
idenƟ fi able informaƟ on, the EOC would 
be interesƟ ng in having such data.

Note: PalmeƩ o Kids FIRST Data are approximate dollar amounts. As reported by PalmeƩ o Kids FIRST, these “fi gures may be adjusted slightly upon fi nal CPA audit.” In 
addiƟ on, PalmeƩ o Kids FIRST reported that less than $133,000 was retained for expenses and fees. And, “of the $2.3 million available at the end of the fi scal year, 100% had 
been awarded in 2014-15 for grants as of August 5, 2014.”

8



• Donors Enriching Students’ Knowledge (D.E.S.K.) explained 
that one applicaƟ on was denied due to the child not 
having documentaƟ on as being idenƟ fi ed as eligible for 
special educaƟ on services. In 2013-14 students making 
applicaƟ on for grants had to have an Individualized 
EducaƟ on Plan (IEP) issued by a public school district 
verifying that the child was eligible for special educaƟ on 
services. In school year 2014-15 the proviso governing 
the program was changed to allow children diagnosed by 
a private provider as needing specialized instrucƟ on and 
services to be eligible for the program as well.

• South Carolina Corporate CoaliƟ on for Community Service 
explained that the CoaliƟ on’s “interest over the last year 
has been to educate parents regarding the opportuniƟ es 
for the Scholarships.  As such our method has been more 
methodical and grassroots in nature as we try not to rush 
children into the program but allow a natural interest 
of the program through educaƟ on and awareness that 
provides parents with the most up to date and thorough 
informaƟ on possible.”

The EOC also asked the nonprofi t scholarship funding 
organizaƟ ons for informaƟ on about the criteria used in 
making the grants and demographic informaƟ on on the grant 
recipients. The responses appear below:

• Advance Carolina reported that a commiƩ ee of three 
individuals makes the fi nal determinaƟ on. These 
individuals have no connecƟ ons to the eligible schools 
receiving the grants and no children eligible for the grant. 

• Donors Enriching Students’ Knowledge (D.E.S.K.) reported 
that it “looks at the family’s fi nancial ability and the severity 
of the student’s disability as criteria for a scholarship. 
DESK prioriƟ zes applicants with the severest educaƟ onal 
and fi nancial needs.” An independent panel composed of 
a former special needs public school teacher of the year 
and a former deputy superintendent at the South Carolina 
Department of EducaƟ on and others review and award the 
scholarships.

• PalmeƩ o Kids FIRST reported that it “does not collect 
fi nancial data, but coordinate(s) based on a cooperaƟ ve 
‘honor system’ with our partnered schools to help families 
in need fi rst. However, our goal is to fund 100% of our 
eligible ‘special needs’ applicants. We believe families of 

‘special needs’ children have extensive medical, personal, 
Ɵ me and fi nancial burdens out of just school tuiƟ on.”

• St. Thomas Aquinas reported that enough funds were 
collected “to provide a scholarship to 100% of the 
applicants at a rate of 90%. In the future, if funding is 
constrained, we would apply a means test to determine 
which students were to receive scholarships to a greater 
extent than others. We would use the company FACTS 
that already has a contract with our diocesan schools.” St. 
Thomas Aquinas also reported the following demographic 
informaƟ on. Of the 81 applicants

 o 19.7% were minority

 o 33% were female

 o 67% were male

Fiscal Year 2014-15

The General Assembly reauthorized the ECENC Program in 
the 2014-15 General AppropriaƟ on Act through Proviso 1.80. 
Regarding implementaƟ on of the program in Fiscal Year 2014-
15, the EducaƟ on Oversight CommiƩ ee reports that as of 
February 1, 2015:

• Ninety-eight schools are eligible to parƟ cipate in the 
program. Two schools have been denied parƟ cipaƟ ng.  
One school did not provide the general educaƟ on program 
as required by the proviso. The other school was not a 
member in good standing with the Southern AssociaƟ on 
of Colleges and Schools, the South Carolina AssociaƟ on 
of ChrisƟ an Schools or the South Carolina Independent 
School AssociaƟ on.

• An Advisory CommiƩ ee was selected and has met on two 
occasions. The CommiƩ ee has recommended: (1) school 
compliance audits for schools to complete and submit to 
the Department of Revenue and to the Secretary of State; 
and (2) the data and format for academic profi les. Each 
eligible school parƟ cipaƟ ng in the program must submit 
informaƟ on to the EOC on student assessments and other 
informaƟ on that will then be downloaded into an online, 
academic profi le.
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Policy and budget recommendations 
In December, EOC members adopted budget recommendaƟ ons 
for the 2015-16 fi scal year. The programmaƟ c and funding 
recommendaƟ ons were designed to accelerate improvements 
in student and school performance by beƩ er preparing 
students for success in careers or in postsecondary educaƟ on.  

