Final (11/1/04)

Summary of October 4, 2004 Meeting

County/Schools Collaboration

Chairs and Vice Chairs

Lincoln Center, Chapel Hill

Present:
Shirley Carraway, Elizabeth Carter, Barry Jacobs, Libbie Hough, John Link, Jr., Neil Pedersen, Brenda Stephens, Lisa Stuckey, Rod Visser, Andy Sachs (facilitator).

July 8 Meeting Summary

Group members at today’s meeting pointed out that the City district had approved all (not just “some”) of the County district’s requested transfers.  This clarifies the first item on the list of collaborative efforts that were celebrated at the July 8 meeting.

After School Programming

Funding for the Communities in Schools (CIS) Middle Schools After School Programs is facing a shortfall.  The two districts will collaborate on securing future funding for this program.  The two school districts have been collaborating for several years on after school programming for middle school students.  In addition, the two districts have applied together for a federal 21st Century Community Learning Center grant.

The Superintendents agreed to compile and consolidate information about after school programming in their respective districts and share it with the other members of this group before Christmas.  Group members are interested in what the after school programs cost, where funding for each program comes from, and what kinds of services or programming are provided.

Group members then discussed the districts’ after school programs in more detail.  It was noted that while K-5 after school programs charge a fee, the middle school programs do not.  Middle school programs do not charge fees because the cost would deter access by students lacking alternative adult supervision in the afternoons.  “Home alone” is not an option in our community for this age group, group members said.

Commissioner Jacobs asked about the school districts’ summer programming.  Both school districts provide summer enrichment camps in addition to summer school.  Students pay a sliding scale or nominal fee in order to participate in the camps.

Commissioner Jacobs asked if meals were available for students who needed them during the summer.  Dr. Carraway said that no summer feeding program was available through the County Schools other than what participants in the summer camps receive.  Dr. Pedersen was unsure about exactly how the City Schools coordinated with the Towns during the summer to provide meals; he said any meals that might be provided were bag lunches and not hot meals.

Working Relationship
The facilitator suggested that the group postpone consideration of Item #6 on the list of ten areas for collaboration, until after the other more substantive items were addressed.  All agreed.

Create More Early Childhood Programs

Group members noted that by agreement between the two school districts on April 26, planning for this item is to begin in 2005-2006.  All acknowledged the importance of this issue.  Michelle Rivest, Executive Director of the Orange County Partnership for Young Children (OCPYC), has stated that more opportunities for child daycare is needed.  Proximity of daycare to a student’s home or guardian’s workplace is a critical factor that will have to be considered when joint planning begins.

External community structures that facilitate inter-district collaboration should not be discounted, said Dr. Pedersen.  OCPYC provides a valuable structure through which the districts may collaborate on early childhood programs, including collaboration with other agencies, just as Communities in Schools provides a useful structure for cross-district collaboration on after school programs.

Mr. Link noted that there are two main funding sources for early childhood programs in the county:  OCPYC and the Department of Social Services.  Orange County has the highest daycare standards in the state, he said, and so offers the most expensive daycare programs.  He said that statewide 24,000 children are waiting for day care.  He suggested that this group review the waiting lists maintained by DSS and OCPYC, and consider making a three-way request (County and two school districts) to the state legislature to increase funding to daycare programs.

Middle School Athletic Conference

Ms. Hough said that she has been hearing concerns from constituents about this item.  Given that middle schools are currently part of the Orange Person Athletic Conference, creation of an Orange County middle school athletic conference might harm Orange County’s relationship with Person County, she said.  The districts also need to check with each school’s Athletic Director in order to fully understand how this would impact their programs.  Different sports programs might be impacted differently.

Ms. Stephens said that an Orange County conference would be in the best interests of the students.  Group members noted that middle school students are not allowed to leave school early in order to travel to games, and that the distance to some games is so great that students return home after dark.  The goal should be to cut out the long trips.

