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) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

ey T
)
)
Board of Trustees for the Fairfield )
County School District, )
) AMENDED
Plaintiff(s) ) INTERIM ORDER
) (REGARDING SCHOOL FUNDS)
VS. ) '
)
State of South Carolina, Chester County )
School District, Fairfield County ) —
Treasurer and State Department of ) Docket No. 2010-CP-40-4017 =:
Education ) ~F =
_ ) T il
Defendant(s) ) A=
o N2

This matter came before the Court on February 7. 2011 on motions for su_mmztfq_y
judgment filed by the Fairfield County School District and the Chester County-.School
District as well as a Motion to Dismiss filed by the State of South Carolina. All partics
were represented by counsel.

Before proceeding with arguments pertaining to the motions noted above, the
parties informed the Court of collateral developments involving school funding and the
application of Act 294 of 2010 (the “Act”), the validity of which Act is the subject of this
action. It appears that the Chester School District has invoiced the Fairfield County
Treasurer for the sum of Five Hundred Fifty-four Thousand Seven Hundred Six and
00/100 (5554,706.00) Dollars; the invoice is due and payable not later than February 15,
2011 as is required by the Act. In view of the pending dispute over the validity of the
Act, the Fairfield County Treasurer has sought this Court’s direction as to the
disbursement of funds to either school district. Consequently, counsel for the Treasurer

A
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suggested-that-this-Court-directthe-Treasurer-toretaiii funds pending the resolution of the
various Motions of the parties and a further Order of this Court.

Counsel for all of the parties except counsel for the State of South Carolina agreed
that the funds invoiced by the Chester County School District should be retained by the
Fairfield County Treasurer pending the resolution of the districts” cross motions for
Summary Judgment and pending the further Order of this Court specifically dealing with
the disbursement of funds. Counsel for the State of South Carolina took no position on
the matter.

THEREFORE, with the Agreement of counsel for ‘the parties, except for-counsel
for the State of South Carolina who took no position, and good cause appearing therefore:

IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant Fairfield County Treasurer shall allocate
from the general fund of the Fairfield County School District the sum of Five Hundred
Fifty-four Thousand Seven Hundred Six and 00/100 ($554,706.00) Dollars into a
separate internal fund to be designated on the Treasurer's accounts as “Chester
Contingency”. The Treasurer méy invest the funds as permitted by applicable South
Carolina law, and interest, if any, which accrues shall be credited to the contingency
fund.

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendant Fairfield County Treasurer

shall maintain the contingency account without reduction or withdrawal until further

Order of this Court.



ANDFFHS SO-ORDERED: - i oo o

/5 e

Cliftor Newman
Presiding Judge

Dated: March _7 . 2011
Columbia, South Carolina



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA . )
) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND ) .

Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County

School Distrct, C.A. No. 2010-CP-40-4017

Plaintiff, AMENDED CONSENT ORDER
vs.

State of South Carolina, Chester County
School District, Fairlisld Counly
Treasurer, and State Department of
Educarion,

Defendant,

The Court currcatly has wnder advisement various dispositive motions filed by the State
of South Carolina, Chester County Schoo! District, and Fairfield County School District. The
Court heard argurﬁcnts on these motions on February 7, 2011, and therealter ook the motions
under advisement. On July 25, 2011, the South Carolina Supreme Court entered its decision in |
Charleston County School District v. Harrell, 713 S.E. 2d 604 (2011), which clérified the legal
standard concerning the constitutionality of local legislation under the South Carolina
-Constituﬁon, Art. HI, § 34. As a result the parties concur that an o_ppomiﬁity for additional
discovery and briefing is desirable with réspect to their various dispositive motions.

Ac;cordingly, the Court hereby denies, witho{lt prejudice o re-Iile, all pending dispositive
mc;tions.,and: (1) grants the State of South Carolina 30 days, from the date this order is filed, in
which to file its answer or other responsive pleading to the complﬁ'mt; (2) directs, that all formal
discovery shall be compieted by February 3, 2012, unless otherwise agreed to by lhb partics; and
(3) dircets that dispositive motiong be filed with the Cowrt byi March 2; 20 lé. All other interim |

orders of the Court shall remain in effect.
v

c g8y | EEpbTAEIOL _a- ' swedd 8S:6Q TTE2-6T1-03d
EXHIBIT B



' c,o1980d

JT IS SO ORDERED.

D e,

Th%a}ﬂe Clifton Newman
Circuit Court Judge Presiding

I~
No%%-er * 15 2011

65“""“(75 2., South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF RICHLAND . )

a

State of South Carolina, Chester County
School District, Fairfield County
Treasurer, and State Department of
Education,

8S:1 WY 91 ke

Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County ) C.A. No. 2010-CP-40-4017
School District, ) &

) PREPOSED ORDER GRANTIING =

Plaintiff, ) SUMMARY JUDGMEN t“*ﬁ? A <

) DEFENDANTS .

Ve, O '::“. z

RO =5 - &

; o

o

<

=

e}
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Defendants.

L INTRODUCTION

‘'his case I.mS come hefore the Court on cross-maotions for summary judgnie'm by the
Plaintiff, Fairfield County School District ("FCSD"), and the Defendants, State of South
Carolina and Chester County School District ("CCSD"). The motions were argued on June §,
After carefully considering the evidence, arguments, aﬁd memoranda of counsel, this

2012

Court grants summary judgment in favor of the Defendants and against FCSD.

H., CURRENT CLATMS AND PARTIES

This civil action brought by FCSD challenges the constitutionality of Act 294 of 2010,
which 1s codified as S.C. Code Ann. § 59-63-4835. FCSD's complaint mitially alleged § 39-63-
485 violated the following provisions of the South Carolina Constitution: Art. I1I, § 34 (special
law in conflict with general law); Art. X, § 3 (taxation without consent of the people): Art X1, &
cationy; Art. [, § 4 {ex post facto law); and Art. VI, § 7 (home ruie). The

3 (a system of educa

Defendants named in the Complaint are the State of South Carolina, Chester County School
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District, Fairfield County Treasurer, and the State Department of Education. At a hearing before
The Honorable Clifton Newman, on February 7, 2011, FCSD abandoned all of its claims except
the claim arising under Art. I, § 34. Consequently, with respect to the resolution of the cross-
motions for summary judgment now before the Court, this case currently involves only FCSD's
claim that § 59-63-485 violates the South Carolina Constitution Art. I11, § 34, against the
Defendants CCSD, the State of South Carolina, the State Department of Education, and the

Fairfield County Treasurer.

III. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

FCSD'S claim asserts that § 59-63-485 violates the special legislation prohibitions of S.C.
Const. Art. [1I § 34. Following the passage of § 59-63-485 in June 2010, FCSD brought this
civil actjon seeking declaratory relief. Thereafter, FCSD and CCSD filed motions for summary
judgment and the State of South Carolina filed a motion to dismiss. These motions were heard
by the Court before The Honorable Clifton Newman on February 7, 2011. Judge Newman took
the motions under consideration. Following the South Carolina Supreme Court's decision in
Charleston County School District v. Harrell, 393 S.C. 552, 713 S.E. 2d 604 (2011), by a
consent order dated December 16, 2011, Judge Newman denied the pending dispositive motions
without prejudice to re-file motions for summary judgment. Thereafter, the State of South
Carolina filed its answer to FCSD's complaint, and following a period of time for discovery, the
parties, including the State, again filed motions for summary judgment supported by memoranda
of law, affidavits, and other evidence.

Additionally, by separate orders of the Court, the funds invoiced by CCSD to the
Fairfield County Treasurer pursuant to § 59-63-485 for the past three school years are being held
in a separate account by the Treasurer pending resolution of the parties' motions for summary

judgment.



‘IV. FINDINGS OF UNDISPUTED FACTS

The Court finds the following facts to be undisputed. For decades, and at least since
1947, children residing in the Mitford community of Fairfield County have been attending
CCSD's schools in the Great Falls area of Chester County. The Mitford community is located in
the northeast corner of Fairfield County and of FCSD. CCSD's Great Falls schools are closer to
the Mitford community than any of FCSD's schools. The Mitford community is generally
demarcated on a plat of Fairfield County recorded in the Office of the Clerk of Court for
Fairfield County in Plat book eight at page ninety-five, a copy of which is attached as an exhibit
to the Affidavit of Tressa Harrington and is referenced in Act No. 1236 of 1972. The Mitford
area 1s included in the attendance zones for CCSD's Great Falls schools: Great FFalls Elementary
School, Great Falls Middle School, and Great Falls High School.

For at least the past four decades approximately 100-200 students of the Mitford
community have been attending CCSD's Great Falls schools at no cost to the students or their
families, including free bus transportation. For the 2009-10 school year 190 students from the
Mitford community attended CCSD's Great Falls school. For the 2010-1! school year 156
students from the Mitford community attended CCSD's Great Falls schools, and for the 2011-12
school year 166 such students attended CCSD's Great Falls schools.

Pursuant to the formula under § 59-63-485, CCSD has invoiced the Fairfield County
- Treasurer $1,838,703 for expenses in educating these children for the past three school years.
The Treasurer has been holding these funds in a separate account pending resolution of FCSD's
claim. FCSD submitted an affidavit from Belva Bush, an Attendance Specialist. Ms. Bush
testifies in her affidavit she is unable to verify that 6 of the 166 students CCSD has identified as

residing in the Mitford community actually do reside in Fairfield County rather than Chester



County. Accordingly, for purposes of summary judgment, the court finds it to be undisputed that
for the 2011-12 school 160 Mitford area students attended CCSD's Great Falls schools.!

In 1970, FCSD's desegregation order entered by the United States District Court for the
District of South Carolina required the closing of the all black Mitford Elementary School and
that its students be given the choice of attending school at CCSD's Great Falls schools.
Thereafter, in 1972, the General Assembly passed Act 1236 of 1972, consolidating the Mitford
community into CCSD. This Act was repealed the following year by Act 161 of 1973 based on
an agreement between FCSD and CCSD respecting the Mitford community's students’ |
enrollment at CCSD's Great Falls schools and providing for FCSD's payment of $25,000 per year
to CCSD for educational expenses. Subsequently, the General Assembly has provided for the
cost of transporting the Mitford community's students to CCSD's Great Falls schools through
annual budget provisos, and CCSD readjusted its formal attendance zones for its Great Falls
schools to include the Mitford community.

For generations spanning several decades, approximately 100-200 students residing in the
Mitford community have annually attended, without charge, CCSD's Great Falls schools. This
historical relationship, involving a substantial number of students, between the Mitford and Great
Falls communities, their respective school districts, and the State is unique. Since at least 1973,
FCSD and CCSD had agreed upon financial and enrollment arrangements for the education of
the Mitford community's students. This agreement began breaking down in 2007 and finally
ended in the 2009-10 school year when no agreement was reached for that school year or
thereafter. On May 21, 2010, FCSD's school board chair, Annie E. McDaniel, wrote to Senator

Creighton B. Coleman and made clear FCSD had no agreement with CCSD for payments to

! For purposes of payment by the Fairfield County Treasurer to CCSD based on its invoice for the 2011-
12 school year, the Court makes no determination of whether 160 or 166 Mitford students attended CCSD
schools for the 2011-12. Any dispute regarding the propriety of CCSD's invoice can be raised and
addressed under § 59-63-485(C) and (E).



educate the Mitford students and that FCSD "does not pay tuition for students desiring to attend
schools out of the District." In light of the school districts' failure to reach an agreement for the
cost of educating the Mitford community's students to attend CCSD's Great Falls schools and
FCSD's refusal to continue negotiations, the General Assembly enacted § 59-63-485 in order to
provide for uniform arrangements between FCSD and CCSD pertaining to these students.

The Court further finds, based on the Supplemental Affidavit of Anna Stroud, that for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2011, (the 2010-11 school year) CCSD's per pupil local revenue as
determined under § 59-63-485 was $3,452. In comparison, FCSD's per pupil local revenue
under § 59-63-485's formula was $8,875. Accordingly, FCSD received as local revenue $8,875
for the same student fhat CCSD is to educate under § 59-63-485 for approximately $3500. The
actual average amount of local funds it costs CCSD to educate a student at its Great Falls schools
for the 2010-11 school year was $6,375, i.e., at least $2,500 more than it would receive under §

59-63-485.

V. LEGAL ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Section 59-63-485 is entitled to a heavy presumption of constitutionality extended to
State legislation by our courts.

"This Court has a limited scope of review in cases involving a constitutional
challenge to a statute because all statutes are presumed constitutional and, if
possible, will be construed to render them valid." Curtis v. State, 345 S.C. 557,
569, 549 S.E.2d 591, 597 (2001). "A 'legislative act will not be declared
unconstitutional unless its repugnance to the constitution is clear and beyond a
reasonable doubt." In re Treatment and Care of Luckabaugh, 351 S.C. 122, 134-
35, 568 S.E. 2d 338, 344 (2002) (quoting Joytime Distribs. & Amusement Co. v.
State, 338 S.C. 634, 640, 528 S.E.2d 647, 650 (1999)). "A possible constitutional
construction must prevail over an unconstitutional interpretation.” Curtis, 345
S.C. at 569-70, 549 S.E.2d at 597.

State v. Neuman, 384 S.C. 395, 402, 683 S.E.2d 268, 271 (2009). In reviewing the

constitutionality of State statutes dealing with public education, courts recognize the General

-10-



Assembly's broad discretion in carrying out its responsibility to provide for a system of free
public schools under Article X1 of our Constitution.

Under the South Carolina Constitution, the Legislature is charged with providing
for the maintenance and support of a system of free public schools open to all
children in the State. S.C. Const. Art. X1, § 3. The legislature has wide discretion
in determining how to go about accomplishing this duty. Horry County Sch. Dist.
v. Horry County, 346 S.C. 621, 632, 552 S.E.2d 737, 743 (2001).

Burriss v. Anderson County Bd. of Educ., 369 S.C. 443, 451, 633 S.E.2d 482, 486 (2006). Our
courts have shown particular deference to this legislative discretion. Moseley v. Welch, 209 S.C.
19,39 S.E.2d 133, 138 (1946); Bradley v. Cherokee Sch. Dist. No. One of Cherokee County, 322
S.C. 181,470 S.E.2d 570, 572 (1996); Moye v. Caughman, 265 S.C. 140, 217 S.E.2d 36 (1975).

Article IT1, § 34 generally prohibits special laws where a general law can be made to
apply. Michelin Tire Corp. v. Spartanburg County Treasurer, 281 S.C.31,314S.E. 2d 8,9
(1984). "The purpose of the prohibition on special legislation is to make uniform where possible
the statutory laws of this State in order to avoid duplicative or conflicting laws on the same
subject." Med. Soc'y of S.C. v. MUSC, 334 S.C. 270, 279, 513 S.E.2d 352, 357 (1999).
However, the prohibition of special legislation is not absolute, and special legislation is not
unconstitutional where the General Assembly has a logical basis and sound reason for resorting
to special legislation. /d. Further, this Court may not "overrule the legislature's judgment that a
special law is necessary unless there has been a clear and palpable abuse of legislative
discretion."‘ Id.

Recently, the Supreme Court reviewed this standard of review for determining the
constitutionality of special legislation and reaffirmed that where a special law will best meet the
exigencies of a particular situation, it is not unconstitutional and that the General Assembly necd
only have a logical basis and sound reason for resorting to special legislation. Charleston Sch.

Dist. v. Harrell, 393 S.C. 552, 558-59, 713 S.E.2d 604, 608 (2011).



The Court finds that FCSD has presented no evidence tending to show the General
Assembly clearly and palpably abused its discretion in enacting § 59-63-485. The Court further
finds that the General Assembly had a logical basis and sound reason for resorting to special
legislation in enacting § 59-63-485 in order to provide for uniform arrangements between FCSD
and CCSD pertaining to the Mitford community's students.