CommiƩ ee members annually make recommendaƟ ons for 
the spending of EducaƟ on Improvement Act (EIA) funds, 
which are generated by the penny sales tax. In November, 
the Board of Economic Advisors projected that the EIA will 
generate $677 million in total revenues in fi scal year 2015-16, 
an increase of $29.2 million from the current base funding. 

Highlights of the recommendaƟ ons, which were sent to the 
General Assembly and the Governor for consideraƟ on during 
next year’s legislaƟ ve session, include: 

Technology

• The commiƩ ee recommended conƟ nued funding of 
$29.3 million for technology, currently funded with 
loƩ ery monies, as well as an increase of $2.1 million 
for the K-12 Technology IniƟ aƟ ve. The recommended 
increase is due to the increased bandwidth requirements 
in school districts and county libraries as well as changes 
in federal technology funding. There conƟ nues to be a 
need to provide high-capacity wireless access points 
in schools to handle the expansion of wireless devices 
currently used to instruct and assess students. 

Student College and Career Readiness: 

• Funding for new assessments as well as print and digital 
instrucƟ onal materials. 

• The commiƩ ee recommended an increase of $4.2 million 
to cover the cost of the ACT, the college and career 
readiness test, and WorkKeys, assessments which will 
be given to all 11th graders beginning this school year. 
The increase will also cover the cost of ACT Aspire, an 
assessment that will be given to students in grades 3-8. 
The commiƩ ee agreed that any balance of EIA recurring 
and non-recurring funds should be allocated to fund 
instrucƟ onal materials, both print and digital. 

• AddiƟ onally, the EOC recommended an increase of $2.0 
million for modernizaƟ on of vocaƟ onal equipment, 
a recommendaƟ on which came forward from the SC 
Department of EducaƟ on. 

Early Childhood Support

• Funding addiƟ onal students in full-day 4K programs as 
well as appropriate $500,000 to Reach Out and Read 
Carolinas. 

• The commiƩ ee found that an increase of $4.0 million 
will be necessary to fund addiƟ onal districts for the full-
day, 4K program for students at risk for school failure in 
districts that now have a poverty index of 70% or higher.  

Educator Support 

• Increase funding for teacher supplies.

• Recognizing that many teachers use personal funds to 
provide supplies for their classrooms and students, the 
commiƩ ee recommended an increase of $1.3 million to 
increase the teacher supply allocaƟ on to $300 per eligible 
teacher, an increase from the current $250 allocaƟ on. 

Opportunity for Success Through Innovation

In January 2015, school districts received an invitaƟ on to apply for the SC Community Block 
Grants for EducaƟ on Pilot Program, a matching grants program designed to encourage 
sustainable partnerships among South Carolina school districts and community groups. 
Proviso 1.94 of the 2014-15 General AppropriaƟ on Act created the program, which is focused 
on “state-of-the-art educaƟ on iniƟ aƟ ves and models to improve students learning.” 

“When there is community support of school iniƟ aƟ ves, you oŌ en see a posiƟ ve impact on 
student moƟ vaƟ on and learning,” said Dr. Allison Jacques, Assistant Dean for Assessment at 
the University of South Carolina School of EducaƟ on and chair of the seven-member grants 
commiƩ ee. “We hope to be able to share many innovaƟ ve ideas following the grant awards, 
parƟ cularly in high-poverty communiƟ es where it can be diffi  cult to fi nd community support.”

Grant applicaƟ ons, which must include matching fi nancial support, cannot exceed $250,000 
unless the grants commiƩ ee fi nds that excepƟ onal circumstances warrant exceeding that 
amount. It is expected that funded grants will be announced in late March 2015. 

 

SC Community 
Block Grants for 

EDUCATION
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2013 Parent Survey
Since 2002 the SCDE has administered the parent survey to a sample 
of parents whose children aƩ ended public schools in South Carolina.  
From its incepƟ on, the parent survey contains items regarding parent 
percepƟ ons of the learning environment in the school, home-school 
relaƟ ons, and the social and physical environment of the school.  
AddiƟ onal quesƟ ons document characterisƟ cs of the parents and the 
children of the parents responding to the survey.  Five new items are 
present in the 2013 Parent Survey, created by the State Department 
of EducaƟ on.  Two of these items collect informaƟ on about the 
eff ecƟ veness of a child’s teacher and a child’s principal.  One item 
addresses parent percepƟ ons of the personalized learning experience 
of their child.  Two items obtain informaƟ on regarding whether 
parents have read the state and federal report cards for the school 
and district their child aƩ ends.  

