
Reasons For Leaving As Reported By The LEAs
(2005-2006)

Reason

o/o of
teachers

leaving for
this reason

Number
leaving for
this reason

Resigned to teach elsewhere
To teach in another NC LEA (73.970/")
To teach in another state (20.94%)
To teach in a NC non-public/private school (3.89%)
To teach in a NC Charter School (1.20o/o)

21.01o/o 2674

Retired
With full benefits (87.32o/o)
With reduced benefits (12.680/0)

15.55% 1979

Resigned-Family Relocation 14.40o/o 1 833

Resigned-Other reasons or reason unknown
Other reasons (60.41%)
Unknown reasons (39.620/")

12.05o/o 1534

Resigned-Family responsibility/child care 6.90% 879

Resigned-Career Change 6.17% 786

Re-employed retired teacher resigned 2.96% 377

Resigned-To continue education/sabbatical 2.88% 367

Did not obtain or maintain license 2.730/ 347

lnterim contract ended-not rehired 2.72o/o 346

Resigned-Dissatisfied with teaching 2.53o/o 322

Resigned-Because of health/disability 2.32o/o 295

Resigned-ln lieu of dismissal 1.91o/o 243

Resigned-End of VIF Term 1.75o/o 223

Non-Renewal (Probationary contract ended) 1.360/o 173

Moved to a non-teaching position in education in another
LEA/Agency

1.11o/o 141

Stayed in LEA but in Non-Teaching position 79o/o 100

Deceased .54o/o 69

Dismissed .27o/o 35

Reduction in Force 05% 7

Totals 1000 '12,730
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Most Difficult Areas of Licensure
for which to find Licensed Teachers

(¡)

200s-2006

Number of LEAs Responding to Question =

#
ldentifying

97

77

72

62

49

49

34

32

29

28

20

14

14

License Area

9-12 Mathematics

Sp. Ed.: General Curriculum

9-12 Science

6-9 Mathematics

6-9 Science

Sp Ed.: Adapted Curriculum

Cross Categorical

Behavioral/Emotional Disabilities

Learning Disabilities

Second Languages

Mental Disabilities

Speech Language Pathologist

ESL

2004-2005

Number of LEAs Responding to Question = 112

#
ldentifying

89

83

71

64

5 1

43

42

39

34

34

26

25

15

License Area

9-12 Mathematics

Sp. Ed.: General Curriculum

9-12 Science

6-9 Mathematics

6-9 Science

Sp Ed.: Adapted Curriculum

Cross Categorical

Behavioral/Emotional Disabilities

Learning Disabilities

Second Languages

Severely/Profoundly Disabled

Mental Disabilities

Speech Language Pathologist

2003-04

Number of LEAs Responding to Question = 115

#
ldentifying

89

B3

71

64

5l

43

42

39

34

34

26

25

15

License Area

9-12 Mathematics

Sp. Ed.: General Curriculum

9-12 Science

6-9 Mathematics

6-9 Science

Sp. Ed.: Adapted Curriculum

Cross Categorical

Behavior/Emotionally Disabled

Learning Disabilities

Second Languages

Severely/Profoundly Disabled

Mental Disabilities

Speech Language Pathologist



2005-2006

Number of LEAs Responding to Question =

#
ldentifying

14

12

1 1

11

8

I

7

6

6

License Area

6-9 Language Arts

Family/Consumer Sciences 6-12

Elementary Education

9-12 English

6-9 Social Studies

Severely/Profoundly Disabled

Counselor

Birth-Kindergarten

Media Coordinator

2004-2005

Number of LEAs Responding to Question = 112

#
ldentifying

15

14

10

10

o

9

I

I

6

6

License Area

ESL

6-9 Language Arts

Family/Consumer Sciences 6-12

Media Coordinator

Elementary Education

9-12 English

Birth-Kindergarten

Business Education

Counselor

Hearing lmpaired

2003-04

Number of LEAs Responding to Question = 115

#
ldentifying

1 5

1 4

10

10

9

I

B

B

6

6

License Area

ESL

6-9 Language Arts

Family/Consumer Sciences 6-1 2

Media Coordinator

Elementary Education

9-12 English

Birth-Kindergarten

Business Education

Counselor

Hearing lmpaired

5

Notes: tAbove numbers include only those areas identified by 5 or more LEAs

2 Spanish was the Second Language most often identified.



Analysis of Turnover

Ïhe five-year (2001-02 - 2005-06) average aggregated system level teacher turnover reported
by local education agencies is 12.57%. While this rate is slightly greater than the 11% typically
cited for turnover in other professions, it is less than the 15.7% reported in national data for all
teachers in the US, and less than the 17o/o average turnover reported in recent years for
businesses with 1,000 or more employees. This year, the aggregated system level turnover is
12.58o/o, down slightly from the 12.95% reported for 2004-05. The chart that follows depicts
teacher turnover relative to teacher retention since the 1998-99 school year.

Comparison of Turnover Across Years tr# Leâving

tr#

1 00,000

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000

0

I 998-99 1 999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06

A closer examination of the data indicates that for four of the last five years, the number one
reason reported by school systems for teacher turnover is "to teach elsewhere," with 17o/o - 21%
of the teachers reported to have left for this reason. Of those leaving to teach elsewhere, 7b-
80% left to teach in other NC school systems. Thus, while this turnover represents a loss to the
local system, it does not represent a loss to the state. lf those individuals reported by LEAs as
leaving teaching positions to teach in another LEA or a NC charter school are removed from the
turnover counts, the aggregated system levelturnover rate is reduced to 10.6%.

A further analysis of turnover was conducted using the categories of RemainedlRemaining in
Education, Turnover that Might be Reduced, Turnover lnitiated by the LEA, and Turnover
Beyond Control. The category RemainedlRemaining in Educafion included individuals resigning
to teach in another NC LEA or charter school and individuals who moved to non-teaching
positions in education. The category Turnover that Might be Reduced included individuals
retiring with reduced benefits, individuals resigning to teach in a non-public school in NC,
individuals resigning to teach in another state, individuals dissatisfied with teaching, individuals
seeking a career change, and individuals who resigned for unknown and other reasons. The
category Turnover lnitiated by the LEA included individuals who were non-renewed, dismissed,
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or resigned in lieu of dismissal. The category Turnover Beyond Control included those
individuals who retired with full benefits, individuals who resigned for health reasons, individuals
who resigned due to family responsibilities and/or childcare, and individuals who resigned due
to family relocation. As reflected in the figure that follows, approximately 21% of those teachers
reported as leaving remained in education; 60/o of the reported turnover was initiated by the
LEA; approximately 42o/o of the turnover was for reasons beyond control; and 30% of the
reported turnover might be reduced. This latter category, turnover that might be reduced,
represents just over 3,900 teachers.

Turnovor by Categorles

Remaln€d/R€maln¡ng ln

Edu@tioñ

Turnov€r Eeyond Conkol
42./.

Turnov€r that À,{ight b€

310Â

-fumover lnitiated by LEA
6%

Comparing the percent of turnover by these categories across the last five years reveals
consistent patterns.

Categories of Turnover by Year

2005-2006

7.53V.
9.3304

10.09%
7.71Vo 8.16% 6.60%

6.26Vo

¿0.12V. 20.16Va 20.57%

00-01 o1-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06

100%

9jVo

8oo/o

7Oo/o

600/0

50%

40%

30%

20v:o

1jv:o

0%

99-00

tr Remained/Remaining in Education lTurnover that M¡ght be Reduced trTurnover lnit¡ated by LEA lTurnover Beyond Control
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The results of the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions Survey, conducted by the Office
of the Governor in conjunction with the North Carolina Professional Teaching Standards
Commission and the North Carolina Association of Educators, provide information that can help
address Turnover that Might be Reduced. The survey provides state, district, and school level
data on teacher perceptions of empowerment, facilities and resources, leadership, professional
development, and time. Comparatively, teachers expressed the highest degree of satisfaction
with facilities and resources, with more than 80% responding that teachers and staff work in a
school environment that is safe. They expressed the least satisfaction with the time. Less than
haff @7%) of the more than 75,000 individuals responding to the survey indicated that teachers
are protected from duties that interfere with their essential role of education students and that
the non-instructional time provided for teachers in their school is sufficient.
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ANNUAL TEACHER TURNOVER SUMMARY
Personnel Office Report

Report Period: 7 I I 12005-6130/2006
Individual Submitting Report:

1.-Totalnumberofteachersemp|oyedintheLEA

_Totøl number of teachers leaving 7/1/2005 - 6/30/2006

Number of teachers leaving in 2005 - 2006 who were tenured in your LEA

2. Give the number of teachers who left teaching or left your LEA in 2005 -2006 for each of the reasons
befow. (Where more than one reøson øpplìes, choose the one whích best describes the resson the teøcher is
Ieøvíng.)

Count Reason HRMS Code

Stayed in LEA but in Non-Teaching Position
Retired with full benefits
Retired with reduced benefits
Re-employed Retired Teacher Resigned
Dismissed
Did not obtain or maintain license
Interim contract ended* - Not rehired
Non-renewed - Probationary contract ended
Reduction in Force
Moved to a non-teaching position in education in another
LEA or Agency
Resigned - In lieu of dismissal
Resigned - To teach in another NC public school system
Resigned - To teach in a NC charter school
Resigned - To teach in a NC non-public/private school
Resigned - To teach in another state
Resigned - End of VIF Term
Resigned - Dissatisfied with teaching
Resigned - Career Change
Resigned - Family responsibility/Child care
Resigned - Family relocation
Resigned - To continue education/Take a sabbatical
Resigned - Because of health/Disability
Resigned - Reason unknown
Resigned - Other Reason(s)
Deceased

(N/A)
(66)
(68)
(73)
(s0)
(s6)
(s4)
(s3)
(s1)

(se)
(ss)
(s8)
(70)
(7t)
(62)
(74)
(63)
(72)
(s7)
(61)
(60)
(64)
(6e)
6s)

(67)

+ (Total number of teøchers leavíng 7/1/2005-6/30/2006 per the reasons

3.

indicated)

List up to five teaching areas (with their licensure codes) in which you are having the greatest
difficulty hiring appropriately licensed teachers. (e.g., Learning Disabled / 88086)

Teacher Turnover

%

)

I



ANNUAL TEACHER TURNOVER SUMMARY
(cLARTFTCATTON OF REPORTTNG CATEGORTES)

Stayed in LEA but in Non-Teaching Position
. Teachers moved to counselor, media coordinator, or non-teaching duties in current LEA of employment. Teachers moved to administrative positions (school-based) in current LEA of employment. Teachers moved to supervisory, director, or coordinator positions in current LEA of employment. Teachers accepted non-teaching support or administrative positions in current LEA of employment

Retired with full benefits
. Teachers age 60 with 25 years of creditable service
. Teachers with 30 years of creditable service. Teachers age 65 with at least 5 years of creditable service. Teachers retiring with full/unreduced retirement benefits

Retired with reduced benefits
. Teachers retiring after age 50 with reduced benefits. Teachers retiring with less than full benefits

Re-employed Retired Teacher Resigned
. Teacher who had retired, was re-employed and subsequently resigns

Dismissed
. Teachers demoted or dismissed under GS 1 15C-325(h). Probationary teachers dismissed during the school year under GS I 15C-325(m). Teachers dismissed under GS 115C-325 (Below standard ratings). Teachers reported to the dismissed teacher list. Teachers dismissed and the ruling upheld by case manager

Did not obtain or ma¡nta¡n license
Teachers not renewed due to failure to fulfill lateral entry requirements
Teachers not renewed due to failure to earn 15 renewal credits
Teachers failed to meet Praxis or provisional license requirements
Teachers let license expire
Teachers' license was revoked

lnterim Contract - Not Rehired (Report only for interim contracts of 6 months or more)
. lnterim teachers not rehired under retirement cap. Teachers not rehired under a term contract with specific employment dates. Teachers not rehired due to return of a permanent teacher from a leave of absence

Non-Renewed - Probationary Gontract Ended
. Probationary teachers whose contract is not renewed after the end of the year

Reduction in Force
. Teachers not rehired due to loss of enrollment, funding, or programming
. ïeachers covered under local "RlF" policies

Moved to a non-teaching pos¡t¡on in education in another LEA or Agency
. Teachers moved to counselor, media coordinator, or non-teaching duties in another LEA or Agency. Teachers moved to administrative positions (school-based) in another LEA or Agency. Teachers moved to supervisory, director, or coordinator positions in another LEA or Agency. Teachers accepted non-teaching support or administrative positions in another LEA or Agency

Resigned in lieu of dismissal. Teachers resigned to avoid placement on dismissed teacher list. Teachers resigned rather than go through full dismissal hearing. Teachers resigned during an active investigation regarding performance/behavior as a professional educator

10



Resigned to teach in another NC public school system. Teachers leaving LEA to accept a teaching position in another NC system. Teachers obtaining another teaching job on their own initiative (as opposed to spouse relocation)

Resigned to teach in a NG charter school. Teachers leaving LEA to accept a teaching position in a NC Charter School. ïeachers obtaining another teaching job on their own initiative (as opposed to spouse relocation)

Resigned to teach in a NC non-public/private school. Teachers leaving LEA to accept a teaching position in a NC non-public/private school. Teachers obtaining another teaching job on their own initiative (as opposed to spouse relocation)

Resigned - To teach in another state. Teachers leaving NC to teach in a public school in another state. Teachers leaving NC to teach in a private school in another state

Resigned - End of VIF Term. Teachers whose cultural visas have expired and are no longer eligible to be employed in North Carolina

Resigned - Dissatisfied with teaching. Teachers resigning due to dissatisfaction with teaching

Resigned - Career Ghange. Teachers resigning to pursue another employment opportunity. Teachers resigning to pursue interests outside teaching

Resigned - Family respons¡bility/Child care. Teachers resigning for maternity/family leave. Teachers resigning to care for ill parents or members of the immediate family. Teachers resigning to care for family business or personal needs

Resigned - Family relocat¡on. Teachers resigning due to spouse's relocation. Teachers resigning as a result of marriage and relocation. Teachers resigning due to family relocation. Teachers resigning due to military transfer or relocation

Resigned - To continue education/Take a sabbatical. Teachers resigning to return to school. Teachers resigning to pursue an educational leave of absence

Resigned - Because of health/disability. Teachers resigning due to personal disability or health related issues

Resigned - Reason unknown. Teachers resigning; however, there is no information on why

Resigned - Other reason(s). Teachers resigning or leaving teaching for reasons not listed on the survey (For example: Job abandonment,
arrest, criminal activity, failing a criminal history check, activation of military reserve, dislocation due to flood,
fire, or other disaster, etc.)