The Mitford stt_xdents present a unique situatibn in South Carolina where for more than
sixty years a substantial number of students in a discrete geographic arca and community within
FCSD have been attending CCSD'S Great Falls schools. Until the 2009-10 school year, funding
for the Mitford area students had been paid by FCSD to CCSD based on an agreement or
understanding between FCSD and CCSD. Prior to the 2009-10 school year, and as far back as
1947, Mitford area students have been attending the Great Falls schools. In 1970, FCSD's
desegregation order required FCSD to close its Mitford Elementary School and for the students
to be allowed to attend CCSD's Great Falls schpols. In 1972, the General Assembly formally
made the Mitford community part of CCSD. In 1973 the General Assembly repealed the
Mitford area consolidation with CCSD, and FCSD authorized the Mitford area's students to
attend CCSD's schools and payment to CCSD on behalf of the Mitford students. In further
support of the Mitford area students' attendance at CCSD's Great Falls schools, the General
Assembly has historically provided transportation funds for students to attend the Great Falls
schools. And, CCSD has formally zoned the Mitford community for attendance at its Great Falls
schools. Accordingly, the State, FCSD, and CCSD have all approved of, fostered, and
encouraged the attendanée of the Mitford community students at CCSD's schools in various
ways for decades prior to the 2009-10 school year.

Then during the 2009-10 school year, FCSD refused to agree to any arrangements for the
payment to CCSD for the approximately 190 Mitford area students to contiﬁue to attend CCSD's

schools. In light of this failure, the General Assembly reasonably addressed this exigent



situation by enacting § 59-63-485 to ensure Mitford area students could continue to attend
CCSD's Great Falls schools through the payment of a reasonable amount of funds by FCSD to
CCSD in exchange for educational services to the Mitford community's students. Given the
peculiar local conditions and exceptional factual situation, a logical basis and sound reason for
resorting to special legislation exists, and the General Assembly's enactment of § 59-63-485
cannot be characterized as unreasonable or arbitrary. Med. Soc'y of S.C., 334 S.C. at 278-80, 513
S.E.2d at 357; Charleston County Sch. Dist., 393 S.C. at 558-59, 713 S.E.2d at 608.

Moreover, § 59-63-485 does not otherwise conflict with general law, but instead builds
upon § 59-63-480 by specifying a funding formula where § 59-63-480 is silent to provide for a
reasonable and stable level of local school funds to CCSD for educating students residing in the
Mitford area of FCSD. As set forth in the Supplemental Affidavit of Anna Stroud, CCSD's
Director of Finance, FCSD's level of local per student funding, as determined under § 59-63-485,
is $8,875 as compared to CCSD's $3,452. Thus, by seeking only to make CCSD's taxpayeré
whole for educating students residing in FCSD, FCSD is actually spending over $5,000 less per
student than it's per student revenue. Additionally, Ms. Stroud also determined that the payment
per student under the § 59-63-485 funding scheme, which for 2010-11 school year is $3,452 per
student, is actually less than the actual local cost of educating students in the Great Falls schools,
which is an average per student local funds expenditure of $6,375. Consequently, CCSD is not
unduly profiting from the payments from FCSD under § 59-63-485, nor is FCSD being
unreasonably burdened by these per pupil payment amounts.

Further, the concept of local funds following a school district's students to other schools
is not novel, but well accepted. For example, the Charter Schools Act provides for local district
funding of students of the district enrolled in a charter school. S.C. Code Ann. § 59-40-140.
Likewise, an annual budget proviso provides for local district funds to be paid to other school

districts providing educational services to students in foster care. See, e.g., Budget Proviso 1.8
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(2009-10 Bill H. 4657 — Part 1B, 1.8). The similar funding scheme included in § 59-63-485 is
likewise logical and reasonable.

FCSD asserts that the payment formula under § 59-63-485 is unreasonable because the
marginal cost to CCSD of serving the Mitford area students is likely covered by any State and/or
federal funds CCSD otherwise receives for educating these students. However, both alternate
payment provisions referenced with approval by FCSD as general laws, i.e., § 59-63-45 and §
59-63-480, are based on average—not marginal-—per pupil funding or costs, just like § 59-63-
485. Although the actual cost of educating students at CCSD's Great Falls schools will
inevitably vary from year to year and student to student, basing FCSD's funding of its Mitford
area students at the Great Falls schools on CCSD's "local revenue per pupil for school operating
purposes" is a rational and sound funding scheme similar, if not identical, to those set forth in §§
59-63-45 and -480. Moreover, § 59-63-485 is intended to provide for uniform arrangements
over time between FCSD and CCSD regarding 100-200 students each year residing in a discrete
community. On the other hand, § 59-63-45 is designed to address ad hoc individual student
attendance out-of-district. In light of the different and specific circumstanceé § 59-63-485 is
designed to address in comparison to the ad hoc and individualized circumstances to which § 59-
63-45 generally applies, the provisions of § 59-63-485 are rational. It is well settled that special
legislation need not be perfect, but only rational, to be constitutional. Thomas v. Spartanburg
Ry., Gas & Elec. Co., 100 S.C. 478, 85 S.E. 50, 51 (1915).

Consequently, § 59-63-485 is not unconstitutional special legislation, but instead falls
within the well recognized category of constitutional special legislation that is reasonably and

logically designed to.address an exigent, unique situation or local condition.




VI. ORDER

Based on the foregoing findings of fact, analysis, and conclusions of law, this Court
hereby declares § 59-63-485 does not violate Article 111, § 34 of the South Carolina Constitution,
denies FCSD's motion for summary judgment, and grants CCSD's and the State's motions for
summary judgment. Judgment accordingly shall be entered for CCSD, the State of South
Carolina, the Fairfield County Treasurer, and the State Department of Education. The orders
respecting the Fairﬁe'ld County Treasurer and the funds held by the Treasurer invoiced by CCSD
pursuant to § 59-63-485 shall be and hereby are dissolved. The Treasurer is further directed to

release the funds due to CCSD under § 59-63-485 within thirty (30) days of this order.

he Honorable J. Emest Kinard

Circuit Court Judge Presiding

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

huly /& ,2012

Columbia, South Carolina
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ‘
o OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF RICHLAND
C.A. No. 10-CP-40-
Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County
School District,
&
o
Plaintiff,. > = =
ofF 2 =
COMPLAINT . ’mMm & <
: i < X
State of South Carolina, c;':i - g_; o
Chester County School District, wc-:,{ = & &
=z 2 =
- —~
n @ <.

Fairfield County Treasurer
and State Department of Education,

Defendants.

INTRODUCTION
This is a suit challenging Act R. 291 of 2010, a local and special law requiring the

1.
Fairfield County School District -- alone among all the school districts in the state -- to pay

“tuition” of certain students attending school in another county. This special law is challenged
on the ground that it violates the South Carélina Constitution in several respects: (1) Act R. 291
violates Art. Il § 34, because it directly conflicts with and undermines South Carolina’s general
law governing residence requirements for school attendance and general law governing the
financing of schools; (2) Act R. 291 violates Art. X § 5, because it allows the Chester County
School District to levy a tax on the citizens of Fairfield County without their consent; (3) Act R.
291 violates Art. XI § 3, because it conflicts with the General Assembly’s “system™ of public
schools; (4) Act. R. 291 viblates Art. [, § 4, because it is an ex post fucto law requiring payment
from Fairfield County for a school year that was completed before the enactment of the law; and

Act R. 291 violates Art. VIII, § 7, because it is a local law imposing duties on the Treasurer of
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only one county, Fairfield County. Plaintiff seeks a declaratory judgment that Act R. 291 is

unconstitutional, and an injunction against its enforcement.

PARTIES AND JURISDICTION

2. Fairfield County District is a body politic and corporate created under the laws of
the State of South Carolina and is responsible for public education within the geographic area
desigﬁated by the Soutﬁ Carolina General Assembly, located in Fairfield County, South
Carolina. The District may sue in its own name, pursuant to South Carolina Code Ann. § 59-17-
10.

3. The Board of Trustees of the Fairfield County School District (hereinafter “the
Board”) is an elected body, which govemns the District. The Board is responsible for
promulgating policies that are utilized to insure that the needs of its students, employees, and
affiliate members of the community are met. The members of the Board are residents, voters and
taxpayers of Fairfield County.

4. The State of South Carolina is a state of the United States of America and
embodies the sovereign power of the people including the power to make and enforce laws,
including the law challenged in this case, Act R291.

-5. The Chester County School District is a body politic and corporate created under
the laws of South Carolina and is responsible for public education within the geographic area
designated by the South Car;)lina General Assembly, located in Chester County, South Carolina.
It may be sued in its own name, pursuant to South Carolina Code Ann. § 59-17-10. The Chester

County School District is assigned certain powers under Act R. 291.




6. The F'airfield' County Treasurer is an officer of Fairfield County responsible for
collecting, managing and disbursing funds of the Fairfield County and, to a certain extent, funds
of the Fairfield County School District. The Treasurer is assigned certain duties under Act R.
291. |

7. The State Department of Education is an agency of the State of South Carolina
responsible for m:maginé the public | schools of South Carolina, including financial

administration and funding. The State Department of Education is assigned certain duties under

ActR. 2901.
8. This action is brought pursuant to the Constitution and laws of South Carolina.
9. This Court has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter jurisdiction under

S.C. Code § 15-53-10 et seq.

10. Venue is proper in this Court because some of the defendants reside in this

County and a substantial part of the events giving rise to this action occurred in this County.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

A. Background

11. Pursuant to the South Carolina constitution, Art. XI § 3, the General Assembly
has established a system of public education throughout the State. This system operates through
approximately 85 school districts in the 46 counties of the State, which are operated by local
officials who have some autonomy but who act pursuant to state law and subject to state

supervision.
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12. As p:;rt of éhe State’s education system, the Genéral Assembly has adopted
general laws govemning almost every aspect of schools and education. Two aspects of the
general laws are (a) attendance policy and (b) school financing. Both these areas are highly
regulzited by comprehensive general state laws.

13. As to attendance policy: The General Assembly has adopted the basic rule that

students may attend school without charge only in the school district in which they reside, S.C.
Code § 59-63-30, -31. This usually means residing with a parent or legal guardian within the
district, § 59-63-30, but the General Assembly has also provided for certain added narrow
categories of “residence,” such as residing in a district by reason of a court custody order or DSS
placement. § 59-63-31.

14.  The General Assembly has also by general law defined certain narrow categories
of permissible non-resident students, i.e., students who are permitted to attend school in a district
where they do not meet one of the residence qualifications listed in § 59-63-30 or -31. However,
in these narrowly defined situations, the student is obligated to pay the out-of-residence district
in an amount set by general law. S.C. Code § 59-63-45 (“nonresident child” may attend “if the
person responsible for educating the child pays an amount equal to the prior year’s local revenue
per child...”).

15.  The chief category of students allowed to attend school in nonresident district; is
specified in S.C. Code §59-63-480, which allows a student who lives closer to a school in an
adjacent school district to attend that school, upon the completion by the sending and receiving

districts of detailed procedural requirements. A student who makes a transfer under this section
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must make the payment rf‘:quired by §59-63-45. The student’s payment obligation is also
repeated in §59-63-480 itself.

16. The General Assembly has by general law indicated that these attendance policies
are to be strictly complied with. For example, a student who fails to pay the nonresident tuition
required by law “must” be removed from the school, §59-63-45(C), unless he has obtained a
waiver as provided by law. §59-63-45(A). Also, in the case of student transfers to adjacent
districts, the general law makes it a misdemeanor for trustees of a district knowingly to enroll -
such a student without the consent of the student’s residence district, $59-63-500.

17.  Overall, with regard to a student transferring under §59-63-480 to a nearer school

-in an adjacent district, the general law provides for the student, not the district of the student’s

residence, to pay tuition to the transferee district.

18.  On information and Belief, there are many situations around the state, possibly
several hundred, in which some students attend closer schools in an adjacent district pursuant to
S.C. Code §59-63-480. Further on information and belief, no residence school district in the
State payé tuition or other money to the transferee district on behalf of the transferring student.
Such a student is counted in the attendance rolls of the transferee district, §59-63-45(B), -540, so
it receives the full state share and federal share of funding for that student.

19.  As to school funding: The General Assembly has by general law provided a

detailed and comprehensive mechanism for financing the system of education, covering every

school district and every school in every school district. This comprehensive mechanism

~includes and regulates funds from different sources, including federal, state and local funds for

operating and capital expenditures. Among the main elements of this comprehensive financing
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mechanism are the Educatio‘n Finance Act of 1977, the Education Improvement Act of 1984, and
other general laws. See, e.g., S.C. Code §§ 59-20-10 ef seq., 59-21-10 et seq. Under these
provisions of general law, state funds and local funds are both taken into account in determining
how much a school district will receive in state funds as well as how much a school district may
or must raise in local funds. In other words, state and local funds are intertwined. Together with
federal funds, they determine how much money will be available to teach the students attending
school in each school district.

20.  The detailed mechanism contained in the general law contains complex formulas
administered by the Department of Education and other state agencies that calculate the funds
available to each school district with great precision. The general law sets the precise formula in
S.C.- Code § 59-63-40, a section which is five pages long and contains no fewer than 30
numbered or lettered line items, many of which have their own lengthy statutory definitions.

21. At the heart of the formula, however, is the number of students to be educated,
with different weights assigned to different categories of students. § 59-63-40. Thus, the
amount of money that a district receives or raises, whether from the state or from local effort, is
related to the number of students it has.

22.  The general law also describes the purpose of this complex set of financing
formulas. S.C. Code § 59-20-30. In addition to the obvious pufpdse of providing students with
an education, other elements of the purpose include providing state funds on the basis of need as
calculated by the formula (subsection 3), balancing state and local funds (subsection 5), requiring
each district to pay its fair share (subsection 6), and insuring effective use of tax dollars in the

public schools (subsection 7).
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B. ActR. 291

23.  The general law reflects an overall purpose that a school district is to receive
funds to educate the students in its schools, and is to expend funds for thé sarﬁe purpose;—i.e., té
educate the students in its schools.

24.  Act R. 291 was adopted in 2010. From introduction in the Senate on April 29,
2010, to the House of Representatives and finally the Governor’s signature on June 8, 2010, the
total elapsed time was 40 days. On information and belief, there was no Committee hearings nor
floor debate.

25. Act R. 291 contains only one finding, that “numerous public school students
reside in Fairfield County School district but are entitled to attend the schools of Chester County
school district pursuant to Section 59-63-480.” There is no finding that these students are
different in character from any other students who are entitled to attend School ion adjacent
districts pursuant to Section 59-63-480. This is followed by a statement that the General
Assembly “finds it necessary” [not really a finding] “to provide by law for uniform arrangements

between Fairfield County School District and Chester County School District pertaining to these

students.”

26. Act R. 291 contains the following main provisions:

a. Chester County School district alone determines the eligibility of a.Fairﬁeld
County resident to transfer. Section 1(B).

b. For each student that Chester County School District finds to be eligible, it is
entitled to 103% of it prior year per-pupil local revenue for operations. Section
1(B)(1).

C. This amount is to be invoiced by the Chester County School District to the

Fairfield County Treasurer, who is to pay it directly to the Chester County School
District from funds of the Fairfield County School District. Section 1(C), 1{B)(1).

7

=22 e



d. If the Fairfield County Treasurer fails to pay the invoiced amount by a time
specified in the law, the State Department of Education shall pay the invoice
directly to Chester County School DlStI’lCt from funds due to be disbursed to
Fairfield County School District.

e. The law applies retroactively by requiring immediate payment to Chester County
School District for Fairfield County resident students who attended Chester
County School District in the 2009-10 school year, which ended before the law
was passed. Section 2.

f. There is no indication of any role by Fairfield County School District, not even
receiving a copy of the Chester County School District invoices sent to the
Fairfield County Treasurer for payment.