Annually, the EOC has analyzed the results of the parent survey and 
issued reports. 

2013 Survey Responses: In 2013 the number of parent surveys 
completed and returned totaled 66,787, a decline of 2,793 surveys or 
4.0 percent from the prior year. 

An analysis of the respondents to the 2013 parent survey concluded 
that the survey responses typically overrepresented the percepƟ ons of 
parents who had children in elementary schools and underrepresented 
the percepƟ ons of parents who had children in high school. 
Furthermore, the respondents typically obtained higher educaƟ onal 
achievements and had greater median household incomes than the 
general populaƟ on of South Carolina. As in prior years, the “typical” 
parent responding to the survey was a white female having aƩ ended 
or graduated from college and having a household income of greater 
than $35,000. Furthermore, when compared to the enrollment of 
students in public schools, parents of African American students were 
underrepresented in the responses. 

The data documented that the parent survey responses were generally 
representaƟ ve, within four percentage points, of the percentage of 
students enrolled in schools by their Absolute RaƟ ng. Nine percent 
of the parents who responded to the survey had children aƩ ending 
schools with an Absolute RaƟ ng of Below Average or At Risk, the same 
percentage as students enrolled in a school with an Absolute RaƟ ng of 
Below Average or At Risk in school year 2012-13. On the other hand, 
61 percent of the parents who responded to the survey had children 
aƩ ending schools with an Absolute RaƟ ng of Good or Excellent, 
compared to 60 percent of children who were enrolled in a school 
with an Absolute RaƟ ng of Good or Excellent in school year 2012-13.

Despite a 4.0 percent decline in the number of parents 
responding to the annual parent survey, the results 
of the 2013 parent survey demonstrate that parent 
saƟ sfacƟ on levels with the three characterisƟ cs 
measured - the learning environment, home and school 
relaƟ ons and social and physical environment of their 
child’s school—were consistent with the prior year’s 
results.  
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Standards Review
Pursuant to Act 200 of 2014, passed by the SC General Assembly, the EOC is to consult with the State Board of EducaƟ on and 
conduct a cyclical review of the current standards. According to state law, the review must begin on or before January 1, 2015, 
and the new college and career readiness state content standards must be implemented for the 2015-2016 school year. The 
following Ɵ meline outlines the EOC’s involvement in the process: 
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SAT, 2009-2014*

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Average Composite 
Score Reading & Math

982 979 972 969 971 978

Rank among States 48th 48th 48th 48th 46th 46th
       

ACT, 2009-2014*

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Average Composite Score 19.8 20.0 20.1 20.2 20.4 20.4

Rank among States 46th 43rd 42nd 43rd 39th 40th

*maximum score in SAT Reading and Math: 1600; ACT maximum score: 36

The composite score on ACT is the average of the performance on four ACT Subject tests: English, Reading, 
Math, and Science. 

Advanced Placement (AP) Par  cipa  on, 2008-2012

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
% of Students who took an 
AP Exam in High School

23.1% 26.0% 26.8% 28.6% 30.5%

Rank among states * 22nd 20th 20th 20th 22nd

* Rank is determined in a comparison of AP parƟ cipaƟ on rates among all 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Advanced Placement (AP) Passage, 2008-2012

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
% of Students in 
graduaƟ ng class scoring a 
3 or higher on AP exam

13.8% 14.8% 15.1% 16.5% 18.0%

Rank among states* 21st 21st 22nd 21st 21st

*Rank is determined in a comparison of AP passage rates among all 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Profile of the SC Graduate
Building Post-secondary Success
COLLEGE AND CAREER READINESS DATA
As part of its release of SC’s progress toward reaching the 2020 Vision, the EOC compiles and publishes data related to 
the SAT, ACT, and Advanced Placement parƟ cipaƟ on and passage. 
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CommunicaƟ ng important informaƟ on isn’t innovaƟ ve. However, in 
the Summer of 2014, the EOC, along with TranformSC leadership, 
recognized the urgent need to get informaƟ on out to students and 
families about upcoming changes in assessment. With the assistance 
of educaƟ on partners and ACT, informaƟ on publicaƟ ons were 
produced by the EOC about WorkKeys and The ACT, assessments 
every 11th grader will take beginning in 2015. The informaƟ on fl yers 
were used by districts to communicate informaƟ on to students and 
parents about why these tests were important to student success 
now and in the future.   