Deceased
. ïeachers who die while in active service in a NC public school

11



Appendix B

2005-06 System Level Teacher Turnover
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LEA
CODE LEA

Total
Teachers

Teachers
Leaving

flncludino VIF)

Teachers
Leaving

(Excludino VIF)

Leaving
with

Tenure

Turnover
Percentage

flncludino VlFl

Turnover
Percentage

(Excludinq VIF)

10 Alamance-Burlinoton 1.634 282 267 74 17.26 16.34
20 Alexander 398 36 11 9.05
30 Alleqhanv 144 13 6 9.03
40 Anson 296 55 16 18.58

50 Ashe 250 31 21 12.40
60 AVery 203 29 23 14.23
70 Beaufort 576 67 28 11.63
80 Bertie 252 65 13 25.79
90 Bladen 451 48 47 19 10.64 10.42
100 Brunswick 767 101 11 13.17
110 Buncombe 1.598 174 28 10.89
111 Asheville Citv 355 58 29 16.34
120 Burke 1,105 133 54 12.O4

130 Cabarrus 1,746 170 165 53 9.74 9.45
132 Kannapolis 395 52 22 13.16
140 Caldwell 811 78 3 9.62
150 Camden 130 I 1 6.92
160 Carteret 692 63 30 9.10
170 Caswell 254 27 14 10.63
180 Catawba 1,131 126 113 58 11.14 9.99
181 Hickorv Public 311 34 32 14 10.93 10.29
182 Newton Conover 204 32 9 15.69
190 Chatham 648 83 34 12.81
200 Cherokee 321 26 6 8.10
210 Edenton-Chowan 200 38 15 19.00
220 Clav 100 10 7 10.00
230 Cleveland 1,274 112 18 8.79
240 Columbus 560 76 25 13.57
241 Whiteville Citv 183 18 5 9.84
250 Craven 1,033 138 26 13.36
260 Cumberland 3,503 464 449 157 13.25 12.82
270 Currituck 296 19 4 6.41
280 Dare 420 50 21 11.90
290 Davidson 1.355 142 61 10.48
291 Lexinqton Citv 256.5 49 48 b 19.10 18.71
292 Thomasville Citv 178 34 33 7 19.10 18.54
300 Davie 429 55 39 12.82
310 Duplin 722 86 10 11.91

320 Durham 2.302 442 107 19.20
330 Edoecombe 573 102 29 17.80
340 Forsvth-Winston Salem 4,428 418 414 0 9.43 9.35
350 Franklin 622 121 111 14 19.45 17.85
360 Gaston 2,079 199 40 9.57
370 Gates 150 12 9 8.00
380 Graham 110 12 7 10.91
390 Granville 580 89 30 15.34

2005-2006 Teacher Tu rnover
(as reported by LEAs)
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LEA
CODE LEA

Total
Teachers

Teachers
Leaving

0ncludino VIF)

Teachers
Leav¡ng

(Excludinq VIF)

Leaving
with

Tenure

Turnover
Percentage

flncludinq VIF)

Turnover
Percentage

Gxcludinq VIF)

400 Greene 230 33 I 14.34

410 Guilford 5.215 709 288 13.60

420 Halifax 392 69 6 17.60

421 Roanoke Rapids Citv 236 12 4 5.08

422 Weldon City 92 17 2 18.48

430 Harnett 1,303 190 181 24 14.58 13.89

440 Havwood 635 66 40 10.39

450 Henderson 876 91 41 10.39

460 Hertford 292 45 0 15.41

470 Hoke 486 105 100 14 21.60 20.58

480 Hvde 75 12 1 16.00

490 lredell-Statesville 1 .519 147 39 9.68
491 Mooresville Graded 341 37 12 10.85

500 Jackson 281 41 19 14.59

510 Johnston 1,904 317 306 84 16.65 16.07

520 Jones 140 16 4 11.43

530 Lee 656 118 115 54 17.99 17.53
540 Lenoir 731 134 132 40 18.33 18.06

550 Lincoln 784 82 28 10.46

560 Macon 329 24 16 7.29

570 Madison 212 21 8 9.91

580 Martin 372 49 17 13.17

590 McDowell 432 41 16 9.49
600 Charlotte- Mecklenburo 8,954.5 1,349 1.306 348 15.07 14.58

610 Mitchell 181 4 1 2.21

620 Montqomery 362 34 30 7 9.39 8.29
630 Moore 885 74 27 8.36

640 Nash-Rockv Mount 1.369 150 28 10.96

650 New Hanover 1,768 252 105 14.25

660 Northampton 291 37 35 3 12.71 12.03

670 Onslow 1,613 246 67 15.25

680 Oranoe 573 88 36 15.36

681 Chapel Hill-Carrboro 1,089 104 102 36 9.55 9.37
690 Pamlico 152 36 17 23.68

700 Pasquotank-Elizabeth Citv 475 88 86 25 18.53 18.11

710 Pender 578 78 16 13.49

720 Perquimans 145 22 14 15.17

730 Person 487 70 28 14.37

740 Pitt 1.802 224 216 114 12.43 1 1.99
750 Polk 193 19 4 9.84
760 Randolph 1.245 146 140 56 11.73 11.24
761 Asheboro Citv 350 57 54 21 16.29 15.43

770 Richmond 583 48 47 '13 8.23 8.06

780 Robeson 1.772 229 215 34 12.92 12.13

790 Rockinoham 1.136 120 118 70 10.56 10.34

800 Rowan-Salisburv 1.552 187 184 64 12.05 11.86

810 Rutherford 702 76 36 10.82

820 Samoson 576 71 27 12.32

821 Clinton Citv 211 32 15 15.17
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LEA
CODE LEA

Total
Teachers

Teachers
Leaving

llncludino VIF)

ïeachers
Leaving

(Excludino VIF)

Leaving
with

Tenure

Turnover
Percentage

(lncludino VIF)

Turnover
Percentage

lExcludino VlFl

830 Scotland 548 50 49 21 9.12 8.94

840 Stanly 749 76 36 10.15
850 Stokes 555 84 84 47 15.14 14.95
860 Surry 649 64 41 9.86
861 Elkin 98 13 6 13.27
862 Mount Airv Citv 138 17 16 0 12.32 11.59

870 Swain 158 18 0 11.39

880 Transvlvania 275 26 15 9.45
890 Tvrrell 59 12 6 20.34
900 Union 2.177 244 230 85 11.21 10.56
910 Vance 596 140 139 44 23.49 23.32
920 Wake 8,091 757 267 9.36
930 Warren 203 37 35 5 18.23 17.24

940 Washinoton 183 26 23 11 14.21 12.57

950 Watauqa 402 48 17 11.94
960 Wayne 1,488 163 154 41 10.95 10.35

970 Wilkes 759 95 93 8 12.52 12.25
980 Wilson 865 96 40 11.10
990 Yadkin 435 44 42 15 10.11 9.66

995 Yancey 197.87 25 20 12.63

Totals 101.229 12.730 12.475 3.917 12.58 12.32
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2005-2006 Teacher Tu rnover
(in descending order)

LEA
CODE LEA

Turnover
Percentage

(lncludino VIF) I I .b=r= LEA

Turnover
Percentage

(Excludinq VIF)

80 Bertie 25.79o/" I I 80 Bertie 25.79o/o

690 Pamlico 23.6so/" I I 690 Pamlico 23.680/o

910 Vance 23.49'/" I | 910 Vance 23.32%

470 Hoke 21.60"/" I I 470 Hoke 20.58o/o

890 Tvrrell 2ß4% I I Beo Tvrrell 20.347;o

350 Franklin 1s.450/o I I 320 Durham 19.20o/o

320 Durham 1s.2oo/" I I 210 Edenton-Chowan 19.00%

291 Lexinoton Citv 1e.10% I I 2s1 Lexinoton Citv 18.71o/o

292 Thomasville Citv 1e.10% I I 40 Anson 18.58Vo

210 Edenton-Chowan 19.000/" I I 292 Thomasville Citv 18.54o/o

40 Anson 18.58% I I 422 Weldon Citv 18.48To

700 Pasquotank-Elizabeth Citv 18.53ol" I I 7oo Pasquotank-Elizabeth City 18.11o/o

422 Weldon Citv 18.48"/" I I 540 Lenoir 18.06%

540 Lenoir 18.æ% I I 350 Franklin 17.85o/o

930 Warren 1S.2so/" I I 330 Edoecombe 17.80o/o

530 Lee 17.59"/" I I 420 Halifax 17.600/o

330 Edoecombe 17.80"/" 1 I 530 Lee 17.53%

420 Halifax 17.60"/" 1 I 930 Warren 17.24%

10 Alamance-Burlinoton 17.26v" 1 I 10 Alamance-Burlinqton 16.34o/o

510 Johnston 16.6s% I | 111 Asheville Citv 16.34o/o

111 Asheville City 16.340/" I I 510 Johnston 16.07%

761 Asheboro Citv 16.29"/" I | 480 Hvde 16.00o/o

480 Hvde 16.00% I I 182 Newton Conover 15.690/o

182 Newton Conover 15.690/o I I 761 Asheboro Citv 15.43o/o

460 Hertford 15.41V" I I 460 Hertford 15.41o/o

680 Oranqe 15.36% I I 680 Oranoe 15.360/o

390 Granville 15.34"/" I I 390 Granville 15.34o/o

670 Onslow 1s.2s% I I 670 Onslow 15.25o/o

821 Clinton Citv 15.17o/o I I 821 Clinton Citv 15.17o/o

720 Perquimans 15.170/" I I 720 Perouimans 15.17o/o

850 Stokes 15.14"/" I I 850 Stokes 14.95o/o

600 Charlotte- Mecklen buro 15.070/" I I 500 Jackson 14.59o/o

500 Jackson 14.5sV" I I 600 C harlotte-Mecklenbu rq 14.58o/o

430 Harnett M.ss1o I I ßo Person 14.37o/o

730 Person 14.37"/" I I 4oo Greene 14.34o/o

400 Greene 14.34v" I I 650 New Hanover 14.25o/o

650 New Hanover 14.25"/" I I 60 AVery 14.23o/o

60 AVery 14.23o/o I I 430 Harnett 13.890/

940 Washinqton M.21o/o I I 410 Guilford 13.60%

410 Guilford 13.60% I I 240 Columbus 13.57o/o

240 Columbus 13.57'/" I I 710 Pender 13.49Yo

710 Pender ß.4s% I I 250 Craven 13.360/o

250 Craven 13.36% I I 861 Elkin 13.27o/o

861 Elkin 13.270/,I I 100 Brunswick 13.17o/o
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LEA
CODE LEA

Turnover I I

Percentage I I LEA
(lncludinoVlÐ I I CODE LEA

Turnover
Percentage

(Excludinq VIF)

260 Cumberland 13.25v" I I 5Bo Martin 13.17o/o

100 Brunswick 19.17v" I I 1s2 Kannapolis 13.160/o

580 Martin 13.17"/" I I 260 Cumberland 12.82o/o

132 Kannapolis 13.16% I I 3oo Davie 12.82o/o

780 Robeson 12.s2v" I I 1eo Chatham 12.81Yo

300 Davie 12.82o/" I I 99s Yancev 12.63Yo

190 Chatham 12.81V" I I e40 Washinoton 12.57o/o

660 Northampton 12.71y" I I 50 Ashe 12.40o/o

995 Yancev 12.6s% I I B2o Sampson 12.32Yo

970 Wilkes 12.s2v" I I 9zo Wilkes 12.25o/o

740 Pitt 12.ß% I I 7so Robeson 12.13o/o

50 Ashe 12,40"/" I I 120 Burke 12.04%
862 Mount Airv Citv 12.32"/" I I 660 Northampton 12.03o/"

820 Sampson 12.32"/" I I 740 Pitt 11.99o/o

800 Rowan-Salisburv 12.05V" I I e50 Watauoa 11.94o/o

120 Burke 12.040/" I I 310 Duplin 11.91o/o

950 Watauqa 11.s4o/o I I 2Bo Dare 11.90Yo

310 Duplin 11.s1v" I I Boo Rowan-Salisburv 11.860/o

280 Dare 11.e0% I I 70 Beaufort 11.630/o

760 Randolph 11.73"/" I I 862 Mount Airv Citv 11.59o/o

70 Beaufort 11.630/o I I 520 Jones 11.43o/o

520 Jones 1i.43o/o I I gzo Swain 11.39Vo

870 Swain 11.3e% I I 760 Randoloh 11.24o/o

900 Union 11.21V" I I e80 Wilson 11.10o/o

180 Catawba 11.14v. I I 640 Nash-Rocky Mount 10.96%
980 Wilson 11.10o/o I I 380 Graham 10.91Vo

640 Nash-Rockv Mount 10.e6% I I 110 Buncombe 10.897o

960 Wavne 1o.esyo I I 4s1 Mooresville Graded 10.85o/o

181 Hickorv Public 1o.e37o I I B1o Rutherford 10.82o/o

380 Graham 10.91olo I I 170 Caswell 10.63%
110 Buncombe 10.8e% I I e00 Union 10.56%
491 Mooresville Graded 10.857o I I 2so Davidson 10.48Vo