27. Act R. 291 does injury to the students of Fairfield County School District and the
citizens. of Fairfield County. By requiring Fairfield County School District to pay to educate
students who attend school in another district, Act R. 291 deprives students in Fairfield County
School District of funds that would otherwise be available to educate them. If Fairfield County
School District sought to increase its local funding to make up for the money taken away by
Chester County School District, it would mean higher taxes on Fairfield County residents.

28.  Act R. 291 applies to only two of the approximate 85 school districts. It is not
uniform even as to those districts because it gives Chester County School District tuition for
Fairfield County School District residents, but does nothing about Fairfield County tuition for
Chester County School District residents.

29.  Upon information and belief, no other school district in South Carolina is required

to pay tuition for students who attend schools in adjoining districts.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
S.C. Const. Art. III 8§ 34 — Special law in conflict with general law
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30.  The South (;“arolina Constitution, Art III § 34, prohibits a special law where a
general law can be made applicable. As to the provisions of Act R. 291, not only can a general
law be made applicable, but general laws are applicable.

31.  There is nothing in the law indicating that these students are different from any
others covered by S.C. Code § 59-63-480, to support the bare statement in Section 1(A) of R.
291 that “the General Assembly finds it is necessary to” take this action.v

32. Act R. 291 directly conflicts with numerous provisions of general law goveming
school attendance, particularly S.C. Code § 59-63-45 and § 59-63-480.

33.  ActR. 291 directly conflicts with numerous provisions of general law governing

school funding, particularly S.C. Code § 59-20-10 et seq. and § 59-21-10 et seq.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
S.C. Const. Art. X § 5 — Taxation without consent of the people

34, Article X, § 5 of the South Carolina Constitution provides that “no tax, subsidy or
charge shall be established, fixed, laid or levied under any pretext whatsoever, without the
consent of the people or their representatives lawfully assembled.”

35.  Act R. 291 puts Chester County School District in control of Fairfield County
School District funds, partly raised from Fairfield County residents, to pay for students in

Chester County schools. That is a tax on Fairfield County residents without their consent.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
S.C. Const. Art. XI § 3 — Violating requirement of a system of education
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36.  Pursuant to Article XI, § 3 of the South Carolina Constitution, “the General
Assembly shall provide for the maintenance and support of a system of free public schools open
to all children in the State.”

37.  The constitutional requirement is for “a” system, not 85 systems of education. The
Generai Assembly’s general laws are designed to operate a system, but Act R. 291 conflicts with

that system and therefore violates Art. XI of the Constitution.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
S.C. Const. Art. I § 4 — Ex post facto law
38. Pursuant to Article I, § 4 no ex post facto law may be passed.
39.  ActR. 291 is an unconstitutional ex post facto law because it imposes liability

on Fairfield County School District for events that took place before the law was

enacted.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
S.C. Const. Art. VIil § 7 — Violation of home rule as to Fairfield County Treasurer

40.  Article VIII, § 7 provides that the General Assembly shall provide by general law
for the powers and duties of counties, and shall not pass laws for a specific county.

41.  Act R. 291 is an unconstitutional local law because it applies solely to Fairfield
County and requires the Treasurer of Fairfield County, alone among all counties, to make

certain payments.

42.  The payments required to be made by the Fairfield County Treasurer injure

Plaintiff and the Fairfield County School District.

10
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REMEDIES — Declaratory judgment

43, There is a quest.ion whether Act R. 291 violates Art III, § 34 because it is a special
law in conflict with applicable general law.

44.  There is a question whether Act R. 291 violates Article X, section S of the South
Carolina Constitution, because it vests Chester County School District with the ability to fix a
charge upon the Fairfield County School District, which must be paid by funds that ultimately
come from Fairfield County residents.

45. There is a question whether Act R. 291 violates Article XI, section 3 of the South
Carolina Constitution because it conflicts with the state system of public schools.

46. There is a question whether Act R. 291 violates Asticle 1, § 4 of the South
Carolina Constitution as an ex post facto law

47.  There is a question whetht;,r Act R. 291 yiolates Article 8, § 7 as unconstitutional
local legislation applying solely to one county, the Fairfield County Treasurer.

48. Pursuant to the Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act S.C. Code § 15-53-10, et
seq., Plaintiff seeks an Order of this Court declaring that Act R. 291 violates Art. III, § 34, Art.
X, 85, Art. X1, § 3, Art. I, § 4 and Art. VIII § 7 of the South Carolina Constitution.

REMEDIES - Injunction

49. Irreparable injury will result to Plaintiff and the students in its schools if the
provisions of Act R. 291 are enjoined.

50.  There is no adequate remedy at law.

Il



S51. Based upon Kth.e foregoing, Plaintiff seeks an Order of this Court restraining and

enjoining Defendants from carrying out the provisions of Act R. 291.
RELIEF

52. WHEREFORE, having fully set forth its allegations, Plaintiff respectfully requests
the following relief:

(1) A declaratory judgment as described above;

(2) Preliminary and permanent injunction as described above;

(3) Interest, costs and attorneys’ fees as allowed by law; and

(4) Such other relief as may be appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

@M{J/LL/&Q/ 74?%
Armand Derfner, Esq.
D. Peters Wilborn, Jr., Esq.
Derfner, Altman & Wilborn, L
575 King Street, Suite B (29403)

P.O. Box 600 '
Date: June 16, 2010 Charleston, SC 29403
Charleston, South Carolina Telephone: (843) 723-9804
12
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_ STATE OF-SOUTH CAROLINA

) _
) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )
Board of Trustees for the )
Fairfield County School District, ) C/A No. 2010-CP-10-4017
)
Plaintiff, )
)
v, ) ANSWER
)
State of South Carolina, Chester County )
School District, Fairfield County )
Treasurer and State Department of )
Education, )
)
Defendants. )
)

Defendant State of South Carolina answering the Complaint herein. alleges the following:

FOR A FIRST DEFENSE

1. The State denies each and every allegation of the Complaint not hereinafter
specifically admitted.

2. As to Paragraph 1, the State admits only that Plaintiff seeks the relief requested on

the grounds alleged. but the State denies that Plamntiff 1s entitled to relief and denies that the
referenced Act is unconstitutional. The State alleges that R291 now carries the Act number 294,

and all references in this Answer to Act 294 are to R291.

-

3. The State admits Paragraphs 2 through 7, inclusive, but craves reference to the
laws of the State of South Carolina for a complete description of the duties and authority of the

public bodies and officers named therein, and the State denies that the Department of Education

manages the public schools of the State.
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4. The State admits Paragraphs 8 and 9 but_denies-that-Plaintiff-is-entitled w0 any "~~~
relief. -

5. The State admits Paragraph 10.

6. The State admils Paragraphs 11 - 13. inclusive, but craves reference to State

statutes related to these allegations and denies any allegations inconsistent with State law.

7. As to Paragraphs 14 - 17, inclusive. the State craves reference to the cited statutes
and denies any allegations inconsistent therewith.

8. The State is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to
paragraph 18 of the Complaint. and therefore denies the allegations of that paragraph.

9. As 1o Paragraphs 19 through 23. inclusive, the State craves reference to the cited
statutes and other State law and denies any allegations inconsistent therewith.

10. As to Paragraph 24. the State admits only the introduction and signature dates and
craves reference to the legislative history regarding the Act as to all other matters alleged and
denies any ailegations inconsistent therewith.

11. As to Paragraphs 25 and 26. the State craves reference to Act 294 and denies any
allegations inconsistent therewith.

12. As to Paragraphs 27 and 28. the State craves reference to Act 294 and denies any
allegations inconsistent therewith. The State is without knowledge or information sufficient to
form a belief as to the fiscal impact of Act 294 on Fairﬁeld_ County and its students and.
therefore, denies any such allegations. The State denies that Act 294 is unconstitutional.

13. The State is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to

paragraph 29 of the Complaint. and therefore denies the allegations of that paragraph.

9
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4. As to Paragraphs 30 - 33, inclusive, the State-craves—reference~to-the cited

Constitutional and statutory provisions, and denies any allegations inconsistent therewith. The

State specifically denies that Act 294 violates art. 111, §34.
z 13. As to Paragraph 34, the State admits only that the Paragraph recites the first

sentence of art. X, §3.

16.  The State denies paragraph 35 and craves reference to Act 294.
17.  As to Paragraph 36. the State the State admits only that the Paragraph recites part

of art. X1, §3.

18. As to Paragraph 37, the State craves reference to art. X1, §3 and related case law
and denies any allegations inconsistent therewith. The State specifically denies that Act 294
violates that article.

19. The State admits Paragraph 38.

20. As to Paragraph 39, the State denies that Act 294 is an unconstitutional ex post
Jacio law.,

21. As to Paragraph 40, the State craves reference to art. VI, §7. and denies any

allegations inconsistent therewith.

22.  The State denies Paragraph 41 and craves reference to Act 294.
23 The State is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to

paragraph 42 of the Complaint, and therefore denies the allegations of that paragraph.

24, As to Paragraphs 43 through 48, inclusive. the State admits only that Plaintiff has
raised the questions posed and seeks relief, but the State denies that Plaintiff has raised anv claim
entitling him to relief in this proceeding and denies that Act 294 violates the referenced

provisions of the Constitution.



26.  The State denies that Plaintiff is entitled to the relief requested in Paragraphs 51

FOR A SECOND DEFENSE
27.  The State may not be made subject to an injunction in that it comprises the
entirety of the State rather than a single agency or officer.
WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Plaintiff’s Comiplaint, the State prays as follows:

1. That judgment for the State be entered as to the Complaint and that the relief

sought by the Plaintiff be denied.

2. For such further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

ALAN WILSON
Attorney General

J. EMORY SMITH. JR.

Assistant Deputy Attorney General
Post Office Box 11549

Columbia, SC 29211

(803) 734-3680

S.C. Bar. No. 5262

By

ATTORNEYS FOR TH‘EE DEFENDANT STATE OF
January 20,2012 SOUTH CAROLINA
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )
Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County )
School District, ) C.A. No. 2010-CP-40-4017
)
Plaintiff, ) DEFENDANT CHESTER COUNTY
) SCHOOL DISTRICT'S ANSWER AND
vs. ) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES
)
State of South Carolina, Chester County )
School District, Fairfield County )
Treasurer, and State Department of )
Education, )
)
Defendants.

DEFENDANT Chester County School District ("District") hereby responds to the

allegations of the Complaint according to the numbered paragraphs thereof as follows:

1.

The District admits only that this suit challenges Act R. 291 of 2010 on various

constitutional grounds and that Plaintiff seeks a declaratory judgment that Act R. 291 is

unconstitutional, along with an injunction against its enforcement. The remainder of this

allegation is denied.

2.

3.

6.

7.

Admitted.
Admitted on information and belief.
Admitted.
Admitted.
Admitted.

The District admits that the State Department of Education is an agency of the

state of South Carolina with specified responsibilities for managing the public schools of South

Carolina, including certain aspects of financial administration and funding. The District further

admits that the State Department of Education is assigned certain duties under Act R. 291.
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10.

11.

Admitted.
Admitted.
Admitted.

The District admits only that Article XI, Section 3 of the South Carolina

Constitution authorizes the General Assembly the establish a system of public education

throughout the state. To implement the system, the General Assembly has established 86 school

districts and various special schools, which are generally operated by local officials. The school

districts and special schools have varying degrees of autonomy and authority established

pursuant to state law.

12

13.
14.
15.

16.

Denied as stated.
Admitted.

Denied as stated.
Denied as stated.

The District admits only that, in certain cases involving non-resident students

required to pay non-resident tuition, students who fail to pay non-resident tuition must be

removed from the school under § 59-63-45(C), unless the student has obtained a waiver, and

that, in some cases involving student transfers to adjacent districts, it is a misdemeanor for

trustees of a district knowingly to enroll students without the consent of the student's resident

district under § 59-63-500.

17.
18.
19.

20.

Denied as stated.
Denied as stated.
Denied.

The District admits only that each school district's total funds are determined

through a complex set of formulas administered in part by the South Carolina Department of

Education.
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21.

The District admits only that, in part, the amount of money each school district

receives or raises is related to the number of students it has, but many other factors are also

involved.

22.

The District admits only that S.C. Code § 59-20-30 sets forth certain purposes for

funds distributed pursuant to that Act.

23.

Denied. Rather, the general law reflects the overall purpose that a school district

is to receive funds to educate students residing within its geographic borders and is to expend

funds for the education and related services to educate those students.

24.

Admitted, except that the District denies for lack of sufficient information that

there were neither committee hearings nor floor debate regarding Act R. 291.

25.

This allegation purports to summarize Act R. 291, and the District denies the

allegation as stated and craves reference to Act R. 291 for its specific findings and content.

26.

This allegation purports to summarize Act R. 291, and the District denies the

allegation as stated and craves reference to Act R. 291 for its specific findings and content.

217.
28.
29.
30.
31.

Denied.
Admitted.
Denied.

Denied as stated.

This allegation purports to summarize Act R. 291, and the District denies the

allegation as stated and craves reference to Act R. 291 for its specific findings and content.

32.
33.
34,
3.
36.

Denied.
Denied.
Admitted.
Denied.

Admitted.
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37. Denied.
38. Admitted.
39. Denied.

40. The District admits only that Article VIII, Section 7 of the South Carolina
Constitution states that

the General Assembly shall provide by general law for the
structure, organization, powers, duties, functions, and the
responsibilities of counties, including the power to tax different
areas at different of taxation related to the nature and level of
government services provided. Alternate forms of government, not
to exceed five, shall be established. No laws for a specific county
shall be enacted, and no county shall be exempted from the general
law or laws applicable to the selected alternative form of

government.
41. Denied.
42. Denied.
43. Denied.
44. Denied.
45.  Denied.
46. Denied.
47.  Denied.
48. Admitted.
49. Denied.
50. Denied.

51.  Admitted.
52.  The District respectfully contends that Plaintiff's Complaint should be dismissed

and that Plaintiff is not entitled to any relief.
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AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE
(Failure to State a Cause of Action)

53.  The District further alleges that Plaintiff's Complaint should be dismissed
pursuant to Rule 12(b), SCRCP, because, as a matter of law, the Complaint fails to state facts
sufficient to constitute a cause of action.

WHEREFORE, having fully responded to the allegations of the Complaint, the District
respectfully asks the Court to dismiss the Complaint, deny Plaintiff any relief, and award the
District such relief as may be just and appropriate. |

Respectfully submitted,
CHILDS & HALLIGAN, P.A.

T —~
T \

Kenneth L Childs, S.C-BarNo. 1217
John eagle, S.C. Bdr No. 14185
Allison Aiken-H; , S.C. Bar No. 15668

By:

kchilds@childs-halligan.net
jreagle@childs-halligan.net
ahanna@childs-halligan.net
P.O. Box 11367

Columbia, South Carolina 29211
(803) 254-4035

Attorneys for Defendant Chester County School
District

August 6, 2010

Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Nt

COUNTY OF RICHLAND )

Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County
School District,

Plaintiff(s)
VS.

)
)
)
)
)
)
) ANSWER OF DEFENDANT
) FAIRFIELD COUNTY TREASURER
State of South Carolina, Chester County )] 2010-CP-40-4017
School District, Fairfield County )
Treasurer and State Department of )
Education )
)
)

Defendant(s)

The Defendant, Fairfield County Treasurer, answering the Complaint of the Plaintiff, would

respectfully show as follows:

FOR A FIRST DEFENSE

1. Except as hereinafter specifically admitted, qualified or explained, each and every
allegaﬁon of the Complaint is denied and strict proof thereof is hereby demanded.