There will be seven middle schools across the City and County school districts in the near future, which would support an Orange County conference.  Teams from Orange County could play against teams from Person County in non-conference games if an Orange County conference were established.

Dr. Pedersen said that the City Schools’ Athletic Directors (ADs) are aware that this issue is on the collaboration group’s agenda.  He said that the ADs would be supportive of the new conference, but they need advance notice if a new conference were going to be created.  Dr. Carraway said that the ADs in the County Schools are concerned about timing, because some of them have made arrangements based on the current alignments between Orange and Person County.

Both Superintendents agreed to convene the middle school Principals and Athletic Directors from both districts before Christmas to clarify the concerns and issues.  No deadline exists for the establishment of a new conference.

Guidelines for using additional funds if new revenues were created (“new paradigm”)

Mr. Link referred to the following list of potential “new paradigm” programs, which was generated by this group on August 24.  He said it would be helpful to have costs for each item, and to sort the list according to priority.  Which funding burden would the schools most like to be relived of, he asked:

· Mental health, more fundamental than substance abuse

· Nursing

· After school, beyond 3:30

· (Public) safety

· Social workers

· Middle or early college

· Pre-school programs

· Unfunded mandates

· Economic development – expand and diversify the tax base

Dr. Carraway asked if Mr. Link was asking the group to develop guidelines for evaluating functions that might be eligible for new paradigm funding, or guidelines for implementing any particular new paradigm function once it was identified as such.  Mr. Link said that both kinds of guidelines would be helpful.  For example, he said, he would sort school nurses, social workers, public safety, and mental health into the new paradigm category, but not pre-school programs or middle or early college.  Once there was agreement on this, he said, he would want to think through how the new paradigm items could actually be funded, how contracting with outside service providers might be arranged, and other implementation matters.

Ms. Hough expressed concern that the new paradigm could be limited to non-instructional needs.  She would like to ensure that the new paradigm addresses disparities in the instructional program that are the result of the funding inequity.

Mr. Link said that all revenue generated from a countywide district tax could be allocated to the school districts on an equalized per pupil basis, or only some portion of those revenues could be allocated on an equalized per pupil basis while the rest was allocated according to a new paradigm.  Is there a strong desire to generate some new funding that could be distributed in a new way, he asked.

Group members offered the following possible criteria for identifying a “new paradigm” program or service:

· an existing funding burden that both school districts would want to relieved of

· a service that can be contracted for from a provider outside the school system

· something both districts can make use of

· non-instructional services or programs

· provides for a health, safety and welfare need

· a service or program that can be managed or provided in units other than per-pupil (e.g., per school)

· a service or program that all students would have access to (e.g., not provided on a fee basis)

Dr. Pedersen asked how the “new paradigm” conversation related to achieving funding equity across the two school districts.  Since a countywide school tax could be allocated to both school systems on an equalized per pupil basis, he said, it is not necessarily a “new paradigm” source of funds.  However, it could be used that way if that choice were made, he said.  Ms. Stuckey added that future school boards and boards of county commissioners could not be bound to the decisions of the current boards.  Dr. Pedersen added that he would be concerned about using a countywide school tax to support services that are the responsibility of the Towns and County.  A school tax should be used for education, he said.

Ms. Carter said she would not feel comfortable developing the idea of a county district tax in this group until the Orange County School Board had fully discussed it among its members.  “The City Schools will not impose our beliefs on the northern part of the county,” she said.  “Let the Orange County School Board lead the discussion if it is to happen.”

Alternative Schools

Group members noted the growing need for alternative schools in both districts, and that joint planning for this would begin as scheduled in 2005-2006.

September 27 Joint Meeting
Group members took turns sharing their impressions of the joint meeting that took place between the Board of County Commissioners and the two School Boards on September 27.