810 Rutherford 10.82y" I I sso Lincoln 10.460/o

90 Bladen ß.64'/o I I 90 Bladen 10.42o/o

170 Caswell 10.630/o I I 44o Havwood 10.39Yo

790 Rockinqham 10.56% I I 4so Henderson 10.39%
290 Davidson 1o.4sv" I I e6o Wavne 10.35o/o

550 Lincoln 10.46y" I I 7eo Rockinoham 10.34o/o

440 Havwood 10.3e% I I 181 Hickorv Public 10.29o/o

450 Henderson 10.3e% I I B4o Stanlv 10.15o/o

840 Stanly 10.15% I I 220 Clay 10.00%
990 Yadkin 10.11"/" I I 180 Catawba 9.99%
220 Clay 1o.oo% I I s7o Madison 9.91o/o

570 Madison e.e1% I I soo Surry 9.86o/o

860 Surry e.B67o I I zso Polk 9.84o/o

750 Polk g.B|v" I I zqt Whiteville City 9.84%o

241 Whiteville City 9.84o/o I I ¿so lredell-Statesville 9.68%
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LEA

CODE LEA

Turnover
Percentage

(lncludino VlFl
LEA

CODE LEA

Turnover
Percentage

(Excludino VIF)

130 Cabarrus 9.74o/o 990 Yadkin 9.66o/o

490 lredell-Statesville 9.68o/o 140 Caldwell 9.620/o

140 Caldwell 9.620/o 360 Gaston 9.57o/o

360 Gaston 9.57o/o 590 McDowell 9.49Vo

681 Chaoel Hill-Carrboro 9.55olo 130 Cabarrus 9.45%o

590 McDowell 9.49Vo 880 Transvlvania 9.45Yo

880 Transvlvania 9.45o/o 681 Chapel Hill-Carrboro 9.37o/o

340 Forsvth-Winston Salem 9.43Yo 920 Wake 9.36%

620 Montqomerv 9.39o/o 340 Forsyth-Winston Salem 9.35%

920 Wake 9.36% 160 Carteret 9.1ÙVo

830 Scotland 9.12o/o 20 Alexander 9.05%

160 Carteret 9.1Oo/o 30 Alleohanv 9.030/o

20 Alexander 9.05o/o 830 Scotland 8.94o/o

30 Alleohanv 9.03o/o 230 Cleveland 8.79Yo

230 Cleveland 8.79o/o 630 Moore 8.36%

630 Moore 8.36% 620 Montoomery 8.29Vo

770 Richmond 8.23Vo 200 Cherokee 8.1jVo

200 Cherokee 8.1Ùo/o 770 Richmond 8.06%

370 Gates 8.007o 370 Gates 8.000/o

560 Macon 7.29o/o 560 Macon 7.29o/o

150 Camden 6.92q/o 150 Camden 6.92Vo

270 Currituck 6.41o/o 270 Currituck 6.41o/o

421 Roanoke Rapids City 5.08o/o 421 Roanoke Raoids Citv 5.08o/o

610 Mitchell 2.21o/o 610 Mitchell 2.21o/o
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Appendix G

Five-Year Average System Level Teacher Turnover
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LEA
Gode Svstem Name

Turnover
2001-02

Turnover
2002-03

Turnover
2003-04

Turnover
2004-05
(inc. VIF)

Turnover
2005-06
(inc. VIF)

5 - Year
Averaqe

10 Alamance-Burlinqton 16.19o/. 15.11o/o 16.57o/o 19.71o/o 17.260/0 16.97o/o

20 Alexander County 17.650/o 10.93o/o 8.96% 9.21o/o 9.05% 11.160/o

30 Alleqhanv County 2.99o/o 9.09% 7.00o/o 12.40o/o 9.03% 8.10o/o

40 Anson County 13.27o/o 10.14o/o 12.67o/o 12.00o/o 18.58o/o 13.33o/o

50 Ashe County 3.54o/o 9.62% 7.00o/o 7.21o/o 12.40o/o 7.95o/o

60 Averv Countv 7.55o/o 6.22o/o 7.11o/o 11.27o/o 14.23o/o 9.28o/o

70 Beaufort Countv 12.95o/o 10.83% 10.56% 13.27o/o 11.630/o 11.85%

BO Bertie Countv 20.34o/o 7.690/o 25.760/o 16.35o/o 25.79o/o 19.190/,

90 Bladen Countv 19.80% 13.26% 11.11% 12.260/o 10.640/o 13.41o/o

100 Brunswick County 13.18o/o 14.45o/o 11.31o/o 9.45o/o 13.17o/o 12.31o/o

110 Buncombe County 8.57o/o 932% 8.37o/o 9.95% 10.89% 9.42o/o

111 Asheville City 13.54o/o 13.38o/o 12.58o/o 16.47% 16.34o/o 14.460/0

120 Burke County 13.63% 14.73o/o 10.650/ 12.44% 12.04o/o 12.70o/o

130 Cabarrus Countv 12.04o/o 12.14o/o 14.40o/o 12.21% 9.74o/o 12.11o/o

132 Kannapolis Citv 14.20o/o 12.570/ 11.14o/o 13.40% 13.160/o 12.89o/o

140 CaldwellCounty 7.56% 12.660/o 11.17o/o 6.73o/o 9.620/o 9.55o/o

150 Camden County 6.25o/o 7.00o/o 7.620/o 4.31o/o 6.92% 6.42%
160 Carteret Countv 6.97o/o 7.50o/o 9.97o/o 9.25o/o 9.10o/o 8.56%
170 CaswellCountv 13.89% 14.34o/o 12.15o/o 11.81o/o 10.63% 12.560/o

180 Catawba Countv 12.52% 13.58% 11.27o/o 11.70o/o 11.140/ 12.04o/o

181 Hickory Citv 16.62% 14.24o/o 11.50o/o 15.79o/o 10.93% 13.82o/o

182 Newton-Conover City 17.59o/o 16.81o/o 16.37o/o 10.96% 15.690/o 15.48o/o

190 Chatham Countv 16.09% 15.71o/o 14.58o/o 15.12% 12.81% 14.860/o

200 Cherokee Countv 9.67% 5.35% 8.670/ 6.71% 8.10o/o 7.700/

210 Edenton-Chowan 13.89% 13.89o/o 13.44o/o 17.09% 19.00% 15.460/0

220 Clav County 3.160/o 3.160/0 7.27% 3.96% 10.00% 5.51%
230 Cleveland Countv 14.07o/o 12.59% 13.29o/o 7.97o/o 8.790/ 11.34%
240 Columbus Countv 6.49o/o 813% 7.460/o 10.69% 13.570/ 9.27o/o

241 Whiteville Citv 11.27o/o 10.47o/o 15.02o/o 12.77o/o LB4o/o 11.87o/o

250 Craven County 7.89o/o 6.74% 7.59o/o 13.55o/o 13.360/o 9.83%
260 Cumberland County 9.71o/o 9.81% 11.09o/o 12.640/0 13.25o/o 11.30o/o

270 Currituck Countv 14.29o/o 5.08% 11.50o/o 6.13% 6.41o/o 8.68%
280 Dare Countv 9.09% 8.79Yo 10.80% 13.11% 11.90o/o 10.74o/o

290 Davidson County 9.22o/o 9.110/ 9.51Vo 10.93% 10.48o/o 9.85%

291 Lexinqton Citv 16.25o/o 13.25o/o 20.41o/o 16.54% 19.10% 17j1%
292 Thomasville City 18.18o/o 21j4% 18.08% 23.160/ 19.100/ 19.93%
300 Davie County 13.53% 16.10o/o 13.35o/o 12.50o/o 12.82o/o 13.66%

310 Duolin Countv 13.22% 20.38o/o 13.74o/o 12.BBo/o 11.91o/o 14.43o/o

320 Durham Countv 14.21% 18.760/ 17.11o/o 17.54o/o 19.200/ 17.360/o

330 Edqecombe Countv 20.04% 18.33% 24.650/0 23.28% 17.B0o/o 20.82o/o

340 Forsyth County 10.19o/o 9.73o/o 8.25o/o 9.43% 9.43Yo 9.41%
350 Franklin Countv 17.610/0 21.53% 16.83% 22.18o/o 19.45o/o 19.52%

360 Gaston Countv 9.04o/o 10.03% 9.79o/o 14.660/o 9.57o/o 10.620/o

370 Gates Countv 5.99% 7.10o/o 16.03% 8.81o/o 8.00% 9.19o/o

Five-Year Average System Level Teacher Turnover
2001-2006
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LEA
Code Svstem Name

Turnover
2001-02

Turnover
2002-03

Turnover
2003-04

Turnover
2004-05
linc. VIF)

Turnover
2005-06
finc. VIF)

5 - Year
Averaqe

380 Graham Countv 3.92o/o 5.320/ 2.73% 5.94o/o 10.91o/o 5.76%
390 Granville Countv 12.17o/o 12.05o/o 14.05o/o 18.91o/o 15.34o/o 14.50o/o

400 Greene Countv 12.90o/o 13.30% 16.10o/o 17.350/, 14.34o/o 14.80o/o

410 Guilford Countv 10.06% 9.95% 11.49o/o 11.81o/o 13.60% 11.38%
420 Halifax County 13.93% 12.81o/" 15.94o/o 14.52% 17.600/. 14.960/o

421 Roanoke Rapids Citv 11.42o/o 8.87o/o 8.04o/o 8.78o/o 5.08% 8.44o/o

422 Weldon City 22.34o/o 1B.2Ùo/o 15.79o/o 25.560/0 18.48% 20.09o/o
430 Harnett Countv 16.37o/o 18.34o/o 19.52o/o 28.51o/o 14.58% 19.460/o

440 Havwood Countv 9.78% 11.000/, 8.92o/o 11.760/0 10.39% 10.37o/o

450 Henderson Countv 8.76% 6.32o/o 6.73o/o 9.00% 10.39% 8.24o/o

460 Hertford Countv 30.57% 18.75% 17.49o/o 16.54o/o 15.41o/o 19.75o/o

470 Hoke County 23.43% 27.59% 21.84o/o 21.33o/o 21.600/" 23.160/o
480 Hyde County 12.16% 14.47% 12.50o/o 24.40o/o 16.00% 15.91o/o

490 lredell-Statesville 10.71o/o 11.50% 9.17o/o 9.18o/o 9.68% 10.050/
491 Mooresville Citv 11.50o/o 9.38o/o 9.03% 13.74o/o 10.85% 10.90%
500 Jackson Countv 14.40o/o 15.690/0 12.360/o 18.460/o 14.59% 15.10%
510 Johnston Countv 11.90o/o 15.81o/o 13.14o/o 14.420/ 16.65% 14.38o/o

520 Jones County 18.11o/o 10.00% 12.98o/o 21.sgyo 11.43o/o 14.82o/.
530 Lee Countv 15.36% 17.12% 14.47o/o 15.03o/o 17.99o/o 15.99o/o

540 Lenoir Countv 17.B9o/o 20.13o/" 13.59% 16.580/ 18.33% 17.30o/o

550 Lincoln Countv 10.10o/o 11.01o/o 10.60% 10.680/" 10.460/o 10.57o/o

560 Macon County 9.43Yo 8.31o/o 739% 9.66% 7.29o/o 8.42o/o

570 Madison County 9.36% 12.96% 9.95% 6.25% 9.91o/o 9.69o/o

580 Martin Countv 13.610/" 13.03% 12.00o/o 14.36% 13.170/ 13.23o/o

590 McDowellCountv 13.460/o 8.39% 6.81o/o 13.70o/o 9.49o/o 10.37%
600 Mecklenburq Countv 19.310/, 16.73% 15.95% 15.51o/o 15.07o/o 16.51o/o

610 Mitchell County 5.63% 9.20o/o 6.75o/o 6.01Yo 2.21o/o 5.96Vo
620 Montgomery County 16.67% 18.05o/o 14.17o/o 6.35% 9.39% 12.93o/o

630 Moore Countv 14.39o/. 10.53o/o '15.35% 16.60% 8.36% 13.05Yo
640 Nash-Rockv Mount 13.76o/o 20.34o/o 11.05o/o 12.81% 10.96% 13.78%
650 New Hanover Countv 13.50% 11.50o/o 15.22% 14.41o/o 14.25Yo 13.78%
660 Northampton Countv 24.71o/o 16.78o/o 17.98o/o 15.41% 12.71o/o 17.52o/o