2. This Defendant admits that this is an action challenging Act R.291 of 2010 on a
number of grounds and that the Complaint seeks a Declaratory Judgment conceming the
constitutionality of Act R.291 of 2010 and certain equitable relief. The remainder of Paragraph 1
is denied.

3. This Defendant admits the allegations in Paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 8.9,and 10 of

the Complaint.

4, Answering Paragraph 11, this Defendant admits that Article X1, Section 3 of the
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Constitution of South Carolina directs the General Assembly té establish a statewide system of
public education.

5. The allegations of Paragraph 12 are denied as alleged.

6. The allegations of Paragraph 13 are admitted.

7. The allegations of Paragraphs 14 and 15 are denied as alleged.

8. Answering the allegation of Paragraph 16, this Defendant admits only that certain
statutoryv provisions provide for non-resident students transferring to adjacent districts, for the
financial terms of such transfers and.for certain penalties for trustees who violate the relevant
provisions.

9. Answering the allegations of Paragraphs 17 and 18, this Defendant denies those
allegations as alleged.

10.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 19 of the Complaint, this Defendant denies
those allegations and demands strict proof thereof.

11.  Answering Paragraph 20, the Defendant admits that there are formulas for the
allocation of funds and those funds are administered by the South Carolina Department of Education.

12.  Answering Paragraph 21, the Defendant admits that the funds received by school
districts around the state are based on numbers of students attending district schools, but would also
show that other factors are involved in the determination of funding.

13.  Answering Paragraph 22, this Defendant craves reference to S.C. Code §59-20-30
for the terms and specific language of that section.

14.  This Defendant admits the allegations of Paragraph 23.

15.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 24, this Defendant admits those allegations

upon information and belief. However, this Defendant is without sufficient information or
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knowledge to admit or deny that there were no committee hearings or floor debate regarding Act
R.291 of 2010.

16.  Answering the allegations of Paragraphs 25 and 26, this defendant craves refereﬁce
to Act R.291for its-specific language and content.

17. The allegationé of Paragraph 27 are denied.

18.  The allegations of Paragraph 28 are denied as alleged

19.  The allegations of Paragraphs 29 and 30 are denied.

20.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 31, this Defendant craves reference to Act
R.291 for its specific content and language. |

21.  The allegations of Paragraphs 32 and 33 are denied.

22. The allegations of Paragraph 34 are admitted.

23.  The allegations of Paragraph 35 are denied.

24.  The allegations of Paragraph 36 are admitted.

25.  The allegations of Paragréph 37 are denied.

26.  The allegations of Paragraph 38 are admitted.

27.  The allegations of Paragraph 39 are denied.

28. Answering Paragraph 40, this Defendant craves reference to Article VI, Section 7
of the South Carolina Constitution for its precise language and content.

29. The allegations of Paragraphs 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, and 47 are denied.

30.  The allegations of Paragraph 48 are admitted.

31.  The allegations of Paragraphs 49 and 50 are denied.

32.  The allegations of Paragraph 51 are admitted.

Paragraph 52 contains no allegations and thus requires no response.

(9%}
(%]

_39_



FOR A SECOND DEFENSE
(FAILURE TO STATE A CAUSE OF ACTION)

34.  The Complaint fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action and
consequently the Plaintiff’s Complaint should be dismissed pursuant to Rule 12(b), SCRCP.

WHEREFORE having fully set forth its Answer to the Plaintiff’s Complaint, the Defendant,
Fairfield County Treasurer, prays for an Order dismissing the Complaint of Plaintiff and for such

furtker relief as may be deemed just and proper.

CALLISON TIGHE & ROBINSON LLC

Lincoln Street

Post Office Box 1390
Columbia, South Carolina
Telephone: (803) 404-6900
Facsimile: (803) 404-6902

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
FAIRFIELD COUNTY TREASURER

Columbia, South Carolina
August '[0_, 2010
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND ) FOR THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
)
Board of Trustees for the Fairfield )
County School District ) C.A.NO.: 10-CP-40-4017
)
Plaintiff, )
) ANSWER
vS. ),
)
State of South Carolina, Chester )
County School District, Fairfield )
County Treasurer and South Carolina )
Department of Education )
)
Defendants. )
)
ANSWER TOQ COMPLAINT

The Co-defendant, South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE), answering the
Complaint of the Plaintiff respectfully shows, as follows:

FOR A FIRST DEFENSE

1. Paragraph 1 is denied.

2. Paragraphs 2 through 6 are admitted.

3. Paragraph 7 is admitted in part and denied in part. The SCDE denies the statement
that it is responsible for managing the public schools of South Carolina.

4. Paragraphs 8 through 12 are admitted.

5. Paragraph 13 sets forth conclusions of law, and thus does not require a response.
6. Paragraph 14 sets forth conclusions of law, and thus does not require a response.

7. Paragraph 15 is admitted in part and denied in part. SCDE admits that S.C. Code

Ann. § 59-63-480 defines a category of students who can apply for admission to a non-resident
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district but denies that it is the chief category, as alleged. SCDE admits that §§ 59-63-45 and 59-
63-480 contain language addressing the payment of tuition and/or charges but those sections
have inconsistent methods for calculating such charges and § 59-63-480 does no.t specifically
reference the person or entity required to make such payments.

8. Paragraph 16 sets forth conclusions of law, and thus does not require a response.

9. Paragraph 17 is denied as stated in that § 59-63-480 does not specify the party that
is responsible for payment of tuition.

10. SCDE is without sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the contents of paragraph
18, and therefore denies the same.

11. Paragraph 194 1s admitted.

12.  Paragraph 20 is admitted; however, the code section setting forth the EFA formula
is § 59-20-40, not § 59-63-40.

13. Paragraph 21 is admitted in part and denied in part. It is denied with respect to the
conclusion that the amount of chal effort is related to the number of students a district has.

14. Paragraph 22 states a conclusion of law and is therefore de#u’ed.

15. Paragraph 23 states a conclusion of law and is therefore denied.

16. SCDE is without sufficient information and belief to admit or deny paragraph 24,
and therefore denies the same.

17. SCDE is without sufficient information and belief to admit or deny paragraph 25,
and therefore denies the same.

18. Paragraph 26 is admitted in part and denied in part. Paragraph 26, parts a-e are

admitted. Paragraph 26, part fis denied.
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19.

SCDE 1s without sufficient information and belief to admit or deny Paragraph 27,

and therefore denies the same.

20.

21.

Paragraph 28 states a conclusion of law and is therefore denied.

SCDE is without sufficient information and belief to admit or deny Paragraph 29,

and therefore denies the same.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

VIIL § 7.

30.

31.

Paragraphs 30-33 are stating conclusions of law and are therefore denied.
Paragraph 34 is admitted.

Paragraph 35 is stating a conclusion of law and is therefore denied.
Paragraph 36 is admitted.

Paragraph 37 is stating a conclusion of law and is therefore denied.
Paragraph 38 is admitted.

Paragraph 39 is stating a conclusion of law and is therefore denied.

Paragraph 40 is denied as stated in that it is not a complete statement of Article

Paragraph 41 is stating a conclusion of law and is therefore denied.

SCDE is without sufficient information and belief to admit or deny paragraph 42,

and therefore denies the same.

32.

33.

Paragraphs 43 through 47 are stating conclusions of law and are therefore denied.

SCDE is without sufficient information and belief to admit or deny paragraph 48,

and therefore denies the same.

34.

SCDE is without sufficient information and belief to admit or deny paragraph 49,

and therefore denies the same

35.

Paragraphs 50-52 are dentied.
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FOR A SECOND DEFENSE

36. The SCDE is an administrative agency that is charged with carrying out certain
laws.

37.  Laws are presumed to be valid unless they are determined to be unconstitutional
or invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction.

38. The SCDE has no authority to determine the validly of any law.

39.  The SCDE must execute the law until such time as a court rules on the validity of
the law or otherwise enjoins the enforcement or execution of the law.

WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Complaint of Plaintiff, the SCDE prays
dismissal of this Complaint, with prejudice, and requests that judgment be rendered in SCDE’s
favor and against Plaintiff, with all costs, reasonable attorney’s fees, and such other relief that the

Court deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted:

Shelly Bezapéon Kelly (S&Bar #15215)
Wendy Bergfeldt Cartledge (SC Bar #2790)
1429 Senate Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

(803) 734-8783

Attorneys for Defendant
South Carolina Department of Education

skelly@ed.sc.gov
wcartled@ed.sc.gov
Columbia, South Carolina
&’?“ft S ,2010
4
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

 STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF RICHLAND
C.A. No. 10-CP-40-4017

The Board of Trustees for [on behalf of | The

School District of Fairfield County,
PLAINTIFF'S RE-FILED MOTION FOR

Plaintiff,
SUMMARY JUDGMENT =
Vs. .(ﬁ;,';fi :3'
ARG 54
The State of South Carolina, the South ™A r~
Carolina General Assembly, Chester County Re ~
School District, Fairfield County Treasurer *5: *30

and the State Department of Education,
Defendants.

Pursuant to the Court’s Order of December 21, 2011, plaintiff re-files its previous Motion
for Summary Judgment as to the First Cause of Action. which alleges that Act R 291 is a special

law where a general law can be made applicable, thus violating S.C. Const. Art I § 34.

Respectfully submitted,

&WJS%M&

Armand Derfner
D. Peters Wilborn, Jr.
Derfner Altman & Wilbom, LLC

575 King Street, Suite B (29403)
P.O. Box 600

Charleston, SC 29402

(843) 723-9804

Date: February 24, 2012
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__ STATEOF-SOUFHCAROLINA ™ )

| ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )

Board of Trustees for the
Fairfield County School District, C/A No. 2010-CP-10-4017
Plaintiff,
v. MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

State of South Carolina, Chester County
School District, Fairfield County
Treasurer and State Department of
Education, '

Defendants.

. . . . , - .

The- Defendant State of South Carolina hereby moves for summary judgment herein
pursuant to Rule 56, SCRCP, in that the pleadings and any exhibits now or hereinafter submitted,
show that there 1s no genuine issue as to any material fact as to the defenses herein and that the
moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The grounds for this motion include
that the statute challenged in this suit, Act 294, 2010 S.C. Acts _, does not violate the
provisions of the Constitution at issue. The State reserves the right to reiy.on any exhibits filed
by other parties to this case.

Respectfully submitted,

ALAN WILSON
Attorney General

[Signature block continues next page]



February 24,2012

L EMORY-SMEFH IR S

Assistant Deputy Attorney General
Post Office Box 11349

Columbia, SC 29211

(803) 734-3680

S.C. Bar. No. 3262

T
g .
BY: " "fj;f?;z«’/" P T

ATTORNEYS FOR THE DEFENDANT
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )
Board of Trustees for the )
Fairfield County School District, ) C/A No. 2010-CP-10-4017
)
Plaintiff, )
)
V. ) MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF
. ) STATE’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY
State of South Carolina, Chester County ) JUDGMENT
School District, Fairfield County )
Treasurer and State Department of )
Education, )
)
Defendants. )
)

In support of its Motion for Summary Judgment, the Defendant State of South Carolina
submits the following memorandum:
‘ THE STATE MAY NOT BE SUBJECTED TO AN INJUNCTION
The State of South Carolina, as an entity comprising the entire State rather than a single
officer or agency, is not a proper subject of an order for injunctive or other relief as to the matters
alleged if, arguendo, such an order were to be issued. A “state itself cannot be enjoined.” CJS
INJUNCTION §203. An injunction as to the State would not direct a particular official or
agency as to what to do.
I
THE STATE RESERVES THE RIGHT TO INCORPORATE ANY AND ALL
LEGAL ARGUMENTS OF THE DEFENDANT CHESTER
The State reserves the right to assert any and all legal arguments of the Defendant

Chester School District as fully as if set forth in this Memorandum.
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For the foregoing reasons, judgment should be entered for the State of South Carolina.

ALAN WILSON
Attorney General

J.EMORY SMITH, JR.

Assistant Deputy Attorney General
Post Office Box 11549

Columbia, SC 29211

(803) 734-3680

S.C. Bar. No. 5262

2 .
fr JEERSEE
.

<

ATTORNEYS FOR THE DEFENDANT STATE OF
May 30, 2012 SOUTH CAROLINA
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 STATE OF SOUTH-CARQLINA oy orm s e

) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )

Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County )
School District, ) C.A. No. 2010-CP-40-4017
)
Plaintiff, ) DEFENDANT CHESTER COUNTY
) SCHOOL DISTRICT'S AMENDED
Vs. ) MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
)
State of South Carolina, Chester County )
School District, Fairfield County )
Treasurer, and State Department of )
Education, )
)
Defendants. )

DEFENDANT, Chester County School District ("District"), respectfully moves this
Court pursuant to Rule 56, SCRCP, and the Court's Amended Consent Order, for an order
granting summary judgment to the District and dismissing Plaintiff's remaining claim against it.
Plaintiff's complaint is a declaratory judgment action seeking a judicial declaration that Act R.
294 of 2010 violates the South Carolina Constitution, Article 111, §34. The District asserts that
Act R. 294 is constitutional under well settled precedent of the South Carolina Supreme Court.

The District's motion for summary judgment is based on the grounds that there are no
material issues of disputed fact and that as a matter of law it is entitled to judgment on Plaintiff's
claim.

Wherefore, the District respectfully asks this Court to enter summary judgment in its

favor, declare Act R. 294 of 2010 to be constitutional, and dismiss Plaintiff's complaint.

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]
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February 24, 2012

Columbia, South Carolina

Respectfully submitted,

CHILDS & HALLIGA\Aj

.——r‘—_

Kenne L. Childs C/Bar\lo 1217
gk/S(&Bar No. 14185
son Auken Hanna, S.C. Bar No. 15668
kchilds@childs-halligan.net

Jreagle@childs- halligan.net
ahanna@childs-halligan. net

P.O. Box 11367
Columbia, South Carolina 29211
(803) 254-4035

Attorneys for Defendant
Chester County School District
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF RICHLAND

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
CASE NO. 2010-CP-40-4017

The Board of Trustees for [on behalf of] The
School District of Fairfield County,

Plaintiff,
V.

The State of South Carolina, the South
Carolina General Assembly, Chester County
School District, Fairfield County Treasurer
and the State of Department of Education,

Defendants.

AFFIDAVIT OF BELVA BUSH

I, Belva Bush, being duly sworn, do depose and say as follows:

1. I am the Attendance specialist for the Fairfield County School District.

2. T have been provided with a list prepared by Chester County School District entitled
“2011-12 Fairfield Student Listing,” which I understand to be Chester County School District’s
list of students who reside in Fairfield County but attend school in Chester County.

3. The list has 166 names, broken down by grade as follows:

Pre-K 6
K 14
112
2 9

39
4 13
511

6 5
7 10
8 11
925

10 18
11 14
12 9

4. 1 have reviewed the list, and based on my familiarity with the area and my review of

tax and other records of the two counties, I

believe six of the students actually live in Chester

County. I cannot verify this for certain because under the local law these students were not

required to obtain releases from this school district before attending schools in another distz}

Sworn to and subscribed before me this l day of June 20

12-.- '
weommssonie s 15012 [ Wi (rodlorcl

‘Notary Public for South Carolina

1
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )
Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County )
School District, ) C.A. No. 2010-CP-40-4017
)
Plaintiff, ) AFFIDAVIT OF
) DR. LAURENS W. FORT, JR.
vs. ) .
)
State of South Carclina, Chester County )
School Disirict, Fairfield County Treasurer, )

and State Department of Education,

efendant.

PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME Laurens W. Fort, Jr,, who being first ©

duly sworn, deposes and says as follows:

1. Tam 70 years of age and am a lifelong resident of the Great Falls

£

community. I currently am an elected member of the Chester County School District Board of .~ - -

Trustees.