Opportunity for Success Through 
Innovation



ADVISORY GROUPS

EARLY READINESS ASSESSMENT
Lillian Atkins, Lexington 4 Early Childhood Center
Bill Brown, University of SC
Leigh Bolick, DSS Division of Early Care and EducaƟ on
Leigh D’Amico, USC 
Penny Danielson, SCDE
Mary Lynne Diggs, SC Head Start CollaboraƟ on Offi  ce
Dwayne Johnson, Head Start of Beaufort and Jasper 

CounƟ es
Sandra Linder, Clemson University
Dave Morley, SC Council on CompeƟ Ɵ veness
Noelle McInerney, DSS
Martha Strickland, SC First Steps
Dan Wuori, SC First Steps

CDEPP REPORT
Leigh Bolick, DSS
Bill Brown, USC
Nancy Busbee, SCDE
Paul Butler-Nalin, SCDE
Leigh Kale D’Amico, USC 
Penny Danielson, SCDE
Susan DeVenny, SC Offi  ce of First Steps
Mary Lynne Diggs, Head Start CollaboraƟ on Offi  ce
ChrisƟ ne DiStefano, USC
Kevin FaƟ ca, SCDE
Fred Greer, USC
Mellanie JinneƩ e, SCDE
Martha Strickland, SC Offi  ce of First Steps
Dan Wuori, SC Offi  ce of First Steps
Mick Zais, SCDE

EDUCATIONAL CREDIT FOR EXCEPTIONAL NEEDS 
STUDENTS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Dorothy Cobb, Greer
José Mulero, Lugoff 
Edward Earwood, SC AssociaƟ on of ChrisƟ an Schools
Larry K. WaƩ , SC Independent School AssociaƟ on
Don Blanch, Greenville 
Susan S. Thomas, West Columbia
Kathy Cook, Mt. Pleasant
Joanna Swoff ord, Rock Hill
Jacqualine Kasprowsk, Columbiai

SC COMMUNITY BLOCK GRANT COMMITTEE 
Dennis Drew, Mt. Pleasant
Allison Jacques, Columbia
Hayes Mizell, Columbia
ScoƩ  Price, Columbia
Carlos Primus, Columbia
Martha ScoƩ  Smith, Columbia
Ann Marie SƟ eritz, Columbia

SC PARENT SURVEY
Ling Gao, SCDE 
Cynthia Hearn, SCDE

STANDARDS EVALUATION TEAM
Melinda AusƟ n, Greenwood 
Sandy Avinger, Orangeburg 
Debbie Barron, Greenville 
Melody Bradley, Gaff ney
Amy Brant, Lexington
Bill Brown, Columbia
Debra Brown Weber, Marion
Michael Cates, Columbia, SC 
Chimin “Jimmy” Chao, Lexington
Rebecca Clark, Columbia
David Cobb, York
Christopher Cox, Irmo
Susan Cox, Spartanburg 
Cathy DeMers, Charleston 
Edwin Dickey, Columbia
Sandra Goff , Spartanburg 
Jack Haƞ ield, Camden 
Amanda Griggs, Hartsville
Paƫ   Hammel, Georgetown 
Valerie Harrison, Orangeburg
Kelly Harrison-Maguire, Spartanburg  
Mandy Hayes, Dillon 
Tommy Hodges, Columbia
Steven Holcomb, Greer
Robert Lloyd, Ladson
ChrisƟ e McLeod, Cheraw
Valerie Muller, Greenville 
Tommy Preston, Columbia
Shannon Raglin, Summerville
Shakeeka Redfearn, Cheraw 
Jerome Reyes, Hartsville
Jim Reynolds, West Columbia, SC
George Roy, Columbia
Karey Santos, Aiken 
Stephanie Seay, Spartanburg
Susan Shi, Greenville
Ben Sinwell, Anderson 
Ellen Sisk, Greenville 
Paty Smith, Clover 
Crystal Stephens, Barnwell 
Ann Marie SƟ eritz, Columbia
Brian Swords, Liberty  
Josie  StraƩ on, Florence 
Suzy Tolson, York 
Denise Webster, Blythewood
Frank White, Columbia, 
Connie “CJ” Williams, Charleston 
Calvin L. Williams, Clemson 
Jennifer Wise, Columbia
Melanie Zobel, LiƩ le Mountain 15
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Special thanks to the numerous individuals 
who provided experƟ se and assistance on one 
or more projects during the period February 1, 
2014-January 31, 2015.