670 Onslow County 14.620/" 13.29o/o 12.40o/o 13.39% 15.25o/o 13.79o/o

680 Oranqe Countv 12.31o/" 13.55o/o 14.35o/o 17.12o/o 15.36% 14.54o/o

681 Chapel Hill-Carrboro 14.51o/o 16.43% 15.40o/o 14.09o/o 9.55% 14.00Yo
690 Pamlico Countv 11.460/" 11.46% 11.460/0 15.630/. 23.68% 14.74%
700 Pasquotank Countv 9.39% 18.57o/o 21.40o/r 24.12% 18.53% 18.40o/r
710 Pender County 9.63% 10.65% 18.81o/o 20.34o/o 13.49o/o 14.58o/o

720 Perouimans Countv 8.28% B.2B% 6.90% 11.33o/o 15.17o/o 9.99%
730 Person Countv 20.96% 12.97% 13.89o/" 13.06/o 14.37o/o 15.05o/o

740 Pitt Countv B.58% 8.54o/o 8.20o/o 10.680/o 12.43% 9.69%
v50 Polk County 13.77o/o 11.35o/o 9.73% 8.56% LB40/ 10.65%
760 Randolph Countv 12.92o/o 13.58% 12.30o/o 13.33% 11.730/ 12.77%
761 Asheboro City 9.84o/o 12.7BYo 13.00% 10.18o/o 16.29o/o 12.42o/o

770 Richmond Countv 16.12o/" 10.44o/o 4.76% 7.55o/o 8.23o/o 9.42%
780 Robeson Countv 13.41o/o 13.97o/o 12.23% 10.260/o 12.92% 12.56%
790 Rockinqham Countv 14.16% 11.57o/o 15.47o/o 12.55Yo 10.560/o 12.86%
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LEA
Code Svstem Name

Turnover
2001-02

Turnover
2002-03

Turnover
2003-04

Turnover
2004-05
(inc. VIF)

Turnover
2005-06
(inc. VIF)

5 - Year
Averaqe

800 Rowan-Salisbury 14.040/, 12.81o/r 13.09% 10.90% 12.05o/o 12.58o/o

810 Rutherford County 6.46% 8.56% 6.25% 7.11o/o 10.82o/" 7.B4o/o

820 Sampson County 15.21% 13.04o/o 10.87% 15.69% 12.32o/o 13.43o/o

821 Clinton Citv 11.73% 10.95% 14.72% 9.77o/o 15.17o/o 12.47o/o

830 Scotland Countv 7.75o/o 10.13o/o 11.60% 9.58% 9.12o/o 9.640/

840 Stanlv Countv 12.38o/o 9.86% 10.30o/o 12.07% 10.15% 10.95%
850 Stokes Countv 10.28o/o 9.69% 17.43o/o 12.43% 15.14o/r 12.99o/o

860 Surrv Countv 10.24% 14.83o/o 9.52o/o 10.82% 9.86% 11.05o/o

861 Elkin Citv 14.77o/o 10.23o/o 9.78o/ 19.78% 13.27% 13.57o/o

862 Mount Airv Citv 13.01% 11.02o/" 19.18o/o 9.80% 12.32o/o 13.07o/o

870 Swain County 5.96% 812% 10.20o/" 10.39% 11.39o/o 9.21o/o

BBO Transylvania County 8.27o/o 12.640/0 5.99% 13.43o/o 9.450/ 9.96%

890 TvrrellCountv 12.07o/o 24.560/o 15.00% 27.12o/o 20.34o/o 19.82o/o

900 Union Countv 11.12o/o 10.08% 11.620/. 10.38o/o 11.21o/o 10.88%
910 Vance Countv 13.60% 21.04% 21.17% 18.09% 23.49% 19.48o/o

920 Wake Countv g.4Ùo/o 10.22o/o 11.30% 10.24% 9.36% 10.12o/o

930 Warren County 13.27% 17.21o/o 17.51% 18.67o/o 18.23% 16.98%
940 Washinqton County 15.34% 11.640/o 10.70% 12.92o/o 14.21o/o 12.960/o

950 Watauoa Countv 12.73% 9.15% 12.50o/o 11.93o/o 11.940/ 11.650/o

960 Wavne Countv 7.46Yo 3.57o/o 12.BBYo 16.80% 10.95o/o 10.33o/o

970 Wilkes Countv 15.43o/o 12.95o/o 13.00% 10.530/o 12.52o/o 12.890/
980 Wilson County 16.560/o 13.57o/o 9.17o/o 15.05o/o 11.10% 13.09o/o

990 Yadkin Countv 9.620/o 11.73o/o 1138% B.89% 10.11% 10.35%
995 Yancev Countv 2.63% 6.12o/o 8.65% 9.760/o 12.630/o 7.960/0

Aggregated State-wide System
Level Turnover 12.49o/o 12.44% 12.37% 12.95% 12.58% 12.57%
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2001-06 Five Year Average System Level Teacher Turnover
(in descending order)

LEA
Code Svstem Name 5-Year Averaqe
470 Hoke Countv 23.160/o

330 Edqecombe Countv 20.82o/o

422 Weldon Citv 20.09o/o

292 Thomasville Citv 19.93o/o

890 TvrrellCountv 19.82o/o

460 Hertford County 19.75o/o

350 Franklin Countv 19.52o/o

910 Vance Countv 19.48o/"

430 Harnett Countv 19.460/0

BO Bertie Countv 19.19o/o

700 Pasquotank Countv 18.40%
660 Northampton Countv 17.52o/o

320 Durham Countv 17.360/0

540 Lenoir Countv 17.30o/o

291 Lexinoton Citv 17.11o/o

930 Warren Countv 16.98%
10 Alamance-Burlinqton 16.97%

600 Mecklenburo County 16.51o/o

530 Lee Countv 15.99%
480 Hvde Countv 15.91%
182 Newton-Conover Citv 15.48%
210 Edenton-Chowan 15.460/o

500 Jackson County 15.10o/o

730 Person Countv 15.05%
420 Halifax Countv 14.960/o

190 Chatham County 14.B6Yo

520 Jones County 14.82o/o

400 Greene Countv 14.80o/"

690 Pamlico Countv 14.74o/o

710 Pender Countv 14.58o/o

680 Oranqe Countv 14.54o/o

390 Granville County 14.50o/o

111 Asheville Citv 14.460/o

310 Duolin Countv 14.43%
510 Johnston Countv 14.38%
681 Chapel Hill-Carrboro 14.00%
181 Hickory Citv 13.82%
670 Onslow Countv 13.79o/o

640 Nash-Rockv Mount 13.78o/o

650 New Hanover Countv 13.78o/o

300 Davie Countv 13.660/o

861 Elkin City 13.57o/o

820 Samoson Countv 13.43o/o

90 Bladen Countv 13.410/,

40 Anson Countv 13.33%
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LEA
Code Svstem Name S-Year Averaqe
580 Martin Countv 13.23%
980 Wilson Countv 13.09o/o

862 Mount Airv Citv 13.07o/o

630 Moore Countv 13.05%
850 Stokes Countv 12.99o/o

940 Washinqton Countv 12.96%
620 Montqomery Countv 12.93o/o

132 Kannapolis City 12.89o/o

970 Wilkes Countv 12.89o/o

790 Rockinoham Countv 12.860/0

760 Randoloh Countv 12.77o/o

120 Burke Countv 12.70%
800 Rowan-Salisbury 12.58%
170 CaswellCounty 12.56%
780 Robeson County 12.560/0

821 Clinton City 12.47o/o

761 Asheboro Citv 12.42%
100 Brunswick Countv 12.31%
130 Cabarrus Countv 12.11%
180 Catawba County 12.04o/o

241 Whiteville City 11.87o/o

70 Beaufort Countv 11.85o/o

950 Watauqa Countv 11.650/o

410 Guilford Countv 1138%
230 Cleveland County 11.34o/o

260 Cumberland County 11.30o/o

20 Alexander Countv 11j6%
860 Surrv Countv 11.05%
840 Stanlv Countv 10.95o/o

491 Mooresville City 10.90o/o

900 Union Countv 10.88o/o

280 Dare Countv 10.74%
750 Polk Countv 10.65%
360 Gaston Countv 10.620/o

550 Lincoln County 10.57o/o

440 Havwood Countv 10.37%
590 McDowellCountv 10.37%
990 Yadkin Countv 10.35%
960 Wavne Countv 10.33o/o

920 Wake County 10.12o/o

490 lredell-Statesville 10.05%
720 Perouimans Countv 9.99%
BBO Transvlvania Countv 9.96%
290 Davidson Countv 9.85%
250 Craven County 9.83%
740 Pitt Countv 9.69%
570 Madison Countv 9.69%
830 Scotland Countv 9.64%
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LEA
Code Svstem Name 5-Year Averaoe

140 CaldwellCounty 9.55%
770 Richmond County 9.42o/o

110 Buncombe Countv 9.42%
340 Forsvth Countv 9.41%
60 Averv Countv 9.28o/o

240 Columbus Countv 9.27%
870 Swain Countv 9.21o/o

370 Gates County 9.19o/o

270 Currituck County B.68%
160 Carteret County 8.56o/o

421 Roanoke Rapids City 8.44o/o

560 Macon Countv 8.42o/o

450 Henderson Countv 8.24o/o

30 Alleqhanv Countv 8.10o/o

995 Yancev Countv 7.960/0

50 Ashe County 7.95o/o

810 Rutherford Countv 7.84o/o

200 Cherokee Countv 7.70o/o

150 Camden Countv 6.42o/o

610 MitchellCounty 5.96%
380 Graham County 5.760/o

220 Clav Countv 5.51o/o
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2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-05 2005-06

Region 1 12.66% 12.10% 10.82% 12.18o/o 13.37% 13.60%

Region 2 13.49o/o 11.92o/" 11.41o/o 12.620/o 14.27% 13.54Vo

Region 3 15.14% 12.50o/o 14.32o/o 13.45o/o 13.730/o 13.17o/o

Region 4 13.38% 12.96% 12.85% 12.78o/o 13.81o/. 12.88o/"

Region 5 12.91% 11.93o/o 11.54% 12.23o/" 12.760/0 12.44o/o

Region 6 17.28o/o 14.95o/o 13.610/ 13.59% 13.45% 12.67o/o

Region 7 13.89% 12.26% 12.68% 11.13o/o 10.760/o 11.21%

Region B 9.59% 9.08o/o 9.23% 8.10o/o 10j2% 10.52o/o

System Level Turnover Aggregated by Region
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Region 5 Five Year Turnover
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Region 7 Five Year Turnover
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Appendix D

Reasons for Turnover
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Reasons for Teacher Turnover
2001-2006

(in descending rank order)

(¡){

200s-06

To teach elsewhere

Retired

Family Relocation

Other/Unknown Reasons

Family
responsibilities/childcare

Career Change

Re-employed retired
teacher resigned

To continue education/
sabbatical

Didn't obtain/maintain
license

I nterim contract ended-not
rehired

Dissatisfied with teaching

Health/Disability

Resigned in lieu of
dismissal

End of VIF term

Non-Renewal (Probationary
Contract ended)

2004-0s

To teach elsewhere

Retired

Family Relocation

Other/Unknown Reasons

Family
responsi bi I ities/chi ldcare

Re-employed retired
teacher resigned

Career Change

Dissatisfied with teaching

End of Contract

To continue education/
sabbatical

Did n't obtain/maintain
license

Health/Disability

Non-Renewal (Probationary
Contract ended)
Resigned in lieu of
dismissal

End of VIF term

2003-2004

To teach elsewhere

Retired

Family Relocation

Other/Unknown Reasons

Family Responsibilities/
childcare

Dissatisfied with
teaching/career change

End of Contract

Re-employed retired
teacher resigned

To continue
education/sabbatical

Did n't obtain/maintain
license

Non-Renewal (Probationary
Contract ended)

Health/Disability

Moved to non-teaching
position in education
Resigned in lieu of
dismissal

Deceased

2002-2003

To teach elsewhere

Retired

Family Relocation

Other/Unknown Reasons

Family Responsibilities/
childcare

Dissatisfied with
teaching/career change

Didn't obtainimaintain
license

Re-employed retired
teacher resigned

Non-Renewal (Probationary
contract ended)

End of Contract

Health/Disability

Employed, but in a non-
teaching position

Resigned in lieu of
dismissal
Moved to non-teaching
position in Education

Deceased

2001-2002

Retired

To teach elsewhere

Family Relocation

Other/Unknown Reasons

Family Responsibilities/
childcare

Dissatisfied with
teaching/career change

Non-renewed/ probationary
contract ended

Did n't obtain/maintain
license

Employed, but in a non-
teaching position

End of Contract

To continue education/
sabbatical

Health/Disability

Dismissed

Deceased

Reduction in Force

RANK

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I

o

10

11

12

13

14

15
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Analysis of Turnover
2005-06