2. Tattended Great Falls schools my entire school career and graduated from -

Great Falls High School. In March 1947, I was in the second grade at Great Falls Elementary
School. That school year students from the Mitford community began attending Great Falls
schools. Mitford area students have attended Great Falls schbols contimiously since 1947,

AFFIANT FURTHER SAYETH NAUGHT.

SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS __
DAY OF Q_Qmm 2011

&M&WM\MM/@? ’

Y PUBLIC FOR SOUTH CAROLINA
M ommission Expires: QL l -A0//
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
' IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

N N s

COUNTY OF RICHLAND

State of South Carolina, Chester County
School District, Fairfield County Treasurer,
and State Department of Education,

Board of Trustees for the Fairfield Comty )]
School District, ) C.A. No.2010-CP-40-4017
' )
" Plaintiff, )] . AFFIDAVIT OF ANNA STROUD
)
V. )
)
)
)

" Defendant.

PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME Aunna Stroud, who being first duly
swor, deposes and says as follows:
1. Tam over eighteen years of age, and I have personal knowledge of the facts
and circumstances set forth in this Affidavit,
2. Tam currently employed as Director of Finance with the Chester County
School District and have served in this capacity for 7 years.
3. In my position, I have reviewed financial records related to the attendance of
Mitford area students in the Great Falls schools. In 1974, the Fairfield County Schoo! District ‘
began making an annual payment fo the Chester Cour}ty School District for the Mitford area
students. This payment, the amount of which varied over the years, was made annually through
-the 2008 fiscal year. Fairfield County School District did not make a payment in fiscal year
2009, which conesponas to the 2009-10 school year.

AFFIANT FURTHER SAYETH NAUGHT

Brns (&

DAg:RNTg) BEFOREMETHIS &

3011
' NOT,LRY PUBLIC FOR so TH GAROLINA
My-Coinmission Expires: Z,
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF RICHLAND 9

State of South Carolina, Chester County
School District, Fairfield County
Treasurer, and State Department of
Education,

Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County )

School District, )] C.A. No. 2010-CP-40-4017
)

Plaintiff, ) SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF
' ) ANNA STROUD

vs. )
)
)
)

Defendants.

PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME Anna Stroud, who being first duly sworn,
deposes and says as follows:

1. 1 am over sighteen years of age, and I have personal knowledge of the facts and
circumstances set forth in this Affidavit.

2. | 1 am currently employed as the Director of Finance with the Chester County
Schooel District and have served in this capacity for eight years.

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A are true and correct copies of the invoices prepared
on behalf of the Chester County School to the Treasurer of Fairfield County for school years
2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12, pursuant to S.C. Code § 59-63-48s.

4, Based on the School District of Fairfield County's Financial Statement for the
year ended June 30, 2011, applying the formula set forth in § 59-63-485, Fairfield County School
District's per pupil local revenue was $8,875, which amount is more than two times that of
Chester County School District's, $3,452 per pupil local revenue amount for the same year, The

School District of Fairfield County receives as local revenue approximately $9,000 for the same
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pupil that Chester County School District educates for approximately $3,500, under § 59-63-485.
Attached as Exhibit B is a worksheet 1 prepared reflecting this calculation.

3. Attached as Exhibit C is a worksheet I prepared reflecting the Chester County
School District's local cost per student at the District's schools serving the students from the
Mitfofd area of Fairfield County for fiscal year 2011, i.e., 2010-11 school year. The District’s
local funds expended on the Mitford students were:

o Great Falls Elementary: $5,580 per student
e Qreat Falls Middle School: $6,178 per student
.o Great Falls High School: $7,368 per student.
The average per pupil expenditures from local funds for the Mitford students was $6,375 for
fiscal year 2011. This amount is higher than the reimbursement rate established under § 59-63-
485. |
AFFIANT FURTHER SAYETH NAUGHT.

(D = (Bl

Anna Stroud

T
—

SWORX@/B’EFORE ME THIS /I~
DAY OF_Hfenp o 2012

NOTARY PUBTIC FOR SOUTH CAROLINA
My Commissionr Expires: / / o/ 7
- 7 7
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Inveice Number
2010R291
Inveice Date
€/18/2010
Inveice Amount
$692,549
CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
‘ 109 BINTON STREET
CHESTER, SC 29706
BILL TO: REMIT TO:
Faitfield County Treasurer Chester County School Disirict
Post Office Box 7 109 Hinton Strest :
‘Winnsboro, SC 29180 Chester, SC 29706
For guestions regarding this invoice contact Anna Stroud 803-581-0524
" School Year: 2009-2019
Fiscal Year 2009 Local Revenue $13,615,402
Fiscal Year 2009 Staie Property Tax Reimbursements $6,166,665
Fiscal Year. 2009 Total Local Revenue Persuant to Act $19,782,067
Fiscal Year 2009 Student Enrellment 3,580
Fiscal Year 2009 Local Reveaue Per Pupil $3,539
Fiscal Year 2010 Inflation Factor 103%
Fiscal Year 2010 Local Revenue Per Pupil $3,645
Fiscal Year 2010 Students Enrolled from Fairfield 150
Fiscal Year 2010 Payment Amount $692,549
Payment Due Date
June 30,2010
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Invoice Number

2011R291
nveice Date
15372011
JInvoice Amount
$554,706
CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
109 HINTON STREET
CHESTER, SC29766
BILL TO: REMIT TO:
Fairfield CouﬁtyiTreasurer . Chester County School District .
Post Office Box 7 . 109 Hinton Street -
'Winnsboro, SC 29180 Chester, SC 29706
‘For questions regarding this inveice contact Anna Stroud 803-581-9524
School Year: 2010-2011
Fiscal Year 2010 Local Revenue : $12,354,097
Fiscal Year 2010 State Propsrty Tax Reimbursements : $6,024,306
Fiscal Year 2010 Total Local Revenue Persuant to Act $18,378,403
Fiscal Year 2010 Student Enrollment 5,324
Fiscal Year 2010 Local Revenne Per Pupil $3,452
Fiscal Year 2011 InflationFactor - 103%
Fiscal Year 2011 Local Revenue Per Pupil $3.556
Fiscal Year 2011 Siudents Enrolled from Fairfield 156
Fiscal Year 2011 Payment Amount $554,706
Payment Due Date
February 15, 2011
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Invoice Namber -

2012R291
TInvoice Date
2122/2012
Tavoice Amount
$591,448
109 HINTON STREET _ .
CHESTER. SC 29706
BILL T0: REMIT TO:
Fairfield County Treasarer Chester County Schoo! Distriét -
Post Office Box 7 109 Hinton Street ’
‘Wimmsbero, SC 29180 Chester, SC 29706
For questions regarding this mvoice contact Anma Siroud 803-581-9524
School Year: 2011-2012
Fiscal Year 2011 Locsl Revenue . $12,341,775
Fiscal Year2011 State Property Tax Reimbursements . '$6,029,847
. Fiscal Year 2011 Total Local Revenue Persuant to Act $18,371,622
Fiscal Year 2011 Student Envollment 5311
Fiscal Year 2011 Local Revenue Per Pupil $3.459
‘Fiscel Year 2012 Inflation Factor 103%
Fiscal Year 2012 Local Revenue Per Pupil $3,563
Fiscal Year 2012 Students Enorolled from Fairfisld 166
TFiscal Year 2012 Payment Amount

Payment Due:
Upon Receipt

a59_

$391,448f " ;-




FAIRFIELD COST PER STUDENT BASED ON LOCAL LEGISLATION

Fiscal Year 2011 Local Revenue $20,793,618
Fiscel Year 2011 State Property Tax Reimbursements 84,705,446
‘ Fiscal Year 2011 Total Local Revenue Persuant to Act $25,499,064
Fiscal Year 2011 Student Enrollment 2,873
Fiscal Year 2011 Local Revenue Pet Pupil 38,875
Fiscal Year 2012 Inflation Factor 103%
Fiscal Year 2012 Local Revenue Per Pupil $9,141
Fiscal Year 2012 Students Enrolled from Fairfield 166
Fairfield’s cost for Mitford Students $1,517,423
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SCHOOL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY Schedule A-2
WINNSBORO, SOUTH CAROLINA '
GENERAL FUND
SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -
REVISED BUDGET AND ACTUAL
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011
REVISED '
BUDGET ACTUAL VARIANCE
REVENUES
1000 Revenues from Local Sources:
1200 Revenue from Local Governmental Units Cther than LEAs:
1210 Ad Valorem Taxes-Including Delinquent (Dependent) $ 19,350,000 20,448056 $ 1,092,056
1240 Penalties & Intersst on Taxes (Dependent) 100,000 164,742 ’ 54,747
1280 Revenue in Lieu-of Taxes (Independent.and Dependent) . 80,000 78,728. 1,272
1500 Earnings on Invesunents:
1510 Interest on Investments . 45,000 49,633 4,633
1900 Other Revenue from Local Sources: o
1910 Rentals : ) ’ ) . (28] 1,097 1,138
1950 Refund of Prior Year's Expenditures T 7,183 7,183
1990 Miscellaneous Local Revenue: . )
1999 Revenue from Other Local Sources : 16,000 144,179 34,179
‘Total Revenue from Local Scurces 19,584,939 ) -20;.793,6'18-" _ 1,208,679
2000 Intergovernmental] Revenue: ‘ »
2100 Payments from Other Governméntal Units 28,000 34,671 6.671
Tota] Intergovernmental Revenue _28_',(_)00 34,671 . 6,671
3000 Revenue from State Sources;
3100 Restricted State Funding: )
3129 Consolidated Funding o 65,185 95,185 -
3130 Special Programs: )
3131 Handicapped Transportation - 1,320 1,320
3160 School Bus Driver's Salary (Includes Hazardous Condition Transporfation) 251,042 350,234 99,192
3161 Trznsportation Workers' Compensation . - = 2.524 2,524
3162 Transporiation Workers' Compensation 26,194 26,194 - -
5180 Fringe Benefits Employer Confiibutions (Ne Carryover Provision) 1,8393850 1,839,830 -
3181 Retires Insurance (No Carryover Provision) 618,817 618.817 -
3197 Textbook Cost Savings - 58,147 58,147
3199 Other Restricted State Grants - 8,592 8.592
3300 Education Finance Act:
3310 Full-Time Programs: _
3311 Kindergarten : 244,199 292,131 47,932
3312 Primary ) 699,598 660,646 (38,952)
3313 Elementary 976,599 904,707 (71,892)
3314 High School 229,697 267,732 38,035
3315 Trainable Mentelly Handicapped 28,148 32,135 _4,007
3316 Speech Handicapped (Part-Time Program) 281,819 329,451 52.568)
3317 Homebound s 10,624 8,713 8 8,091
(Continued)
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SCHOOL DISTRICT OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY Schedule A-2
WINNSBORO, SOUTH CAROLINA
- GENERAL FUND
SCHEDULE OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -
REVISED BUDGET AND ACTUAL
YEAR ENDED JUNE 39, 2011
REVIS_ED
BUDGET ACTUAL VARIANCE
3320 Part-Time Programs:
3321 Emoticnally Handicapped $ 70,176 54,259 (15,917)
3322 Educable Mentally Handicapped 19,397 15,950 (3,447
3323 Learning Disabilities 372:524 347,630 (24,894)
3324 Hearing Handicapped 16,640 32,791 - 16,151
3325 Visually Handicepped 23,412 25,325 1,913
3326 Orthopedically Handicapped 9.575 3,308 (6,267)
3327 Vocational 764,248 617,561 (146,687)
3330 Other EFA Programs:
3331 Autism : 19,464 17.657 (1,807)
800 State Revenue in Lisu of Taxes: _
3810 Reimbursement for Local Residential Property Tax Rehef(Tler 1)) 1,400,000 1,395,634 . (4,366)
3820 Homestead Exemption (Tier 2) 639,000 ~ +631,665 . (7,335)
3825 Reimbursement for Property Tax Relief (Tier.3) 2,500,000 2, 500 000: -
3830 Merchant's Inventory Tax 30,000 34,568 4568
3840 Manufacturers Depreciation Reimbursement - 15,265 15,263
3890 Other Stats Property Tax. Revem.ﬂs (Includes Motor Carrier Vehicle Tax) 126,000 e 12 8.316: 8,316
Total' Revenue from State Sources 1’;_,3‘86_,208:.: < 11,326,327 (59,881)
4000 Revenue from Federal Sources:
-4900 Other Federal Sources: .
4992 U.8. Forest Comumission Revenues 55,715
4999 Revenue from Other Federal Sources - 55
Total Revenue from Federal Sources 55,770
TOTAL REVENUE ALL SOURCES 30,999,147 32,210,386 1,211,239
EXPENDITURES
100 Instruction:
110 General Instruction:
111 Kindergarten Programs:
100 Salaries 768,819 705,804 63,015
- 200.Employee Benefits 246,251 216,577 29,674
400 Supplies and Materials 6,203 5,696 507
112 Primary Programs:
100 Saleries 1,441,587 1,470,423 (28,836)
200 Employee Benefits 436,593 458,602 (22,009)
300 Purchased Services 31,706 14,841 16,365
400 Supplies and Materials 33,192 31,012 2,180
300 Capital Outlay 2,031 1,676 355°
(Continued)
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SCaL ¥ZAR 2010-11

TRICT #:20-01 135-DAY FUPIL ACCOUNTING REPORT CURRENT DATE: 05/12/11
DISTRICT SUMMARY FCR FAIRFIELD 01 F1743121
EFA CATEGORY 54 X : 2 3 4 5
XINDZRCGRRT 0 30,3909 9 [) ) 5 o
) 9 24,405 22,993 26,868 2 [}
9 3} 0 ] 0 24,3113 25,342
k SCHOOL 9 [*% 0 9 2 ) b)
ZDOCABLE, MENTALLY 9 2 9 2 0 -0 134
N 2 0 43 545 1,318 1,575 2,329
2 5} 405 bl 0 i 493
9 (s 3z [ 423 110 kED
3 ] o o 2 135 3
405 133 135 0 138 135 135
0 ol o 133 9 135 135
0 133 279 bl 0 133 405
9 4,813 3,534 2,701 2,712 3,433 2,958
b o 31 o ¢ 9 4
] 0 s 0 ] [} 9
0 0 9 ] b b 0
bl o 0 o bJ s 9
TOTAL 263 35,952 28,362 - 25,491 31,454 29,773 34,243
BT 2.00 255.63 214.53 188.282 232,93 220.33 253.55
*ififir’iir:'r'i--kiiif‘zsrkﬂiri*iéiiti‘i"iii’fi'ri'1*i-iv}f*,fﬁiir*i-'_é'tii:ﬁé*kt*‘*‘l—_&fi—*r*yx‘é‘;ﬁffiti?ri}'iifii:fiii*?ijﬁris?trirt_rjr'"r:fxxtxxﬂttfxrtrrivxr
3z 1 895 575 1,032 392 . 384
373 1 28,037 24,315 39,402 23,334 33,659
.2:76 253.33 .207.90 183,82 225.29 '213.35 -2495.33
2 T L R R LR R R AR T R R R e e S ] i y_i—;né-i-tr_i-,_i—fri—*x*g'y‘riﬂ-v’t—_ffs-*;grt;‘z_ttyi_i1a-'txt*xzii:;—gr::r
ETA CATEGORY 6 7 3 3 36 31 12 TOTAL vy
KINDEZRGARTEN Q [3} 3 1] ] [s} 3 30,309 222.358
PRIMARY Q ] b] 0 3 [} [ 73,283 5£2.84
1 23,651 25,034 22,325 0 i o s 124,457 521.53
{IGE [\ o 0 13,313 5,225 3,019 6,901 23,461 2i3.23
ETUH 9 311 133 i35 i 343 203 1,251 5.34
LE 1,834 1,819 3,223 3,753 4,033 4,258 2,435 27,481 293.56
TRE 404 135 273 270 133 3 135 2,182 15.95
T 135 0 187 330 253 520 35 3,633 27.19
1 0 9 ) 0 9 ) 7 213 1.55
vi 270 5 b o 2 0 0 1,355 10.04
z [4 9 2 Q b} 270 (3 ‘543 7.90
B 270 9 9 133 ] 250 H 1,755 13.00
s 2,019 81% 203 270 135 g o 23,851 175.67
H 249 - 33 77 2790 218 132 185 1,225 2.03
- i =} o 3,127 15,234 5,853 395 44,063 325.43
2 0 o 1,270 3,283 8,873 537 13,049 133.79
[ [ o 278 270 2,004 137 3,73z 27.54