Ms. Carter said that it was one of the best meetings the three boards have ever had: the conversation moved forward, everyone had an opportunity to participate, and attendees were relaxed.  Ms. Hough agreed that the tone of the conversation across the boards was much improved. However, she came away with some unanswered questions, especially about Middle School #3, and asked what other forums were available to the Orange County School Board for exploring issues in depth with the Board of County Commissioners.  Perhaps a separate meeting between the Orange County School Board and the Board of Commissioners would satisfy that need, she said.

Ms. Stephens said that she appreciated the opportunity for raising questions in a public forum, and expected to get answers to those questions through some other means (not necessarily that night).  Mr. Jacobs said that the purpose of raising questions in a public setting was to get the Commissioners to begin thinking about issues of concern to the School Boards.  He was pleased that the three boards covered the entire agenda that night.  He hopes all of the officials left the meeting feeling positive.

Dr. Carraway suggested that next time the three boards meet, they go into depth on one agenda item of interest to all.  While there is great value in raising questions together, her Board members would like to get answers.

Dr. Pedersen agreed that the tenor of the discussions among the Boards has improved, and added that the purpose of meeting is more than generating good feelings.  He said that there are issues that the School Boards want to resolve with the Board of County Commissioners (such a school capacity and the Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance), and suggested that either this group or some other group with representatives of each Board address those issues in depth and then develop consensus recommendations for consideration by the three full Boards.

Inter-District Student Transfers

Ms. Hough said that a member of her Board asked her to find out if the school districts conduct student transfers on an equal exchange (1:1).  Dr. Pedersen explained that this is not the case.  He said that overcrowding in the City Schools (it is 400 students over capacity) has led to a moratorium on in-transfers, except for students whose parents work for the City Schools.  There is no moratorium on transfers out from the City district to the County district.  The moratorium may be revisited after the third high school is opened.  Dr. Pedersen added that in the past the County Schools did not allow students to transfer out because its student enrollment was too close to a threshold below which the district would have lost some funding.

Mr. Jacobs asked if the City Schools’ moratorium on in-transfers pertained to County students interested in taking a single course, as opposed to those interested in enrolling in the district full time.  Dr. Carraway said that it is difficult for students in one district to take just one course in the other, because of the time involved in traveling between two schools.  Students would most likely have to sign up for at least a half day.  As the Boards continue to address Area of Collaboration Item #3 from the April 26 list (“Measurable opportunities for students in each district to participate in programs in the other district…”), transportation logistics and costs will need to be sorted out, she said.

Dr. Carraway added that distance learning classrooms might be a “new paradigm” service or program.  The classrooms would allow students in one district to gain access to additional course opportunities with high quality teachers in the other district without the transportation logistics or costs.

Dr. Pedersen added that dual enrollment with UNC is also difficult because of transportation logistics and costs.

College Fair

Ms. Hough expressed appreciation to the City Schools for inviting the County Schools to participate in the recent Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools Annual College and Career Fair.  Such invitations enhance our collaboration, she said.

School Construction

Mr. Jacobs suggested that this group turn its attention at a future meeting to various issues relating to school construction standards, including adjustments to the square foot and acreage requirements that might be desired in anticipation of a school bond referendum and land banking.  The group then noted five items relating to school construction from the list of “Additional items identified by Board Chairs and staff on 4/20/04 as needing joint attention by the three Boards.”  Mr. Jacobs suggested combining them all for a single meeting or series of meetings:

· Smart Growth policies as they relate to school planning/OCS Middle School #3

· Joint use/co-location of schools and recreation properties

· Identification of future school sites

· CHCCS HS #3 and Elementary #10

· Schools Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (SAPFO), especially school building capacity determinations

Rod Visser said that he could provide background information in support of such a discussion.  Group members suggested that others who have been working on this issue be identified and if needed then invited to update the group.

Next Meeting

Several members of the group were anxious to leave for another commitment, and so the group asked the facilitator to initiate an email solicitation of schedules in order to arrange a time for the group’s next meeting.
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