û)(o

5,411
5.35o/o

7

1728

377

879

1833

295

69

223

Turnover Beyond
Gontrol

Reduction in Force

Retired with full
benefits

Re-employed retired
teacher resigned

Resigned - - Family
responsibility/child
care

Resigned - - Family
Relocation

Resigned - - Because
of healthidisability

Deceased

End of VIF Term

797
0.79o/o

173

346

243

35

Turnover Initiated
bv LEA

Non-Renewal
(Probationary
contract ended)

lnterim contract
ended-not rehired

Resigned-ln lieu of
dismissal

Dismissed

3,904
3.86%

251

104

560

322

786

347

927

607

Turnover that Might
be Reduced

Retired with reduced
benefits

Resigned to teach in a
NC non-public/private
school

Resigned to teach in
another state

Resigned - -
Dissatisfied with
teaching

Resigned - - Career
Chanqe

Did not obtain or
maintain license

Resigned other
reasons

Resigned unknown
reasons

2,618
2.59%

1978

32

241

367

Remained/
Remaining in

Education

Resigned to teach in
another NC LEA

Resigned to teach in
a NC Charter School

Moved to a non-
teaching position in
education

Resigned-To
continue education/
sabbatical



Remained/Remaininq in Education 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06

Resigned to teach in another NC LEA 1772 1456 1701 1730 1921 1978

Resigned to teach in a NC Charter
School 45 36 29 42 35 32

Moved to a non-teaching position in
education 591 509 396 255 198 241

Resigned to continue
education/sabbatical 350 320 387 337 346 367

Turnover that Miqht be Reduced 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06

Retired with reduced benefits 216 174 185 213 217 251

Resigned to teach in a NC non-public/
private school 56 65 B3 66 73 104

Resiqned to teach in another state 477 395 336 335 471 560

Dissatisfied with teaching or career
change 721 644 600 651.5 929 1 108

Did not obtain or maintain license 523 589 487 283 322 347

Resiqned for other reasons 1400 1 009 901 997 920 927

Resigned for unknown reasons 634 555 529 614 603 607

Turnover lnitiated by LEA 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06

Non-renewal (probationary contract
ended) 306 378 361 277 201 173

I nterim contract ended--not rehired 656 590 312 472 391 346

Resigned in lieu of dismissal 172 162 180 149 189 243

Dismissed 42 34 36 32 37 35

Breakdown of Turnover by Category
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Turnover Bevond Gontrol 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06

Reduction in Force 43 23 32 24 19 7

Retired with full benefits 1825 1917 1807 1670 181 5 1728

Re-emploved retired teacher resiqned NR NR 442 438.5 567 377

Resigned due to family responsibilities/
childcare 759 667 740 777.3 818 879

Resiqned due to family relocation 1742 1671 1644 1687.5 1794 1 833

Resiqned due to health/disabilitv 227 278 286 275 282 295

Deceased 53 61 57 73 66 69

End of VIF Term 184 223
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Categories of Turnover Across Years

À
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Percentage ofTeachers Leaving for Selected Reasons (2005-06)

LEA
CODE LEA

#oÍ
Teachers
Reported
Leavino

To teach in
another NC

School
Svstem

Reason
Unknown

Resigned-
Other

Reason

Retired
with Full
Benefits

10 Alamance-Burlinoton 282 14.89 6.38 7.09 6.74

20 Alexander 36 36.11 0.00 22.22 5.56

30 Alleqhany 13 23.08 0.00 0.00 23.08
40 Anson 55 23.64 0.00 0.00 25.45

50 Ashe 31 19.35 0.00 0.00 41.94

60 Avery 29 20.69 0.00 0.00 31.03

70 Beaufort 67 17.91 0.00 0.00 26.87

80 Bertie 65 15.38 10.77 0.00 13.85

90 Bladen 48 29.17 0.00 12.50 14.58

100 Brunswick 101 18.81 1.98 2.97 8.91

110 Buncombe 174 4.02 3.45 28.74 26.44

111 Asheville Citv 58 12.07 0.00 0.00 18.97

120 Burke 133 21.80 1.50 4.51 13.53

130 Cabarrus 170 14.71 0.00 1.18 11.18

132 Kannapolis 52 19.23 0.00 0.00 11.54

140 Caldwell 7B 17.95 0.00 15.38 34.62

150 Camden 9 22.22 0.00 0.00 0.00
160 Carteret 63 0.00 3.17 19.05 11.11

170 Caswell 27 29.63 0.00 0.00 25.93

180 Catawba 126 23.02 0.00 0.79 28.57

181 Hickorv Public 34 41.18 0.00 0.00 14.71

182 Newton Conover 32 12.50 21.88 0.00 9.38
190 Chatham B3 21.69 0.00 22.89 15.66

200 Cherokee 26 11.54 0.00 0.00 50.00
210 Edenton-Chowan 38 23.68 0.00 5.26 26.32

220 Clav 10 40.00 0.00 0.00 40.00
230 Cleveland 112 LB2 0.00 4.46 21.43

240 Columbus 76 0.00 0.00 1.32 25.00
241 Whiteville Citv 18 33.33 11.11 0.00 11.11

250 Craven 138 15.22 1 1.59 0.00 13.77

260 Cumberland 464 5.60 24.35 4.74 11.42

270 Currituck 19 5.26 5.26 0.00 10.53

280 Dare 50 4.00 0.00 18.00 8.00

290 Davidson 142 21.83 1.41 3.52 7.75

291 Lexinqton Citv 49 28.57 0.00 6.12 2.04

292 Thomasville Citv 34 20.59 0.00 0.00 0.00

300 Davie 55 18.18 0.00 0.00 14.55
310 Duplin 86 32.56 0.00 3.49 3.49

320 Durham 442 24.89 1.36 13.35 5.43

330 Edgecombe 102 22.55 0.00 5.88 9.80

340 Forsvth-Winston Salem 418 10.77 0.24 18.90 11.72

350 Franklin 121 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.00

360 Gaston 199 11.06 0.00 3.52 29.15

370 Gates 12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
380 Graham 12 8.33 0.00 0.00 16.67

390 Granville 89 34.83 0.00 0.00 13.48
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Percentage of Teachers Leaving for Selected Reasons (2005-06)

LEA
CODE LEA

#oi
Teachers
Reported
Leavinq

To teach in
another NG

School
Svstem

Reason
Unknown

Resigned-
Other

Reason

Retired
with Full
Benefits

400 Greene 33 33.33 0.00 12.12 12.12
410 Guilford 709 16.36 6.49 8.04 13.26
420 Halifax 69 26.09 0.00 5.80 8.70
421 Roanoke Raoids Citv 12 16.67 0.00 0.00 16.67
422 Weldon Citv 17 17.65 5.BB 0.00 0.00
430 Harnett 190 16.32 0.00 32.11 6.32
440 Havwood 66 15.15 0.00 0.00 22.73
450 Henderson 91 9.89 0.00 5.49 25.27
460 Hertford 45 0.00 26.67 B.89 20.00
470 Hoke 105 29.52 0.00 1.90 5.71
480 Hvde 12 41.67 0.00 0.00 8.33
490 lredell-Statesville 147 12.93 2.04 19.05 18.37

491 Mooresville Graded 37 8.11 0.00 2.70 13.51

500 Jackson 41 31.71 0.00 2.44 24.39
510 Johnston 317 23.97 3.79 1.89 6.62
520 Jones 16 18.75 0.00 0.00 25.00
530 Lee 118 33.90 0.00 15.25 17.80
540 Lenoir 134 30.60 2.99 0.00 24.63
550 Lincoln 82 28.05 0.00 8.54 17.07
560 Macon 24 12.50 0.00 0.00 62.50
570 Madison 21 4.76 0.00 4.76 33.33
580 Martin 49 26.53 0.00 0.00 24.49
590 McDowell 41 14.63 0.00 2.44 39.02
600 Charlotte-Mecklen burq 1,349 0.00 22.61 0.52 8.60
610 Mitchell 4 0.00 0.00 0.00 25.00
620 Montqomerv 34 58.82 0.00 0.00 8.82
630 Moore 74 5.41 5.41 14.86 9.46
640 Nash-Rockv Mount 150 22.67 0.00 2.67 22.00
650 New Hanover 252 10.32 0.79 2.78 11.11

660 Northampton 37 18.92 0.00 0.00 8.11
670 Onslow 246 19.51 0.00 0.81 1.63
680 Oranoe 88 26.14 6.82 1.14 6.82
681 Chapel Hill-Carrboro 104 18.27 2.88 0.00 9.62
690 Pamlico 36 25.00 0.00 0.00 22.22
700 Pasquotank-Elizabeth Citv 88 15.91 1.14 0.00 13.64
710 Pender 7B 23.08 0.00 0.00 10.26
720 Perquimans 22 13.64 0.00 9.09 18.18
730 Person 70 22.86 0.00 1.43 15.71

740 Pitt 224 B.48 0.00 12.05 17.86
750 Polk 19 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.26
760 Randolph 146 21.92 0.00 15.07 7.53
761 Asheboro City 57 31.58 0.00 0.00 12.28
770 Richmond 48 29.17 0.00 0.00 10.42
780 Robeson 229 12.23 1.75 9.61 5.24
790 Rockinoham 120 25.00 11.67 0.00 19.17
800 Rowan-Salisbury 187 16.58 0.00 19.25 11.76

44



Percentage ofTeachers Leaving for Selected Reasons (2005-06)

LEA
CODE LEA

#of
Teachers
Reported
Leavinq

To teach in
another NG

School
Svstem

Reason
Unknown

Resigned-
Other

Reason

Retired
with Full
Benefits

810 Rutherford 76 17.11 0.00 0.00 38.1 6

820 Sampson 71 32.39 0.00 33.80 16.90
821 Clinton Citv 32 15.63 0.00 0.00 31.25
830 Scotland 50 10.00 0,00 42.00 26.00
840 Stanlv 76 19.74 0.00 10.53 23.68
850 Stokes 84 33.33 0.00 0.00 22.62
860 Surrv 64 20.31 0.00 1.56 45.31

861 Elkin 13 23.08 0.00 23.08 23.08
862 Mount Airv Citv 17 29.41 0.00 0.00 23.53
870 Swain 1B 27.78 0.00 0.00 38.89
880 ïransvlvania 26 46.15 0.00 0.00 23.08
890 Tvrrell 12 8.33 8.33 0.00 8.33
900 Union 244 6.56 0.00 14.75 9.84
910 Vance 140 17.14 3.57 12.86 20.71
920 Wake 757 11.23 3.17 10.17 10.83
930 Warren 37 8.11 2.70 8.11 8.11
940 Washinoton 26 34.62 0.00 0.00 26.92
950 Watauga 48 14.58 2.08 0.00 20.83
960 Wavne 163 24.54 0.00 8.59 7.36
970 Wilkes 95 13.68 1.05 4.21 28.42
980 Wilson 96 38.54 2.08 6.25 4.17
990 Yadkin 44 27.27 0.00 0.00 15.91
995 Yancev 25 12.00 0.00 0.00 44.00
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October 2,2006

TO: Members of the North Carolina General Assembly

FROM: Erskine B. Bowles A)ß
RE: Proposed Tuition Plan for next four years

As each of you know, the Universrty and all its campuses and senior officers, æ

well as a special task force of the Board of Governors appointed by former

Chairman Wilson, have been laboring over the past year on how the University

should meet its constitutional and moral responsibility to keep tuition as low as

practicable, while at the safüe time making absolutely certain that we have the

appropriate resources to provide our students with the highest qualtty education.

All of us afe proud that so many of our campuses axe today recognized as being

among the oobest values" in higher education in America. It also should make

each of you who have been leaders of the University and our constituent

campuses very proud that in its July 30 edition, lhe New York Tìmes stated in its
higher education review that'ono state in America takes seriously keeping

tuition as close to free as possible except North Carolina."

In 2005, the Board of Governors' special Task Force on Tuition Policy made

some interim recommendations to the Board of Governors. The Board of
Governors asked me to review those recommendations when I joined the

Universþ. The Task Force has proposed that any new tuition plan adopted by

the Board stay in effect for a muimum of four years and then be reviewed. I
agree with that. My focus in reviewing the Task Force's draft tuition plan for
the University has been to make sure any tuition plan the Board approves fully
reflects the following:

l. North Carolina is different from any other state, that we are in fact

serious about keeping tuition and fees as low as possible;

2. In North Carolina, a historically very generous General Assembly has

had and should continue to have the princioal responsibilitv for funding
the needs of the University;

3. In North Carolina, charges to students, though essential, have always been

intended to be secondary sources offunding to State appropriations; and
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4. The Universþ must have adequate resources to provide its students a quality
education.

Since the University's rebirth in 1972, it has had but four presidents. Under each of
these presidents, tuition increases have varied widely from year-to-year, depending on
the level of appropriations from the General Assembly. From the rebirth of the
University in t972 until the Board adopted a tuition policy in 1998, tuition rates were
principally est¿blished by the General Assembly as a component of the State's
budget, The tuition policy adopted in 1998 established a more proactive role for the
Board of Govemors in setting tuition rates. Every president has encouraged the
General Assembly to meet as large a percentage of the University's needs as possible
from appropriations. In good times and bad, under Republican and Democratic
administrations, the General Assembly has tried to do this. Depending on economic
conditions, the General Assembly has been able to appropriate more or less in
specific years.