TOTAL 30,273 25,013 25,624 29,655 36,033

2,873.13
20 224,24 214.31 187.21  219.87 222.47 2319.75 194.74 2,873.23 -
ti—i{fif*ﬁi*iﬁ'*ff!f?*xtit*i*i*ft'ii?f*i**?i***f{**’*ii‘**iif*if*ifY*f*f**f!iti’ﬁ*if*fii*it’ #iitiiii*iif*iiti*t'kiti#ti:t*tftt*ititif*it
.DAYS RBSENT 1,018 14 81 241 08 159 300 L7.182
DaYS PREISENT 29,255 28,559 25,543 29,414 29,925 33,497 25,590 330,717
2o 215.70 214.81 135.51 217.88 221,87 218.50 2.52 2,820.13

- - -hitpi/fed:sc:gov/agency/cfo/finance/Fiscal-Systems/BAdE11135.txt 5/31/2012



GREAT FALLS AREA SCHOOLS
2011 FY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL COSTS

Great Falls
Elementary
Enrollment - Based on 135th Day v
Average Daily Membership (ADM) 330
Expenditures »
General Fund (Local) Expenditures 1,841,239
Cost per Student
Local Funds ‘ 5,580
- =64-

Great Falls
Middle

212

1,309,769

6,178

Great Falls
High

289

2,129,239

.. STROUD-EXHIBITC



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) IN THE COURT CF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )
Board of Trustees for the Fairfield County ) :
School District, ) C.A. No. 2010-CP-40-4017
)
Plaintiff, ) AFFIDAVIT OF
_ } TRESSA HARRINGTON
vs. )
, . )
State of South Carolina, Chester County )
School District, Fairfield County )

Treasurer, and State Department of
HEducation,

Defendanis,

PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME Tressa Harrington, who being first duly

sworn, deposes and says as follows:

1 I am over eighteén years of age, and I have personal knowledge of the facts and

circumstances set forth in this Affidavit.

2. 1 am currently employed as the Attendance Supervisor with the 'CAhester County
School District and have served in this capacity since August of 2007.

3. 1 lived in the Great Falls community for over thirty years, atiended Great Falls
elementary, middle and high schools with Mitford area studenis, and I attend church in Mitford.

4. In my position with the Chester County School District, I have reviewed and am
| knowledgeable of the atiendance zones for Great Falls elememniary, middle, and high schools,
which include the Mitford area, and I have been invoived in discussions relating to the Mitford
area students attendance at the Great Falls schools over the past five years.

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a frue and comrect copy of thé map on file with the
Fairfield County -Clerk of Court, reflecting the arsa of Fairfield County zoned for student

attendance at the Great Falls schools of the Chester County School District. This map

~-65-

EXHIBIT E




'establishjng the Mitford area attendance zone for the Great Falls schools was filed with the
Fairfield County Clerk of Court in 1972.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of the Chester County
School District's attendance zoues, reflecting the inclusion of the Mitford area in the attendance
zone for the Great Falls schools.

7. Approihnate{y 100-200 students from the Mitford area have been attending the
Great Falls schools at no cost to the students or their families, including free bus transpottation,
for more than four decades. The Mitford area is closely identified with the Town of Great Falls
and the Great Falls and Mitford communities are economically and socially intertwined. The |
residents of the Mitford area have for generations atteﬁded the Great Falls schools. Further, I
have personally determiﬁed that the students in the Mitford area attendance zone reside closer to
the Great Falls schools than to any of the Fairfield County School District’s schools. It would be
distuptive to the Mitford area students and their families, as well as to the Mitford and Great
Falls communities, for the students to be quuireé 1o attend the Fairfield County School Disttict's
schools.

AFFIANT FURTHER SAYETH NAUGHT.

SWORN EFORE ME THIS g
DAY O Zy _, 2012

My Commission Expires: /

66—
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. operated, their grade lavels, and the snrollment statistica are

i ONTATIAY T D
UNITED BTATES DISTRICT COURT -
POR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTE CAROLINA UG 181970

VHLIEN Lo PUt ey vty U
ROCK HILL DIVIBTON PIEI Lo P ey wetey GRERK

UNITED STATES OF AMERICZ, b]
Plaintiff, )
}

vs. Civil action No. 70-608
FAIRFIELD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT, 3

and &. b, GOFF, Superintendent of OR
Schools, Fairfield County Schocl )

pigtrict, South Carolina,

5]

ER

Defendants.

This is an action brought by the Attornsy General of the

- United Statas pursuant to Section 407 of the Civil Rights Act of

1964 to require the desegregation of the public schools of tha
Fairfield County School Distriect. Jurdsdiction im vasted in this
Court under the provisions ©f 28 U.5.C. §1343 and 42 U.8.C.
§2000¢-6, 7

Faimfield County School District operates a county wide
system of public schools, enrdlled in which are appuoximately
5,462 students, of whom about 3,905, oxr 7L.5%, are black, Ths
digtrict operates presently undasr a freedom of choice desegre—
gation plan vwhich, while producing some degree of desegrsgation
in--the formmerly =1l whits schools; has produced no desegregation

in the formerly all black schools. Tha schools pregently

a8 followss ' -

Scheol © grades . Enroliment
W R g
Winnsboxo High 8-12 634 3L 725
Fairfield High 8-12 0 761 76l
McCroray-Liston High X-12 0 934" 2934
Goxdon Elementary 1-7 0 971 971
Mt. Zion Elementary 1.7 349 20 429
Geiger Elementary 1-7 0 423 423
Bverette Elementary L7 363 8 371
Kelley Miller 1-7 v} 250 250
White H21l Elementary 1-7 0 218 . 216
Ridgeway Elementary 1-7 135 13 148
Mitford Elementary 1-7 o - - 127 .12y
Greenbriar Elementary J1-7 76 31 107
Fairfield Voecational 11~12 98 122 220
Fhmge
I : . '
' EXHIBIT G
-70- '

DESEGREGATION ORDER
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Just prior to the institution of this suit, a propossd de-
segregztion plan was suggested for Fairfiald County by the
D_ivis‘ion of BEqual Educztional Opportunities, U. S, Office oi
Education, Deparimznt of Health, Bducation and Welfars. 2After
the institukidn of this suit, pursmant to an Order of this Court,
a substantizlly similar desegr:ega'?;i'ﬁn ;;-la;n waz proposed by other
perdonnel of the. szme agency. Sinee there is no substantial
differenca. betweaen the tv;'o plans, they 'will ba referred to col-
lectively =5 -tha ZEW Plan in ﬁis Ordsr.

Under the authority of Green v. Kow Kent County, 291 U. 8.

430 (1969), and plexander v. Eolmes County, 396 U.S. 18 (1969),

I £ind that the fresdom of choiecs desegregation plan presently

used by the defendant to be inadaguate to mest its reguirements

~umder ths law and the Coastifution, Accordingly, it is tae dQuty

of t'nis Court to order the implementation of a desegregatica
plan which will mest those reguirsmsnts. )

After hearing zrguments of ccunsel representing the
Plaintiff and the Defendant School District, it is ORDERED,
ADJUDGED and DECREED that the EEW Dssegregation Plan, .as modi~
£izd herein, bz orxdered implemented at the beginning of the 1970~

71 school year. Such plaa, as mcdifiad, iz as follows:

PUPIL DESIGRECGATION

1. The County will be zoned and the schools will ba paired
sc that the following schools and gzade levels will be operated
by the District:

Winnsbore High School Grades 8-12

MoCrorey-Liston School Grades K-12
Cordon Elamentary Grades X~3
Bverestte Elemzntary Grades K,4-3
t.. Zion Elementary Grades ¥K,6-7
White Hzll Elementary ’ Grades 1-7
Kelley-Miller Grades 1-5
Creenbriar Blementary Grades 6-7
Geigaer Blementary Grades 1-5
Ridgeway Elementary Grades 6-7

Fairfiald Vecational Grades -11-12

- oga
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2, The zone lina proposed by the HEW Plan will separate
the McCrorey-Liston and.white Hall Schools from the rast of the
County. This zone line appears on the map attached ©o the HEW
plan filed with the court. In &ddition, as proposed by ths HEW
lan, the Defendant will draw & zone line between .‘!.c(?rcn:ey—
Liston and Whita Hall saeparating tha students in grades 1
through 7 batwesn these two schools'acccrding to capacity;
another zons line will be established between Kelley Miller and
Greenbriar, and Ridgeway and Geiger on the one hand and Goxdon,
Ev.eret-::e and Mt. Zion on the other hand; and a third zcn‘e line
will ba established between Kelley Miller and Greenbriar on tha
one hand and Ridgewzy and Geiger on the other hand.

3. The zone lines separating McCrorsy-Liston and White
Hall, znd the zone lines separating Mt. Zion, CGordon znd Everette
on the ‘one kand from Kelley Miiler and Greenbriar’and ffom
Ridgeway and Geigsr, and ‘cl"\e zone line separating‘: Relley Millex
and Greenbriar from Ridgeway and Geiger will be drawn according .
to the capaclties of the sdhools invelved.

4. Mitford Elementary School will bz closed =nd the
ééudents presently attending such school will be given the cholce,
with transportation o be furnished, either %o attead a school

in rFairfield County or to ai:tend‘ gchool at Great Falls in Chaster
County; provided, however, {a} that a notice will ba sent o the
pparents of each child enrolled im the Mitford School area that
fhey have such a choice and that transportation will be furnished
in either ca:se.; {5} that the school to wnlch such child 'may be
sent in thes Great Falls area must bg/zesegregated school; ({c) that
a copy of ths notige glven to the parents of sach c¢aild in
Mitford -School ‘be furnished to the Departwment of Justica; (d) that

satisfactory arrangements be concluded between Fairfield County

9‘ A M %« ..

- v H2.
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and Chester County School District on the tultion involved and

tha dssegregated education of each child iavolved; and (e} 4iF

thesz conditions arz not mat, the children in this arsa will b

zoned into Winnsboro High School, CGerdon, Everetta or M. Zicn

l=mentary Scheols, as may be appropiiazte to their grade lavel,

in accordance with the provisions of the EEW 2lan.

5., In lieu of cperating the Fairfield School for gradss

8 znd 9 and Winnsboro H:Lgh Schioo) £or grades 10 throuwgh 12 for

their x=

spective atiendanca zones, as propossd by the HEW Blan,

Winnsboro High Scheol will ke opergted for grades 8 .i:'m:ough i2

for the corbined Winnsboro-Feirfisld attandance zene on the

following basis:

{a) Winnsboro Hig‘d School will oparata on zm extended

()

(e)

@

szssion with ten (10} class periods par dzy, ea.ch
studett in grades tea, elsven =2nd twelva a‘a‘_ending
five conzecutive pericds or more, depending on tha .,

schedule gelectad.

1}

airfield School will be utilized (approximately 13
teac'n-ing s"::ations) for tsaching English and mathe—
matics to eﬁcﬁt‘n and ninth grade .students, each’ ;sucn
studant spending azmv*oh ximately ona half day at
Fairfield for these —subjects. :

Rleventh and twelfth grade Su‘l}dp"ltn elscting to take
vocational subjects will at’{:end the Vocatilonal
School, spending such time thera az is necessary for
such subjects.

The extended session at Winnsboro High School and

the sending of all eighth and ninth grade students to

Fairfisld for one half day and the vocatiopnal stadents

C,}— A )’\/1%\

44
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(a)

- -5 -
to the Vocational Scheol will permit the capacity of
Winnsboro High School to accomnocdata all of the students.
Fairfield schodl would also be utilized, to the extent
of about five teaching stations, for special aducation
clagses. -
This arrangement would last only until the new l?a_i.rfield
Junior High School which. is presently'under construction,
is complsted, or not longer than the 1971-72 school S{ear.

This arrsngement, already recommended by the State

Department of Education, iz subject io such standards

" as ‘may be reguired by and £inal approval of said De—

partment.

6. 5Students who will be seniox high school students for

the 1970-71 school yeszr will bs given a choice as +o which high

school they wish to attend.

7. £ the School Distriet grants transfers to students

Aliming in the distriot for their attendancs =zt public schools

outside ths district, or i1f it parmits transfers into the

district of stadents who live outside the district, it shall do

8o on a nondiscriminatory basis, sxcept that it shall act

consent to transfers whars the cumulative effect will reduce

desegregation in either district or reenfoxcs the dual school

system.

8. The school district shall ba prohibited from maintain—

ing any classroom, non-alasesrcom, or exbtracurricular activity

on a zegregated basis, so that no studsnt is effectively ex~

cluded Zfxom zttending any class or participating in aay non-—

. ] e
classroom or extracurricular activity on the basls of race,

color or national origia.

I
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-
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FACULTY DESEGRECGATION

The zchcol hoard shall aznpounce and implement the following
policiaz:

1. 7n2 prineipals, teacharzs, teadher-aidss and othar
stafi who work directly with children at a school sghall ha so
zszigned that in no case will the racizl composition of a stafsf
indicate that a school is intended for Hegro studente or whi"ceA
students, The district shall assign the staff dascribed shove
so that the ratio. of Negro to whits teachersg in each scheol,
znd the ratic of cther staff in each, are subs’&:antiélly the same
ratio as to the -:ceac‘ners and other staff, respectively in the
entirs school systen.

The sc‘.r:ool.aistrict shall, tc the extent necassary to
carry out this desegregation plan, direct members of its gtasis
as a -condition of continusd employment to accept new agsigmments.

2, Staff members who work diresctly with children and -
professional staff'wi*mo work on the administration level will bs
hirsd, assigned, ‘promotad, faid, demoted, dlsmissed and other—
wise treated without regard ’CO race, color ¢r nationzl crigin,
except to the extent necassary o correct éiscrimination.

3. If there is io be a reduction in thé number Vof princl-~
pals, teachers, teacher-aides, or other professiocnal staff
smployed by .the school district vhich will result in a dismiss-

al or demotion of any such staff members, tha staff member to

h

bs dismilssed or demoted must be selected on the basis o
objective and reasonable nondisariminatory standsxds from ameng
all ths st%.ff of the school district. In addition, if there”
is any such dismissal or demotion, no-staff vacancy may be
£illed throughlrscruiment of a psrson of a race, color or

national origin different from that of the individual dismiazsed

£ A=
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or demcted until each displaced staif member who iz gualified
has had an opportunity to' £ill ‘the vacancy and has failed to

fer to do =0.

ty

adecept an o

Brio

137
[y

o such a reductlion, the school board will develop
or require the development of nonracial objactive criteria to
ba used in selescting the staff member who ias to ba Aismissed
or demoted. These criteria shall be available for public in-
speqtion and sh&ll be ratainad by ithe school district. The
scﬁool district alse aﬁall record and preserve the evaluztion
of staff nmembers under the criteria. Such evaluation shall be
nade avallable upon iaquest to the diemissed or demotad employee.’

"Damoticn® as used abov; includeé any reassignment {1}
under which the stafs member'receives less pay or has less.
responsibility than under ﬁhe assigoment he held previously,
(2} which reguires =z lessar degree of skill than 4id the assign—
ment he hald praviously, or (3} umdsx which the staff member is
asked to teach a subject or grade other than one Zor which he
dia cexrtified or for which he has had substantlal experience with-
in @ reasonable current periscd. In general and Gepending upon
‘the subject matier involved, Five vears is such a réasonable
paried.

MISCEVIANRCUS

‘L. The transportation system shall be campletesly re-
exzmined regularly by thE'superintaﬁdent, his stafs, and fha
school boaxrd. Bus routas and the assigmment of gtudents to
buges will be désigned to insure the transportation ¢f all
eligible pupils on a nonsegregated and otherwlse nondiscrimin-
atory basis.

2. fThe size and location of ﬁew school buildings and

additions to axisting bulldings can significantly affect de~

LA mGa,
A,
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segregation now and in the futuors.

111 school comstructicn, school ccnaolid;tion, and site
selection (including the location of any temporary classroocms)
in this system shall be done in a manner which will prevent the
racurrznce of the dual school stricture once thls desegregation
is implensnted.

REPQORTS TO THE COURT

Tha Defendant school district £ile alrepor‘l: with
tha Court cn October 15, 1970, and -March 15, 197i, and each
vear thersafier until the Court otherwisa orders, with copies
served on the United Statass, including the following:

1. The school distrlet shall stata the racial composition
of each school _in the system, including the number o:-*‘; studants
and teachers by ramce, grade, and cdlassroom zssigned to each
school in . the system. .

2, The DafenGant school disirict shzll stata the number
of reguests and ths results wjnich hzve acczusd, by race, under
£he maijcrity to @minority transfer provision.

3. The school district shall state the number of inter-~
district trxansfers g:antea; the race of the students vho wera
granted such transfers, and the =chool district o which the
+ransfers were allowed,

4, The sc‘no‘ol district shall state whether thd school
board has -sold or abandened any school £acility, eguipment or
supplies having a total valﬁé of more than $500.00 since thig
Ccuri's Order and identify the sama.

The Court ressrves determination of student transier
policy from a minority to a minmority school until afier con- |

ies

¢k

sigaration of a supplemental memorandui of lzgal suthori

. IS
G A
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to be filed Forthwith by ths United States of America. Aftex
consideration of the memorandum the Court will fila its
supplemental order dealing wikth the lssus of student transiers.

AND IT IS5 SO ORDERED.

g, Ro:a‘r\ MARTIN, J‘R.
’U‘u.ted States District Judge

Grasnville, South Carolina

Aungust 17, 1970

[
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[ER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

GENERAL FUND BUDGET
FISCAL YEAR 2011-2012




CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
PROPOSED GENERAL FUND BUDGET

FISCAL YEAR 2011 -2012

REVENUES:

1000 Revenue from Local Sources:

Projected local revenue for FY 2012 is conservative based FY 2011
tax. The projection is based on a2 90% collection rate at 182.2 mils.

industries.

1100 Taxes Levied/Assessed by the LEA:
1110 Levies for Current Operations
1140 Delinquent Taxes

12G0 Revenue From Local Governmenial
Units Other Than LEA's:
1280 Revenue in Lieu of Taxes

{300 Tuition:
1320 Regular Day School Other LEA's

1500 Eamnings on lavestments:
1510 Interest on lnvestments

1900 Other Revenue from Local Sources:
1910 Rentals
1950 Refund of Prior Year Expenditures

1999 Miscellaneous Revenue

Total Local Sources

2000 Intergovernmental Revenuc

FINAL

Budget
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 Increase
Approved Approved Budget {Decrease)

10,540,206
850,000

125,000

5,000
115,183

13758827,

0.

10,270,914
§50,000

1,667,011

600,000

75,000

5,000
105,000
0

13572925

10,052,861
760,000

1,348,022

500,000

25,000

3,000
125,000
54000

123073883

current year o date collections and balance of unpaid 2010 property
Fee in Lieu revenue has been reduced due to the closing of local

(215,053)
(150,600)

(318,989

£106.000)

(50,000)

20.600
54,000

Projected Intergovermmental Revenue is calculated based on the contractual agreement signed during ihe 2011 Fiscal Year. This charter

school allocation is calculated by a formula established by the South Carolina Department of Education.

2200 Payments from Charter Schools

2215 Academy of Teaching and Learning

Total Intergovernmental Sources

353,361

_80_

333361

290,424

..290424

170,058

..170,038

(120.366)

(120.366)

2012 BUDGET

FINAL



3000 Revenue from State Sources:

Revenue from State Sources include General Appropriations from the State of South Carolina and State Revenue in Lieu of Taxes. The
Revenue in Licu of Taxes represent funds which are used to offset local tax dollars and arc guaranieed through State Legislation with the
excepiion of Manufaciurers Depreciation Reimbursernent and Other State Property Taxes. Manulacturers Depreciation Reimbursement

and Other State Property Taxes are based upen actual assessed value during the year.

3100 Education Improvement Act

3160 School Bus Driver's Salary

3162 Bus Driver's Worker's Compensaiion
5180 Fringe Benefits Employer Cont.
3181 Retiree lnsurance

3300 Education Finance Act

EFA reilacts Base Student Cost as recommended by the South Czarolina Houss of Representatives.

3800 State Revenucin Lieu of Taxes:
3310 Reimbursement for Local Property Tax Relief
3820 Homestead Exemption
3821 Homestead Excmption H
3830 Merchant's Inveniory Tax
3840 Manufacturers Depreciation Reimbursaiment
3890 Grher State Property Tax Revenues

Total State Sources

3000 Other Financing Sources:

Other Finance Sources are allowable transfers from Other Special Revenue Sources. The EIA transfers represent State funding to help
offset the cost of teacher salaries and fringe benefits. The Indirect Cost transfers are allowable charges to offset the cost of services

provided to Other Special Revenue Programs.

5230 Transfer from Special Revenuc - EIA
5280 Transfer from Special Revenue - Indirect cost

Total Other Financing Sources

Total Revenue All Sources

Fund Balance Assigned to Balance Budget

Total Revenue and Fund Balance

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 Increase
Approved Approved Budget (Decrease)
331,338 331,333 276,968 154,370
30974 30,974 28,000 (2,974)
4,419,132 4,130,497 4331424 200,927
705.639 642,556 731,963 139,409
11,643,946 8.812,182 10,028,385 1,216403
2027221 2,027.221 2027,22) 4]
930,853 930.853 §30.853 0
2,500,000 2.500.0G0 2,300,060 0
123,445 123,44 123,446 0
433,185 348,121 (36.879)
132,000 110,000 (22.000)
23302754 20 Q9c_’;_ 067 21,486,583 1,390,516
787.8560 700,000 786,277 306,277
_ ) 175000 4__1670,0(»,\()» (15.000)
987.360 §75.000 945,277 71277
3§i-‘+0¥£02 3%,&134,4_1? 35,410.801 578.385
0 300,000 1652519 352,519
) 36463320 1,130,904
2912 3UDGET
FINAL
2
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EXPENDITURES:

Instructiona! line item expenditures are based on an average class size ratio of 23:1 for grades K - 3, and 25:1 in grades 4 - 12.

In general instructional line item expenditures have been reduced for FY 2012; however, a few linic items increased based on adjusted Siaie

Maintenanec of Effart Requirements and reduced Other Special Revenue Funding.

100 Instruction
110 General Instruction

111 Kindergarten Programs:

100 Salarics
200 Employee benefits

112 Primary Programs:
100 Salaries

200 Employee benefits
400 Supphies and materials

113 Elementary Programs:

100 Salaries

200 Employee beneflits
300 Purchased Services
400 Supplies and materials

114 High School Programs:

100 Salaries

200 Employee benefits
400 Supplies and materials
500 Capital outlay

115 Yocational Programs:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits
300 Purchased services
400 Supplies and materials
500 Capital outlay

2009-2010
Approvcd

766.072
240,887
.1 006,959

1,919,260
366,157

2010-2011
App rov.ed

851,094
.. 266,139
7293

2,248,443
705,097
89,006

4,834,789

502,178
285,000
54460
6686427

2011-2012
- Budget

925,508
329630
1,255,188

2,343,980
787,449
78780

4.330,705 .

1,385,402
285,000
47,544

6048651

Budget
Increase
(Decrease)

74414
63.521
137.935

el
o
I

tan
[EC N ]

~ D ‘l~J
Lo BN B S )
R ]
W O

=

' 0

(514,084}
(116,776)
0
(6.916)
(637.776)

Salaries were transferred to the new State Funding Source reducing this line item.

4065936

1351252

274,800

0
5691933

_82_.

3,766,855
1213486
173,935

0

5,154.297

1,021,044
288,518
0

50.364

0

L 1359926

3,559,734
1,268.399
144,164

0.
L 972297

957,576
305,832
0
46,490

(207.121)
51913
(29.792;
0
(182,000)

(63.468)
17364
0
(3.874)
0
(49,978

2012 BUDGET
FINAL



120 Excepdonal Programs:

12| Educable Mentally Handicapped:

100 Salaries
200 Employee benefuis

122 Trainable Mentally Handicapped:

100 Salaries
200 Employze benefits

123 Orthopedically Handicapped:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits
300 Purchased services

124 Visually Handicapped:
300 Purchased services

125 Hearing Handicapped:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefiis

126 Speech Handicapped:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits

127 Learning Disabilities:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits

128 Emotionally Handicapped:
100 Salaries
200 Employes benefits
300 Purchased services

137 Preschool Handicapped Self Contained:

t00 Salaries
200 Employec benefits

2009-2010

_._Approved

339,780
. 113,66
As3an

115,291

8.683

1.368

4]
10951

23,000
28000,

13,796

2,823

164819

860,084

186266,
1 046,350

127,988
40401
0

_83_

2010-2011

_Approved

109,037
A
143998

9.035

1.366

3]
10951

481,267
148618
629.885

146,029
14,133

A 0.

190,167

70,015
13,592
. 38907

2011-2012

... Budget

291,965
58338
330,403

107,373
42849
150,222

-0
o=}

Lo RNl
b ta

<o

11052

508
790
298

MV PRI, )

[E8]

139,461
48.063

Budget
Increase

B (_D_e_ecArciase)

—
LIPS Il
Go o
Oy
— Nt

Rel
(%
w
LUE I

(1.664)
7.338

£0224

0
101
G
161

LI
]

o e s
2D -
o>

g
tn

(17.620)
3820
(13.300)

76,048
36.720
112,768

2012 3UBGET
FINAL
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139 Four Year Old Early Childhood:

100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits

140 Special Programs:
141 Gifted and Talented:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits

145 Homebound:
100 Salaries
206 Employee benefits
300 Purchased services

161 Autism

160 Salarics

200 Employee benefits
400 Supplies and materials

180 Adult Education Programs

181/182 Adult Education
200 Employee benefits
400 Supplies and materials

Total Instruction:

Total Current Expenditures

Total Capital Outlay
Total Instruction

_84_

2009-2010

. Approved

16,741
13,507
30,248

60,000
12,324

27,100

47.030

11,577
0

38,607

19,860,956
19360956

2010-2011 2011-2012

_ Approved Budget
) 0

0 0

0 0

0 ]

12,666 o 14309
Jl2g66 13,509
60.000 60.6060
12324 12,990

CL i 26,00
LL29az 99990
48,104 39900
15,357 25,687
o8 .9

C 83460 65,58

0
) 3,000
T 3000

19.308.321 13,942,032
0 0
19,308321 18,942,032

87

Budget
increase
(Decrease)

1,343
1,343

0

666
{1.000)
334

(3.204)
10330
0
2,126

0
(250)
(250)

(366,239
0
(366,289)

2072 BUDGET
FINAL
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Budget

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 increase
. Approved  Approved  Budget (Decrease)
200 Supporting Services:
210 Pupil Services:
211 Attendance and Social Work:
100 Salaries 64,634 59,795 56,795 (3,001)
200 Employee benellis 25043 24104 25346 L1742
300 Purchased services 1,500 1,500 2,300 300
400 Supplies and materials 2,700 2,700 1,900 (800)
500 Capitwa! outlay o _ ) 0
93877 98099 sesi L (125%)
212 Guidance:
100 Salaries 571,348 575,006 331,745 6,739
200 Employec benefits 182,984 180,499 190.441 9.942
754332 755,505 72,18 15,681
213 Health:
100 Salaries 160,977 122,630 132,295 20,665
290 Emplovee benelits 33823 51,730 49,611 {2,119)
24805 174360 201906 27,54
214 Psychologist:
100 Salaries 93,496 88,7560 162,023 13,263
200 Employee benefits 25352 25357 34,560 9.203
300 Purchasad services L 40,660 0 ) 0 4]
Jhsisenaan 136,383 22,466
320 instructonal Staff Services:
221 Improvement of Instruction:
109 Salaries 106,706 138,996 139,544 . 20.548
209 Emplovee benefits 35661 16,762 53,732 6,990
300 Purchased services 108.000 102,000 99,600 (3.000)
460 Supplies and materials 25.700 23,700 23,700 ) 0
560 Capital outlay 0 0 0 U
600 Other objects ~ . %400 8400 3.400 0
L. 283467 319858 344396 24538
222 Educational Vedia:
100G Salaries 558328 330,362 501.604 (28.93%)
200 Employee benefits 173,432 171,393 167,722 (3670
400 Supplies and materials 0 o 0 o 0 0
731,780 701955 669,326 (32,629)
223 Supervision of Special Programs:
100 Salaries 113,038 110,243 113,374 3,131
200 Employee benefits 34080 34,020 35,152 2,132
I8 ma2es 151526 7.263

[ei]
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230 General Administration Services:
231 Board of Education:
200 Employee benefits
300 Purchased services
400 Supplies and materials
500 Capital outlay
600 Other objects

232 Office of Superintendent:

100 Salaries

200 Employee benefits
300 Purchased services
400 Supplies and materials
500 Capital outlay

600 Other objecis

233 School Administration:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits

250 Finance and Operations Services:
252 Fiscal Services:

100 Salaries

200 Employee benefits
300 Purchased scrvices
400 Supplies and materials
500 Capital outlay

600 Other objects

153 Facilitics
25 Facilities Rental

Budgc&
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 Increase
_Approved  Approved  Budget —  (Decrease)

Reparting of casualty insurance premiums increase function 6(0. Reduction shown in Maintenance.

458,683 439,747 459,747
163,772 173,572 37,799
2,000 2,600 0

0 0 0

198,956 256,941 214,941
L83l 897260 7i2aeT
181,968 183,000 263,000 30,000
46.306 54,228 34,496 30,263
8,000 8,000 4,000 (4,000)

4,500 9,560 9.500 0

0 0 0 0
7000 7,000 8,000 1060
28274 261728 368996 107268
2,353,029 2,208,450 2,201,176 (7.274)
732,785 716,475 42,849
CT3ss 81 2917651 35,575
285,522 285,522 285,522 3}
85,450 87,800 ~ 91,040 3,240
48,100 30,100 48,275 (1.72%)
14,000 14,000 14,000 0

0 0 0 0

_. 35000 3,500 0
46572 w207 s
0o 0 54,000 54,000

i 0 ) 0 54000 54,000
2012 BUDGET

FINAL

7
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254 Operations and Maintenance of Plant:

100 Maintenance Salaries
119 Custodial Salaries

200 Maintenance Employee benefits

219 Cusiodial benefiis

300 Mzinienance Purchased services

319 Custodial Contract

400 Maintenance supplies and maienals
419 Custodial supplies and materials

500 Capital outlay

255 Pupil Transportation:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits
300 Purchased servi
400 Supplies and materials
300 Capital cutlay

256 Food Service:
200 Employee benefits

257 Internat Services:
1G0 Salartes
200 Employee beneiits
306G Purchased services
4060 Supplies and maierials
500 Capital outlay
4060 Other objects

258 Seccurity Purchased Services:

300 Purchased services
400 Supplies and materials

263 Information Services:
100 Salaries
200 Employee benefits
300 Purchased services
400 Supplies and matcrials
600 Other objects

2009-20190

.. Approved

2010-2011

Approved

2011-2012
. Budget

Budget
Increase
(Dcc.rea_g.e)

Function recuced due to reponting of casualiy insurance cosis. $40009 added for electric expenses.