During the tenure of each University president, there has been a need for tuition to
rise over time to finance the cost of a quality education. In North Carolina, we
understand the critical importance of providing our citizens with an education that is
as free from expense as practicableo but also one that will equip our students with the
education and skills they will need to compete for and win good jobs and be good
citizens of our State. These tuition increases have,,,ranged from OYoto 19.0% during
the presidency of Bill Friday, from 0% to20.2% during the presidency of Dick
Spangler, and from 0Voto 24.7% during the presidency of Molly Broad. The average
increases in tuition under our three former presidents werc 3 .4o/o, 7 .7o/o, and 9 .10/o,

while the average increases in appropriations per capita during each of their
presidencies were 9 .3o/o, 3 .lyo, and 3 .3o/0, respeotively. No president ever relished
seeing tuition go up; however, it has been and surely will be a practical necessity
dwing my presidency, depending on.our ability to control costs and increase
appropriations and other revenues.

Obviously, we are making every effort possible to provide the highest quality
education while holding down our costs and the need for any tuition increase by:

1. Reducing our expenses and operating the University as efficiently and

effectively as possible;

2. Increasing our revenues from the federal government and private sources; and

3. Most importantly; encouraging a very generous legislature to continue its
historic support of the University, as it clearly did in the short session that
ended in July of 2006.
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As evidenced above, since 1972 there have been huge swings in tuition from year to
year atour campuses. However, the average annual increase in tuition since our
rebirth in 1972 has been 6.5%. The average annual increase in operating
appropriatioff¡ per FTE has been approximately 6.0%. I am recommending that, in
general, as long as the legislature continues to increase our annual recurring operating
appropriations per capita by 6.0%, thæ the campuses not raise their resident
unãergraduate tuition and fees, exclusive of,fees for debt service, by more than6.5%.
For every tYo above 6.0%thatthe legislature increases appropriations, tlte allowable
increase in campus-based tuition in the subsequent yeæ would decrease by 1%. As
an example, if the legislatwe were to increase our operating appropriations by 7o/o,

then the mærimum allowable inçrease in campus-based'tuition would be 5.5% in the

following year. While we have built in exceptions to this allowable ma¡rimum rate of
increase in campus-based tuition for well-founded reasons, this would be our general

approach.

The Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) has increased an average of 4.0Vo during
the last five years. In fiscal 2005, the HEPI index increased by 5.0%. As a result,

should all sources of revenue on each campus grow by approximately 60/o, then those

increased revenues would yield that campus approximately l%'2% of that
increase-after inflation-to apply to quality improvements.

In addition, we have reoommended that the Board have expectations of the following:

1. To keep in-state tuition on eaoh campus in the bottom quarter of that oampus'

approved public Ers and out-of-st¿te tuition below the top quarter of that
campus' public peers.

2. To cap tuition and fees on each crimpus that has a baseline lwel of state

appropriations at no more than3}% of the total of tuition. fees. and

apprppriatioLVFTE : and

3. To request from the General Assembly the amount of funds needed to hold all
students eligible to receive financial aid from the State's need-based financial
aid program harmless from tuition and fee increases. Additionally, each

campus will be required to set aside at least2íYo of new tuition revenues to be

added to the campus' pool of financial aid.

4. To iequest that the General Assembly fund over time the resources to

compensate the faculty on each campus at the 80tn percentile of its peers. At
least25Yo of any tuition increase would have to be applied to this goal until
the goal is met.

The full draft of this proposed four-year tuition plan. with all its complexities, is
attached hereto. I will be glad to meet and talk with any of you at your convenience.



Tuition and tr'ee Increases - A X'our-Yoar Plan

The tuition policy of the Boæd of Governors, adopted in 1998 and revisod in 2003 when
the existing tuítion and fee policies were combined, provides the frarnework for the
Boædos annual review and action on proposed incrcases in tuition and fees. This
f¡amework is used by the Board in fulfilling its responsibilþ under General Statute 116-
I 1(7), which states in part that "The Board (of Govgrnors) shall set tultion and required

fees at the institutions, not ineonsìstent wlth aclions of the Ge,neral Assembly," At ttre
same time that the Board exercises its statutory authority, it wishes to do so in away that
provides affordability for students, flexibility for the constituent institutions, and
predictability for both the students and the constituent institutions

We propose that the Task Force on Tuition Policy consider for reeommendation to the
Board the following guidelines for campuses in considering increases in tuition and fees.

If the Board approves the Task Force's reconmendations, the recommendations would
remain in effeet for four years and at the end of four years would be evaluated by the
Board,

One of the expectations of the Tuition Task Force is that combined tuition ând fee rates

for resident undergraduates remain withín the bottom quorter of each campus' public
peers, as approved by the Board of Governors. Combined rates for non-resident
undergraduate students'should temainbelow the top quarter of the sane approved peer
group. We support this recommendation.

\üe also propose that the maximum rate of annual increase for eampus-initiaæd tuition
and general fees (Athletics, Health Services, Student Activities, and Rlucational and

Technology Fees) for rurdergaduate resident students should be 6.50/o, This figure is the
average annual increase in undergraduate resident tuition rates since 1972, \\e arnount

of ths increase may be allocated among tuitisn and fees in a'manner that most effectively
provides revenues to meet campus needs.

Fees required for debt service are in addition fo this mærimt¡m percentage increase, but
fi¡rrds required to opçrate facilities are included in the mo<imum. Debt servioe fees are

not included in the 6.5% oeiling because the projects that are financed by the
indebtedness that is repaid from these fees aro evaluated on their individual merits
th,rough a separate process. For projects to be funded from debt service fees, the Board
will oonsider both the impact on students from these charges and the ability of a campus

to repay the debt.

Since the 2006 Higher Education Prioe Index (HEPI), which measr¡res inflation in the
cost of a college education, was 5010, it is hoped that the revenues generated under this
plan, combined with ongoing efforts to conhol operating costs, will not only oover
inflationary inoreases, but also will provide for coruistent improvements in the quatity of
academic offerings.



a It is important to understand that the ceilings on inueases proposed in this plan
apply to discrete sets of revenues. State appropriations and tuition receipts are the
two major revenues within each institutionis state budget accor¡nt, yet they have

very different impacts on oampus budgets, In the following hypothetical
example, if appropriations were to inorease by 60/o and tuition receipts were to
increase by 6,5%,the overall budget would increase by 6.08%. The respective
percentage increases for state appropriations and tuition (6%o and 6.5%) should
not be mísunderstood and construed to be additive. If tuition and State

appropriations increase by these percentages, and inflation, as measured by HEPI,
remains steady at about So/o,the increases will provide oa¡npuses with modest new
funding fot quality maintenance and improvements.

UNC Campus
Original
Budeet

%
Inorease Dollar Increase New Budget

Appropriations 1.000"000 6.A% 60,000 1,060,000

Tuïtion 200,000 6s% 13,000 213,000

Total Budget 1,200,000 6.08o/o 73,000 L,273,0A0

Likewise, if revenues from general fees increaseby 6.5%o, the increase irnpacts
only the budgets of fee-supported activities.

To help mitigate the financial impact of tuition inoreases on $tudents that are eligiblefo
receive financial aid from the Board's need-based financial aid program, the Board of
Governors will seek additional State fr¡nds for this pr¡rpose eaoh year that this Plan is in
effect. These firnds, when appropriated, will be used to ensute that all North Carolina
students that are eligible to receive our St¿te need-based gfants reoeive them, and that all
such students are held harmless from the tuition and fee increases.

The framework outlined above will apply to all institutions within the UNC qystem. Tho
BOG, however, recognizes that across the University, institutions vaf,y appreoiably in
their missions, their programs, the costs of those programs inoluding the oosts of facuþ,
federal funding for fïnanoÍal aid, and the ability to meet the furancial need of thsir
respective student bodies. Recognizing those distinctions, the Board may choose to
consider these criteria when setting tuition for individual oampuses. A campus with a

signifïcant unfi¡nded need may submit a proposal that does not adhere to the agreed-upon
guidelines. Such a proposal must demonstrate that tuition revenues are the only viable
source of funds for addressing the need. The proposal must be accompanied by a
descrþtion of the need, and a detailed plan and rationale for addressing it. If the Board

determines that the need could only be addressed by an increæe in tuition above the
maximum allowable oampus-based tuition increase, it could institute such an increase.



All proposals for increasing tuition and fees must be aocompanied by explicit plans for
use of the increased ñmds. For the next four yeaf,s, eaoh plan must commit to set aside at
leax25% of the new tr¡itionrevenuçs to be add¡d to the campus pootr of need-bæed
financial aid. Additionally, at least 25% of tl.te revenues must be used for increasing
fapUlty salaries unless the averago ranked faculty salary for a campus is at or above the

80h percentile of the average ranked facuþ salary forthat campus' peer institutions as

approved by the Boa¡d of Governors. Any remaíning revenues may be used to provide
for improved library and counseling services, reductions in class size, increases in
sections offered, enhanoements in student services, and othor purposes that improve ttre
quality of the student's academic experÍenoe. Increases in str¡dent fees must be justifred

by an expenditure plan that shows how the additional revenues will direotly benefït the
fee-supported activity.

The Tuition Policy Tæk Force recognizes that while tuition and fee cha,rges are necessary

as a secondary souroe of fimding, the Goneral Assembly has the principal responsibilþ
for funding the University. For years in which the General Assembly is able to provide

sufüoient increased revenues, the need for increases in tuition should not be as great as in
years when the General Assembly is not able to provide these revonues. Recognizing
that the capacity of the General Assembly to fi¡nd the University varies from yoar to year,

the Task Force recomrnends the following adjustments to the maximrïn 6.5% campus-

based tuition increase, Thesc adjustnents should begÍn in 2008-09 to allow the campuses

time to incorporate them in their annual planning, .

For any yeæ in which the General Assembly provides a specific campus a recurring
increase in operating appropriations/FTE that is ín excess of 6Yo, the maximurn allowed
campus-based percentage tuition ïncrease for that campus in the subsequent yeæ will
be reduced by the percentage increase in operating appropriations above 6% (6e/ois

approximately the average annual increase in operating appropriatlons/TTE since

t972). For example, if the General Assembly p:ovides a recurring inorease of 7o/¡in
operating appropriations (1% above 6%) for a particular UNC institution, the proposed

campus-based tuition increase in the subsequent year could be no more tharr 53% (l%
below 65%).

o

I Tuition and fee rates and appropriations/FTE are interdependent as campuses attempt to
ensure suffioient tesources to meet academic needs of students. Current variations in
the level of appropriations/FTE among simila¡ UNC institutions are sometimes

material. During the four-year period covered by this plan, the Board of Governors will
seek recuring operating appropriations from thç General Assembly to ensure that all
constituent institutions have abaseline level of state supBort for operations (See

Attachment A). This baseline level of support, whçn combined with tuition receipts set

aside for this purpose, would ensr¡re that average facuþ salaries on a campus are

competitive with those of its apBroved peers. Any oampus that meets or exoeeds thé

baseline level of state support would have a goal of keeping tuition and fees at no mors
than3}% of the total of tuition, fees, and operating appropriationsÆTE.



Finally, dr¡ring the 2006-07 aoademic year, the Task Force reoommends that General

Administration review the financíal aid processes and available resources on each

Qampus to assess whether rosowces are sufficient to meet the financial-aid needs of their
students, including students from families with both low and moderate inoomes. This
review should result in a consistent methodology for calculating and presenting

infor.mation on financial need of studçnts for review by the Board of Governors. Another

measure that'should be revíewed and monitored is the increæe or degleæe over time in
the indebtedness of students upon gaduation. The review will identify opportunities for
improving and simpli$ing th. finanoial-aid processes on each carrtpus and ensuring that
campus processes dovet¿il with the system used.by the State Education Assistanoe

Authority. If the review indioates that the finanoial aid avaílable to students on a given

oanipus is insuffroient, the cempus will prepæe a plan for approval by General
Adminishation for inoreasing furanoial aid and will exeoute the'planwhen it is approved,

Financial aid adminisüation is complex, and the abiüty of a campus to provide suffioient
aid is as dependent upon external resources and factors as it is upon funds derived from
campus-initiated tuition increases. All of these resoruces and factors,should be taken into
account in the development and assessment of a cnmpus' financial aid plan.

It is recommended that the Tuition Policy Task Force adopt the proposed framework and

conditisns for oampus-initi¿ted tuition proposals.



Attachment A

BasgliEe Level pf App-roprigtion Support

General Administation will work with each canrpus to understand its basic needs for
fu¡rding, This information will flow from our PACE (President's Advisory Committee

on Effroiency and Effectiveness) study of each campus'operations and cost stntotwe, as

well æ our efforts to determine the total revenue neoded by eaoh oarnpus to offer the

highest quality education of any of its peer institutions

A clea¡ example of differentially funded oampuses are Elizabeth City SluP University,

UI.IC Asheviile, and lVinston-Salem State University,. All three are relatively small

universities and therefore have a relatively higher component of fixçd costs than do larger

institutions, However, UNC'Asheville's appropriation per student is $3,110 less than

thar of ECSU and $ I ,738 less than that of WSSU. UNC-Asheville charges higher tuition

and fees to make up for some of this difference but, even wíth higher student charges, tlrc

total revenues available per student æe lower than at the other two institutions.

(8)

Tuition
+ Fees

/ Total
(Col.

(1)

University

a)

Student
FTE

(3)

Appropriations/
FTE

(4)

Resident
Tuition

(s)

Fees

(6)

Tuition
* Fees
(Col.
4+5)

(7)

Total
(Appropriations/
FTE + Tuition +

Fees)
(Col.3+4+5¡

UNCA 3,280 9,055 2.t72 1,638 3,810 12,865 30o/o

ECSU 2,556 12,t65 1.490 1,273 2,763 14,928 19%

wssu 6,065 10.793 1,651 1,457 3.108 13,901 22%



o

UNG Tuition Facts and Kev MçFsaqes

UNC campuses are consistently reeognized as sorne of the 'best values" in
American higher education:

o ln U.S. /Vews & World Reporf's latest annual college rankings, UNC-
Chapel Hill ranks fifth among all national public unlversities. lt ranks first
among publlos in the magazine's "Great Schools, Great Prices" list,

based on academic quallty and the net cost of attendanoe for a studont
who receives the average level of need-based financial aid.

o Among public master's:level institutíons in the South ranked by U.S.
News &World Report, three UNC institutions (ASU, UNCW, and UNCO)
are listed in the top 10. Two other UNC carnpuses (WSSU and ECSU)
are highly ranked among public baccalaureate institutlons.

o Kiplinger's Personal Finance magazine ranks UNC-Chapel HIll first
among U.S. public universlties that offer the best combination of
academic and affordable costs. Four other UNC institutions (NC State,

' UNCA, ASU, and UNCW)also rank ln the Top 50.

o The Fiske Gulde to Colleges llsts UNC-Chapel Hlll and UNC Asheville
among the 20 very "best buy'publlc unlversities in the U.S. and Canada,

o The Prínceton Review also currentl¡r ranks two UNC campusês among
the top ten "best values" among public unlverslties. NC State ranks
second, whlle UNC Ashevllle ranks slxth. The analysls consldered
academics, tuition, financial aid, and student borrowing.

ln its July 30, 2006, edition, the New YorR Times stated ln its higher education
review that no state ln America except North Carolina still takes seriously
keeping tuition as close to free as possible.

ln order to lessen the need for tuition inóreases, adrninistrative costs are
being cut across the University and reallocated to instruction.

We are commltted to ensuring that adequate need-based financialaid is
available to hold our neediest North Carolina students harmless-and to
lessen the irnpact of tuition increases on low- and moderate-income students.
The UNC Need-based Grant Program, first lmplemented by the General
Assernbly in 1999, now makes more than $80 mlllion available to eligible ln-
state students. Those critical state funds are supplemented b¡r federal and
private sources, as well as set-asides from campus-lnltiated tuition revenues.

a

o

o



a The Board of Governors will continue to seek additional State funds for need'

based financial aid, suoh that any North Garolina student who ls ellgible for a

UNC need-based grant receives one, and such that all students receiving the

grants are held haimless from tuitlon/fee lncreases over the next four years.

Paying for college is a shared responslblllty. $tudents and their familiês are

resþoñsibte for fhe portion of total costs they can reasonably affold, w]tich is

determined annually using standard financial aid formulas. Eligibility fór the

UNC Need-Based Grant Program is determined through thls formula:

Gost of Attgndance (tuitlon,fees, room board' booke, etc;)

Less: Expected Family Contribution (rrom state rormula)

Pell Grants ffrom federalformula)

Estimated Tax Credits (Flope scholarshlp, etc)

Sêlf-Hê-lP (Now $4.s00. Can come lrom work' savhps. loans, etc.l

Eliglbillty for UNC Need'based Grant

The NC State Education Assistance Authority routinely tracks measures of

college affordabllity and student aid for North Carolina students attending

UN0ìampuses. lil tts most recent study covering the five-year period

spanning ine tggg-2000 - 2003-04 academic yêars, NCSEAA found:

ô About 85% (13,407) of the 15,838 new students who enrolled during this
period recelved federal Pell grants, lndlcatlng that most new students were

needy, While enrollment lncreased 14o/o, the number of Pell grant

recipients rose by 48o/o,

o Durlng this same period that enrollment lncreased by 1|o/o,scholarship ald

to neãOy NC studànts from atl sources increased by 71%, from an

average of $2,482 in 1999-2000 to $4,250 in 2003-04, Need-based S-tate

aid inõreased by 143o/o, to an average of $1,373 per student.

o Because schotarship funding increased 71% during this perlod and tfe
total prioe of attendance increased b¡¡ 29o/o, the percentage of the total
pricdactually paid by students and their families after scholarship aid

actually declined, from 73% to 64%.

o While the total 'sticker price" to attend UNC increasêd by 29olo durlng this
period, the'net price'after scholarships for needy students increased by

13,5Y0. During this same period, the Consumer Price lndex (CIl)
increased by ã total of 10%. For needy NC students with totalfamily
incomes below $58,060, the net price increase after scholarships was

9.8o/o, slightly less than the CPl.

o Average annuâl bonowing through student loans increased from $2,885 to

$g,OS7-about 6%, considerably below the CPI increase of 10%,

a

a



UNC campuses remain affordable relative to peer institutions across:the
nation, as reflected in the rate of recent increases in tuition and fees,

UN0-Chapel Hill
NC State
U.S. Average, Public .Flagships"

NC Average, "Comprehensives"
U.S. Average, "Comprehensives"

2p03-04
5.67o
3.8%

11.2o/o

5.0%
11.6%

2004.05
9,30/o

7.2o/o

9.2o/o

113ö/o
9.0%

2005.06
3.6%
0.6%
8.370

3,70/o

6,9%

O Historically, the rate of tultion increases on UNC campuses has fluctuated
wldely from year to year depending on the condltion of the State's economy,
The guidelines Iaìd out in this four-year plan would bring a new level of
consistency and predlctability to the tuition-setting process. The 6.5%
maximum rate of increase proposed ls the avêrage annual increase in tultion
since the 16-campus University was created in 1'972.

ln-state tultion and fees for UNC campuses remaln among the lowest in the
nation. ln fact, even if UNC-Ghapel Hillwere to increase its tuitíon and fees at
the maximum 6.50/o rate allowed in each of the next four years, its 2010-11
charges would still be lower than /asf yeari-q (2005-06) tuitioñ and fee levels at
the 'flagship" publlc campuses in 22 other states.

lf each UNO campus increased in-state tultion at the maximum rate of 6.5% in
each of the next four years, the resultlng tultion rates would be as follows:

Gampus 2007"08 2098-09 20q9-10 2010-11

!

ASU:
ECU:
ECSU:
FSU:
NCA&T:
NCCU
NCSA:
NCSU:
UNCA:
UNC-C}.I;
UNCC:
UNCG:
UNCP:
UNCW:
WCU:
WSSU:

$2,365
82,487
$1,587
$1,859
$2,124
fiz,213
$3,274
$3,759
$2,313
$3,680
$2,496
$2,458
$1,990
$2,365
$2,028
$1,758

$2,519
$2,ô48
$1,690
$l,980
82,262
$2,357
$3,487
$4,004
$2,464
$3,919
$2,659
$2,618
$2,120
$2,519
$2,160
$1,873

$2,683
$2,921
$1,800
$2,109
$2,409
$2,510
$3,713
$4,264
92,624
$4,173
$2,831
$2,788
$2,259
$2,683
$2,300
$1,994

$2,857
$3,004
$1,9'17
$2,246
$2,565
$2,673
$3,955
$4,541
$2,794
94,445
$3,015
$2,969
$2,404
$2,857
92,449
$2,124



. The 6.5% max¡mum tuition and fee increase outlined ln the plan sels a eeiling

and not a floor. Rates will not necessarily increase by the maximum amount
in any given year.

. lf Universlty revenues from all sources-including tuition and fees--grow by
60/o pe¡ year (the average annual increase in state appropr"iations/FTE since
1972'), thls will leave approximâtely 1%to 2d/o after inflatlon for quality
lmprovements.

. lf annual lncreases ln state appropriations over the next four years match or
exceed the average annual increase in previous administrations, then under
this plan, tuition increases ln the next four years would not be higher than the
average tultlon increase under previous presidents

¡ Under the plan, campuses will be required to fully justlfy all requested tuition
and fee lncreases, including deslgnatlng how the funds will be used. At least
25o/o of new tuition revenues must be set aslde for need-based financial aid

and at least 25% must go- to facult¡r salaries until average faculty salaries on

the oampus reach the 80th pêrcentile of its approved peers

r We are commltted to keep comblned ln-state tuition and fee rates within the
bottom quarter of each campus' pUblic peers, even'as we work to raise

average faculty salarles to the 80'n percentile of our peers and to fully meet
the financial ald needs of our students. That wlll requlre thatwe work ln
partnershlp wlth the General Assembly to ensure that we have adequate
resouroes to keep the value of a UNC education from eroding.

o State appropriations must always remaln the primary source of support for the
University. Tultion can never be more than a secondary source of revenue.



o

Tuition Plan Q&A

In laylng out a plan th:øt assumes that tultíon andfees wíll rise eaah yeør, ßn't the
Uníversíq drûftingfurther øndfurther øwøyfrom the ConstítutlonøI mandate thøt '

úaítìon be "as close to free as practtcøble"? lØhat about those who søy the BOG has
tu¡ned thøt mandate on íts eør and ís trying to møko ANC as 'bcpenslve as
prøcticable"?

We have not assumed that tuition and fees will rise by 65%. We have instead capped
the increase in tuition and fees ttrat oan a oampus may propose. If statc appiopriatíons
are inoreased by more than 6Vo,the oeiling ontuitionincrpases wíll be even less than

6.5%,
UNC remains absolutely committed to keeBing tuition and fees as low as possible.
But we are equally committed to maintaining the high quality of education UNC is
known for and our oitizens rightly expect.

Because of the historic generosity of the General Assembly, in-state tuition and fees

for UNe oampusos are among the lowest in the nation, and we are oommitted to
keeping them there. The Board of Governors hæ set a goal of keeping combined
tuition and fee rates for in-state undorgraduates within thc bo{to{n guarter of each

campus' approved public peers. Combined rates for opt-of-,state under.graduates
should remain belovgjhe top quælgr of the sarne peer goup.
The General Assembly must retain tho principal responsibility for frrnding the needs

of the University. Tuition and fees have always beE*-and mustremain+ocondary
sources of firnding.
If the General Assembly provides increases in State funding over the next four yeæs

that at least matcb the average annual inerease since 1972, then the campuses could
not raise tuition and fees by rnore than 6.5% in any year of the plan.

a

a
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Wøt ís the Aníversíty doíng to contaln costs and lessen the needfor tultíon lncreøses?

o 'With the advice and guidance of a blu+ribbon task force led bythe head of
BellSouth, we are cutting administrative costs across the University so that we can
reallocate those dollars to instruction.

r 'We Lave alroady cut the annual operating budget of the core General Adminisfration
by t0%,

r 'We are also making every effort to increase our revenues frorn federal and private
sources.

o 'We are ençouraging the General Assembly to continue its historic support and
demonsfrating that lrye af,e using the funds they provide wisely and prudently.



o

I recall that bøck when Blll Frtduy was presídent, lt seemed thst tuition never went up,

Now lt seems to go up evety yeør, Wasn't the old wøy better for studenß?

U¡der eWry IJNC president tuition has risen in order to heþ fïnance the cost of a
quality education. Historicall¡ the rate of insroæehas fluctuated widely (from 0% in

some years to more than21o/o in other years) depending on the condition of the.

State's eoonomy and the legislature's ability to adequately frrnd the University. No
president has wantod to sse tuition go up, but it has been a practical neoossity. It will
surely be an ongoíng necessity during my presidency, de'pending on oru ability to

confrol costs and increases state appropriations and othçr revenues.

Under President Friday's administration, tuition rose by an aver¿ge of 3,4%.

However, state appropriations went up 9,3Vo, ón average. Under this proposed four-

year plan, if state appropriations \were to increase by the exact same peroentage they

did during the Friday years (9.3%), then tuition could not go up by more than 3.27o.

a

Why dítt the task force rccont nend ø maxímun lnuease of 65% for tuítíon ønd fees?

It is the average annual increase in tuition since the 16-campus University was

created ínt972,
This sets a oeiling-not a floor. Rates will not necessarily increase by the maximum

amount in any given year.

lYhy are ùebt-sertícefees goìng to be excludedfrom the cellíng cølculatíon?

. Capital projects that are fïnanced through debt-service fees are evaluated on their

individual merits through a soparate proooss. In ovaluating projects to be frurded from

debt-service fees, the Boæd of Govemors will eonsider the impact of incréased

charges on students and will further evaluate the campus' debt capacity and the level

of debt çoverage provided by the identifïed revenue süeam.

Why doesn't the 65% cellJng apply to out-of-støte students and graduøte students?

This approaoh is consistent with the Boædls existing tuition polioy, which places the

strongest commitment on keeping tuition rates low for North Carolina residents. The

policy also recognizes that graduate eduoatíon is by nahre more complex and oostly

to offer, and the return on investment to students is in most cases more direct.

o
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IVhat does '(baselíne level of støte øppropriøtíonst'reølly mean?

Campuses depond on revonues from stato appropriations, tuition, and fees (in
eombination) to ensure sufficient resources are in place to meet tbe needs of students.
State appropriations far outweigh tuition in thoir impaot on Universitybudgets.
Current variations in the level of State appropriations/FTE æe sometimes
significant-even among similar UNC oampuses. Tho chancellors are working with
General Administation to identiff the rnost feasible way to oalculatc the needed level
of State support for each Gampus. The Board of Governors will then ssek fr¡nds from
the General Assembly to ensure that a bæeline level of support is in place for every
campus. Each campus must have adequate fr¡nds to provide for f¡nancial aid, faculty
salaries, and a qualþ academic experience for its students,

Theptan sets u goal of keepÍng tuitíon øndfees ut no more than 30% of
tuítion*fees*approprìatíons/FTE, Why 3 0 %?

On average, tuition and fees on UNC campuses now aocount for about 26%of.thp,
total of tuition, fees, and State appropriations per capita. The four campuses that are
at or above 30% (ASU, ECU, LINCC, TINCW) are among thoso with lowor State

appropriations per caprta. If State appropriations per capita were increased at those

institutions, the percentage of.flrnding that comes from tuition and fees would
approach or drop below 30%. We æe committed to work in parfiership with the
Goneral Assembly to ensure that our campuses havo an appropriate base of State

support and so that they are notpressured to rely excessively on tuition and fees to
oover incroasing costs.

a

How cøn we be sure that the øddltionøl tultíon andfees wíll øctually beneftl stu:dents?

o All proposals submitted by the campuses must be fully transparent and inolude
detailed plans for spending the new tuition and fee revenues.

r Camp¡s-initiated tuition revenues are to be used only for:
o Need-based financial aid;
o Faculty salaries;
o Improved library and counseling services;
o Reducing class size;
o Increasing class section offerings;
o Improving studerit services; and
o Improving the quality of the academic experience.

¡ At least,2SYo of any tuition inorease must go to financial aid, ,6¿ anothor 25% must
go to faculty salaries until facuþ salaries on a campus reaoh the 80ú peroentile of its
peers.

o All revenues from fee increases must directly benefit the fee-supported activity.
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If the Generøl.4ssenbhy provldes more operatlngfundsfor u cømpus suchthatthe
cellìng on tuition íncreases ís lowered, is the cetlìng on fee increases lowered by the

same percentage?

No, because the fees provide the sole souroe of support for Student services and

activities that the Goneral Assembly hæ made a policy decision not to fund,

Should the General Assembly change its policy and decide to'flnd these activitiEs,

then these fees would, ofsoutse, be reduced or elimlnated.

What ís the ünlverslty iloíng to nake sur¿ thøÍ these tuítlon íncreases don't hurt poor
an d low -ín c o rn e stu dents ?

The Board of Governors will seek additional State frrnding for the UNC Nepd-Bæod

Grant Program, which now makes mors than $80 million available to elig'ible in-state

students. The Board plans to request the additional resourees to ensure that anyNorth
Carolina student who is oligible for a UNC need-based grant receives ono, and such

that all students rcceiving the grants are held harmless from tuition and fee increases

over the noxt four years.

All oampuses roquosting tuition incroases must commit to set aside at leaslâS% of the

new revenue for need-based financial'aid,

During this academic year, General Administation will review the ñnancial aid
pro.ess on each ca.pús to æsess whetherresources æe sufficient to meet the

financial neods of studonts. If ths revisw indioates that the financial aid available to
students on a given campus is insuffioient, the'campus will ploparo a plan (for

approval by General Administration) for increasing financial aíd and will executo the
plan.when it is approved.

Are you tracklng øny measures of øffordøhillty<uch as student ilebt load ønil the
college-golng rute-to møhe sure thøt tuitlon ísn't golng too hlgh too fust?

The NC State Education Assistance Authority routinely taoks mçasuresof
affordability and student aid for North Carolina students attending UNC canrpuses.

o According to the most recent federal data, in 2004,64.5% of recent North
Carolina high school graduates en¡olled in college, up from 63.8% in
2002, As a rosult, North Carolina's college-going rate rose from 7u'
highest in the nation to 6th-highest,

o From 1999 to 2004, average annual bonowing through studont loans

among UNC students increased from $2,885 to $3,057-about 6%,

considerably below the CPI increase of 10%.

o
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UNC/Guilford County Mathematics Pilot Program

GOALS

DEPENDENT MEAUSRES

PROGRAM PHASES

PROGRAM COMPONENTS

TARGET SCHOOLS

To recruit and retain qualified Mathematics teachers
To improve student learning in Mathematics in grades 9-12

Number of qualified teachers recruited
Number of qualified teachers retained
Improved student test scores (EOC, AP, SAT, etc,)
Changes in Mathematics cours e selection/completion

Readiness (I) Year One (2006-07)
Intervention (II) Years Two and Three (2007-08, 2008-09)

Recruiting and retaining teachers (differential pay)
Mentoring
Networking/learning communities
Summer Mathematics Institutes
Evaluation

Andrews, Dudley, Eastern, Smith, Southern,
High Point Central, the Middle College at Bennett College,
the Middle College atNC A&T SU

Dr. Terry Grier, Superintendent, Guilford County Schools
Mr. Jim Melvin, President, Bryan Foundation
Dr. Edward Uprichard, Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs,

The University of North Carolina at Greensboro

November 13,2006





Guilford Counfy Schools' Mission Possible 2006-2007

Elementary Schools: Fairview, Foust, Gillespie Parþ Hampton, Kirkman Parþ Oak Hill, Parkview, Washington, Witey
Middle Schools: Femdale, Hairston, Jackson, \ü'elborn
High Schools: Andrews, Central, Dudþ, Eastern, Smith, Southern, Academy at Smith, A&T Middle College, Middle College at Smith
Sanctions: Teachers who do not produce positive value added results or principals whose schools don't make AYP: transferred after three years

Total

K-2: $2,500 & 15:1

Third Grade: $2,500 -
$6,500 & 15:1

$2,500 - $6,500

$10,000 - $14,000

$9,000 - $13,000

$2,500 - $6,500

Laptop, Mentor &
$10.000 -$18.000
Laptop, Mentor &
$9.000 - $17.000
$5,000 - s10,000

$7,500 - $12,500

$10,000 - $15,000

$0 - $2,500

Additional
Bonus

$0

$o

$0

$0

$0

Laptop, Mentor &
$4,000 Summer Institute

Laptop, Mentor &
$4,000 Summer Institute

School Makes AYP:
$s.000

School Makes AYP:
$5,000

School Makes AYP:
$5.000

School Makes
AYP: $2.500
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+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+
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Value Added
Bonus

Third Grade:
I-1.49 Years: $2,500
1.5+ Years: $4,000

I-I-49 Years: $2,500
1.5+ Years: $4,000

l-I.49 Years: 52,500
1.5* Years: $4,000
l-1.49 Years: $2,500
1.5+ Years: $4,000

L-L.49 Years: $2,500
1.5* Years: $4,000
l-I.49 Years: $2,500
1.5+ Years: $4,000

l-1.49 Years: $2,500
1.5+ Years: $4,000

$0

$0

$0

$0
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+

+

+

+

+

+

+
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Annual
Recruitmenl

Retention
Bonus

$2,500 &
Class Size

15:1

$2,500

$10,000

$9,000

$2,500

$10,000

$9,000

$5,000

$7,500

$10,000

$0

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

+

Training
Requirement

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

Employee
Category

Kindergarten -
Third Grade

Fourth - Fifth
Grade
Middle School
Aleebra I
Middle School
Math
English I

High School
Alsebra I
High School
Math
Elementary
Principal
Middle School
Principal
High School
Principal
Curriculum
Facilitator





Mentoring/1.{etworkin g/S ummer Institutes

Mentoring

Research indicates that mentoring is an important aspect of teacher induction programs

and professional development progmms for experienced teachers. A major component of
this project will focus on the development and implementation of a teacher mentoring
program for the seventy-seven mathematics teachers at the eight targeted high schools.

The mentoring program will be designed to provide teachers with knowledge and

understanding of mathematics content, mathematics pedagogy, classroom management

skills, and communication skills in order to improve student learning in mathematics.

Five individuals will be hired to design and implement the mentoring program. The

mentors will work as a team. At least two of the mentors will have expertise in
mathematics content and there will be at least one mentor with expertise in one of ttre
other areas mentioned above.

Networking

Each of the teachers and mentors in the project will be provided with a laptop computer
to facilitate and document communication between/among the teachers and mentors. A
secure website will be established for the project. The website will host a chat room for
teachers and mentors and will also be used to administer teacher surveys. Analysis of
chat room data and survey data witl be used to inform the mentoring process iri the both
the readiness and intervention phases ofthe project.

In addition to one-on-one mentoring, a learning community of mathematics teachers will
be established at each of the targeted high schools. The learning communities will
address the mathematics contentþedagogy and teaching needs of the mathematics
teachers at a particular school. The site-based learning community will be faciliøted by
the mentors and a lead mathematics teacher(s). A learning community planning group

comprising mentors and lead teachers from the eight high schools will be established to
design site-based learning community activities and help plan summer institutes for the
mathematics teachers. There might be times during the academic year where all the

mathematics teachers across the targeted high schools would attend a workshop/in-
service activity.

Summer Institutes

All mathematics teachers in the project will be required to attend a four-week Summer
Mathematics Institute. The institutes will focus on mathematics content and mathematics
pedagogy needed to improve student learning in mathematics. The institutes will be

taught and designed by professors at UNCG and NCA&TSU. The content of the
institutes will be determined by analyzing pre- and post- test results of mathematics

diagnostic tests (developed by evaluators at UNCG) and End-of-Course tests taken by
students attending the targeted high schools.





Evaluation Logic Model for the UNC/Guilford Public Schools Pilot Mathematics Program

Inputs Activities 0utcomes Impacts

Highly qualified
Mathematics
teachers fained
and retained in
all Guilford
County Schools

Improved
student high
school
mathematics
scores on NC
Mathematics
EOC's and on
student SAT
scores

Increased
number of
students
majoring in
mathematics
based
disciplines at
Universities.

Qualified mathematics
teachers rècruited for the 8
targeted schools.

77 mathematics teachers
attend the intensive
Summer Institutes and
become highly qualified

77 New and current
mathematics teachers are

retained in the schools

Improved classroom
support for new and
current mathematics
teachers through mentoring
and professional
development

Students are prepared and
participate in the iSchool
college courses through
UNCG

Increased number of
students scoring at or
above proficiency on the
mathematcs EOC's
(Algebra I & II, Geometry)

Improved mathematics
scores on the SAT's

Increased number of
sfudents who take upper
level mathematics courses

Differential salaries paid to
new and current
mathematics teachers in the
eight targeted high schools.

Performance incentives
provided to both new
mathematics teachers and
curent teachers based on
improved student outcomes

Intensive sunìmer institutes
provided to mathematics
teachers (both new and
current)

Mentoring of new and
current teachers by both
mentors in the Guilford
County School System and
fromUNCG andNC A&T
faculty.

Professional development
provided to all mathematics
teachers via professional
leaming communities

iSchool courses provided to
students at tle targeted
schools

Networking of teachers and
mentors using þtop
computers

Student assessment using
Diagnostic assessments and
NCEOC's

Current mathematics
teachers in Guilford
County

Mathematics teachers
recruited to teach in the 8
targeted schools

Differential pay provided
to new and current
mathematics teachers in
the 8 targeted schools

MSEN Network atNC
A&T&IJNCG-
intensive Mathematics
Summer Institutes

Faculty and Staffat
UNCG&NCA&T

Project mentors who will
provide content
knowledge and pedagogy,
classroom management
skills and commtrnication
skills

North Carolina Model
Teacher Consortium

Students in the eight
targeted schools





Sample Tasks Readiness Phase (I):

Establish An External Advisory Panel

Establish Proj ect Or ganization Sfucture, As sign Responsibilities
Establish Component Teams (Faculty and Staff from NCA&TSU, UNCG, Guilford
County Schools)
Develop Work Plan and Timelines by Project, by Component
EstablisMmplement Differential Pay Plan, Incentive Pay Plan and Summer
Mathematics Institute Pay Plan
Plan/Deliver Project Orientation for Teachers, for Principals and other School
Personnel

Offer Professional Development Program for Principals - Lenses on Learning
Establish Criteria for Determining Qualified Mathematics Teachers

Administration/Analys is of Teacher Survey (CC S O)
Recruit New andlor Transfer In/Out Mathematics Teachers In Target High
Schools

Establish Criteria for Hiring Mentors
Train Mentors
Identiff/Collect Data Related to Mentoring via Laptops (Schedules, Forms,
Format, Feedback)
Purchase Laptops for Teachers
Establish Networks - School Specific and Project
Establish Learning Communities for Professional Development - School Specific

Identiff School Leader at Each High School for Mathematics Learning Community
Develop Secure Project Website, Establish Passwords
Identif/Collect Data Related to Networks and Learning Communities via Laptops
(Schedules, Forms, Format, Feedback)
Analysis of End-of-Course Mathematics Test Performance
Develop Mathematics Diagnostic Tests - Field Test
Examine Mathematics Course Selection/Completion at Targeted High Schools

Identiff/Hire Faculty to Teach Mathematics Summer Institute
Design the Mathematics Summer Institutes Based on Data Analysis of End-of-
Course and Diagnostic Tests/lvlathematics Curriculum Content - College Credit
or Not, Degree Credit
Establish Criteria for Passing Mathematics Summer Institute
Develop iSchool On-line Courses in Mathematics for High School Students

Develop On-line Mathematics Teacher Training Modules
Identiff Comparison Student Groups at other High Schools in Guilford County
Plan Intervention Phase with Starting Date of Summer 2007

Finalize Evaluation Design, including Data Collection/Testing Schedules

Prepare Quarterly Reports/lVf eetings with F oundations
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