492,332
371910
159.190
154,499

134,940
40645
226,107
9.009

8]

1,000
41692

137,100
30,000

207,100

0

0
4.000
4,060
500

_87..

3.500

473,759
275,520
156,876
19307

066,202

243,226

870,671
0
0

4,1958561

124,343
33,562
187.600
10,000

167,500
10,600

177500

464,180
132,029
171,363
62,297
1.271,790
1.331,0G0
1,313,331

124,848
32,906
140,500
15.000
0
1,000

0
29.600
4.000
500
33,500

20421
(143,491
14,487

[

AU PR =

~! ~J
=
il
[T I

(14,200)
15.000
800

2612 BUDGET
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Budget

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 Inerease
. . Approved  Approved  Budget  (Decrease)
264 Human Resources: )
130 Salaries 159,053 174,860 174,860 0
200 Employee benefits 52,306 61,733 64937 3,184
300 Purchased services 14,060 16,000 14,200 (1.300)
400 Supplies and materials 5.200 5,200 4,200 (1.000)
500 Capital outlay 0 0 G Y
600 Other chjects 0 0 300 300
| 250559 257813 258997 1,154
266 Data Processing Services:
100 Salarics ' 289,787 271,651 271,651 0
200 Employee benefils 86,241 83,503 97,614 12,111
300 Purchased services 927,548 406,760 320,800 (85.900)
3ER Erate funded purchased services 148,000 148,000 148,660 0
400 Supplies and materials 73,500 73,500 73.506 0
300 Capital outlay 0 0 0
600 Other objects » 500 250 (256)
sk Tan o)
27{) Supporting Services Pupil Activity:
271 Pupil Services Activities: .
160 Salaries 293,549 291,494 294,570 3078
200 Employee benefits 60.293 59,873 63,771 3,598
300 Purchased Services o 75,0()0 ‘ o .0 . 63,000 63,000
483 351367 426341 749
Total Support :
Total Current Expenditures 16,340,039 13,944 693 © 15,512,631 1.567.933
Total Capital Outay 0 0 0 0
Total Support 16340039 13944693 15512631 1567933
2012 BUDGET
FINAL
9
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Budget

2609-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 Increase
_ Approved - Approved Budget  (Decrease)
500 Debt Service
610 Redempiion of Principal 0
620 Interest ] 60,000

Total Debt Service:
Total current Expenditures 60,000 75,000 o 62,500
Total Debt Service o 6')00” 7

700 Transfers

412 Trunsfer to Charter School - 2,141,807 2,006,402 ) !:94:5,[59 {60,243
Total Transfers
Total current Expenditures 2141807 2006402 15845,159 (60.243)
Total Transfers 2,131,807 (60.243)
Total Expenditures:
Current:
General Instruction 19,360,956 19308321 18,942,032 (366.259)
Support Services 16,340,039 13,644 663 13,512,631 1,567,938
Community Services 0 -0 0 0
Capital Outlay 0 o 0 0
Debt Service 60,000 75,000 62.500 (12,360)
Transfers _2M1807 2006102 1948159 (60243)
Total Expenditures 38402802 35334416 36,463,322 1.128.906

2512 SUDGET
FINAL
i0
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(308)
MINUTES FAIRFPIELD CQUNTY BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTEES

The Board of Trustees met at Pairfisld Junior Eigh School. Mr, Henry Sims,
Principel, gave the Board of Trustees a tour of the building. Mr. Sims provided
a full course meal for the Board which wasa enjoyed by all.

1.

Meeting called to order by Chairman.

Membera preseni: Ragsdala, Small, Leviner, Seibdles, Millas, Magill,
, Yarborough

Reception of Guesh:

Mraz., Frances Bamett, Direotor of Child Care Center, mede a presentation
on ths Child Cars Center located in ths 0ld Falrfisld High School,

Approval of Minutea,
Approval of Claims,
Superintzndent's Reporis:

(1) Title I for 1973 - The Beard zpproved +1—»e following schoola to be
Titls I schools:

Elenentary ~-- Winngboro Area ?’bnion, Mt. Zion, =nd Everatt)
Ridgsway Area (Ridgeway and Geiger)

Middle School -= Fairfield Junior High

Hizh School -- MoCrorey-Liston

y (2) Mitford Area discussed and the following motion was m=ds and

v'

unznimously approved.

Chester County $25,000 per year for threse years begirming with first

payment to ba paid on ox befors December 31, 1973; providsd the
bi1l setting up the Mitford district isa repealed prior fc this dats
with option to rensw for thrse ysars =% the seme price.

/ iIn reference. to Mitford Arsa: Fairfisld County égree to pay

(3) In refsrence to the Laver child attending a special sducaiion class
in Richland Schocl District #1 tha Board voted to pay $200.00 tuiticn
to School Distriet #1 for 1972-1973 school term.

(4) Staff recommendaticns approved (@ee atiached).

{5) A1l requeat for use of facilities approved.

The Board gave permission to St. John 4M.E, Church to tesxr down
frama btuilding adjoining cturch that zpparsnily belcngas to the
school distzict,

’

Respectfully sutznit ds
., o d W%@

Clande H. Ragsdde, Jr.;, Chzirman

vy

Arthux L, Goff, cuti.va Sscretary

Meeting ad journed.

-90- : 'EXHIBIT J
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(309)
MINUTES FATRFIELD COUNTY BOARD OF SCHOOL TRUSTEES )

The Board of Trustzesz met at Gordon Elemsntary School, Mr. Evana, Principal, gave
the Board a brief tour of the tuilding pricr ito ithe mssting.

I. Meeting called to order by Chairman.

Members present: Ragsdale, Lsviner, Seibles, McCGriff, Magiil, Yarborough,

Mills
% IT. Reception of Guest:
Mr. Jim Bull, Director of Fairfield County Rscreation Ccmmiazsion, was present

and made saveral raquesta and thsy wers approved as follows:

2) Use ths athletic fields at Greenbrisr and MeCrorsy Liaton for 1973
sumper program,

§Bg Davslop bassball fi=ld z% Caiger.

Li) Use old Fairfield Gymj; provided details of agreement ars worked out.

Iix. Approval of Minutes.

é‘ig Use Everett Cafateria on April 28, 1373.

iv. Approvel of Claima,

7. Superinterndent's Reporia:

1" (1) Corzespondence with Chester County read znd they have sccepted our
offer %o pay Chesier County $25,000 for three years with option to
renew for thres years,

{2) Board approved resolution of cemmendaticn for Wimnsbozo High School
baskstball teem,

(3) Fairfield County Council appzoved $6,000 for Child Cars Cenier.

(L) HBardware at Junior High School. Ecerd approved Pzlme$to Hardwara's

proposel to corrsct the problem.

(5) Staff recommendations epproved, (See attached)

{(6) Budget for 1973-1974 presented =nd explained. Motica by Mills,
seconded by Seibles, to present the budget as presenited to Board
of Trustees to County Council and rsquest 20 mill increase for
1973-Th. Voting "YESY - Mills, Magill, McGriff, Seibles;

"NO" - Leviner,

(7) Use of facilities approved except Reverend Lasmsiter from Virginia
requeating to use Eversit Auditorium,.

VI. Meetinz adjourned,

Claude . Ragsdale, Jr., Chairmen

/2
Arthur L. Goif) Exscutive Sscretary

5%
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Descriptor Term:

Descriptor Code: issued Date:

JBcaB | 5/87

Rescinds: issued:

ADMISSION OF‘MITFORD AREA -5TUDENTS

Those students living in the former Mitford district of Fairfield
County shall be considered resident students of the Chester County
School District.

‘Under a renewable three-year agreemeﬁt with Fairfield County,

Fairfield County shall pay to the Chester County School District of
lump sum of $25,000 annually for providing public education to
students in the Mitford area. '

The Mitford area shall be part of the Great Falls attendance area Ffor

purposes of school assignment.-

Adoptéd'prior to 1974; Revised 3/7/87 .

School District of: Chester County, Chester, S5.C.

=92= : : o
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The School District of Fairfield County

< P.O. DRAWER 622
T 1226 U. 5. FIGHWAY 321 BY-PASS SOUTH

Winnsboro, South Carolina 29180

- . RECEIVED

PHONE: (803) 635-4607

Fax (ao(s) 6)35-4173 SUPERINTENDENT'S
OFFICE

November 8, 2007 ' NOV 15 2007

Dr. Larry Heath, Superintendent
Chester (County School District
109 Hinton Street
-Chester, 5.C.-.29806

i

Dear Dr. Heath:

We are ir. receipt of an invoice in the amount of $25,000 due to Chester County School
District. This invoice is for students from Fairfield’s Mitford area to aftend Chester
County Schools.

Please be advised that *airfield School District does not see the need to pay this invoice.
Ii is our belief that all students legally residing in the boundaries of Fairfield County
attend Fairfield Schools. If you can provide any additional information I need io review
concerning this issue, j:lease forward to my attention.

We do not wish to disrupt the educational process of those students this year, However,
we do expect those stu:lents residing in the Mitford area of Fairfield County to attend
Fairfield 3chools beginning with the 2008-2009 school year,

If you have any questions, please contact me at 635-4607 ext. 305.

~ Superinter:dent

Pi/sde

cc:  Dr Phil Flynn, Deputy Superintendent for Academics
' Ms. Jannette Henry-Davenport, Deputy Superintendent for Human Resource Services:
Ms, Annie Cran:lle, Assistant Superintendent for School Improvement



THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF CHESTER COUNTY
' 109 HINTON STREET
CHESTER, SOUTH CAROLINA 29706 : i

LARRY B. HEATH
SUPERINTENDENT

April 22, 2009

Ms. Catherine Kennedy, Chair
Fairfield County School District Board of Trustees
Post Office Drawer 622

Winnsboro, South Carolina 29180

Dear Ms. Kennedy:

Pursuant to my meeting with you and Ms. McDaniel on March 31st, you agreed that the
Fairfield County School District would pay the Chester County School District $50,000
for the Mitford area students; the $50,000 represenis payments ($25,000 each) that
were not made for the 2007-2008 and the 2008-2009 school years. You further agreed
that you would talk with your Board of Trustees about subsequent payments for the
Mitford area students that would be commensurate with the iuition we charge out of
county students, which is $2,300 per student. We agreed that it would be reasonable to
expect a payment of $100,000 for the 2009-2010 school year; $200,000 for the 2010-
2011 school year, and $2,300 for each student from Fairfield County that attends

Chester County Schools for the 2011-2012 school year. :

We further discussed that the Chester County School District would reevaluate costs at
the end of three years to determine future tuition costs per student. It was further
agreed that it would probably be reasonable to reassess these costis every three years
thereafter to ensure that the Chester Counity School District is being adequately
compensated for the educational costs for the Mitford area students. ‘

Please let me know your scheol board’s decision on our discussion of the Mitford area
students. | would greatly appreciate an answer no later than Wednesday, April 29,
2009, so that our district administration can move forward with budget planning for the
2009-2010 school year. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Yours
| %/ﬁ/ﬂ //%Mﬂ

Richard P. Hughes, M.D.
Chair, Chester County Board of School Trustees

c: Ms. Annie McDaniel, Fairfield County School District Board of Trustees

Dr. Samantha Ingram, Superintendent , Fairfield County School District
Mr. Larry Heath, Superintendent, Chester County School District

Tel.-803.385.6122 Fax 809451.0863 www.chester.k12.sc.us
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House of ﬁzprzsgntmﬁzs

Stuto of South Uaraling

H. Boyd Beown
District No. 41 - Fairfield-Chester Counties
P. 0.Bozx 26
Winnsboro, SC 29180

"Cemmitiess -
Agriculture, Natoral Resources
and Environmental Affairs

May 13, 2649

Me. Jill Cincotta

School District of Fairfield Counry
Post Office Drawer 622
Winmsboro, South Carolina 29180

Ms, Cincotta:

532-A Blatt Building
Columbin, SC 29211

Tel. (803) 212-6789

. BoydBrown@schounse.org

Flease find aitached the letter expressing the agreement reached between Fairfield Countyandh Chester
County School Districts. While this is not a binding agreement, the hard numbers are the proof in the
pudding thet cur school board’s leadership wanted to move forward with extending cur agreement with

the School District of Chester County.

While this may be an unpopular move in the eyes of administrators and board members, those in
disagreement with this arrangement should understand that their education and future does not hang in the
balance. The lives of children, and a decades long agreement are affected by this expressed agreement,
and while those children may attend scheol in Chester County, they are still the children of Fairficld
County and our future relies on giving these students the best we can offer. In this case, allowing 130
students, to attend schcols in their own community, though not in our county, is more important than

many of the costs our school board expends in the district.

Furthermore, this legislation does not call for the neas §13,000 we spend per pupil in Fairfield County, it
oaly calls for a maximum of $2300 to be expended per pupil over the next three years, and thoss dollars
are not county funds, but ars the state and federal dollars that are expended to the childien. Therefore, if

the concern of the School District is money, and not the children, the School Board dees not only need to
reevaluate their priorities, but do the math as well. In case they don’t want to trouble themselves with that,
keeping the children in district would cost $1,6%90,000 per year-as opposed to the $100,000 this year,
$200,000 next year and $299,000 every year after that, as that is how much $2300 per studens would cost

each year.

-95-
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O8-13-03:02:59PM;

Finally, I apologize for not being in touch with you today, I will call you as soon as we get a break in
session. Mr, Scott Price with the South Carolina School Boards Asscciation has approached me about this
today, and I told him I would lock into delaying this legislation until next week, so we can have a meeting
about this, Howsver, when this meeting does happen, I will expect a plan derived by the school board that
sounds better than the plan we have now, as the future of 130 students hinges on this measare.

I look forward to discussing this with you in the very near future.

Best r;gards,

_96_
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CREIGHTON B. COLEMAN
SENATOR, CHESTER, FAIRFIELD,
UNION, AND YORK COUNTIES
SENATORIAL DISTRICT 17

SENATE ADDRESS:

513 GRESSETTE BUILDING

PosT OFFiCE Box 142

CoLumBia, SC 29202

TEL: (803) 212-6180

FAx:(803)212-6299

E-MAIL: CREIGHTONCOLEMAN
@SCSENATE.GOVY

COMMITTEES: .
CORRECTIONS AND PENOLOGY
- FisH, GAME, AND FORESTRY

GENERAL .
JUDICIARY HOME OFFICE ADDRESS:
PO Box 1006
WINNSBCORO, SC 28180
April 7, 2010
VIA HAND BELIVERY RECENED
SUPERINTENDENT'S
Annie McDaniel, Chairwoman OFFICE
Fairfield County School District 5 ¢
1226 US Hwy 321 By-Pass South APR 13 201
PO Drawer 622

Winnsboro, SC 29180
Dear Ms. McDaniel:
I am in receipt of your March 17, 2010, letter with regard to my request to meet with the school board.

My intent to mest with the school board is not to discuss the current legislation that is currently being
analyzed by the U.S. Justice Department or to discuss the SACS issue. These issues are in the proper
authorities hands and the chips will fall where they may. It was my intention to look forward in a positive light
for the betterment of the children of the Fairfield County School District.

One issue that must be resolved in the near future is the career center and the fact the walls are
separating from the building which creates a health hazard. This has been the case for years and must be
_ addressed before someone is injured or killed. From my understanding the portables behind the Middle School
are in terrible shape and are dangerous. This must be addressed.

Secondly, the matter with regard to the Mitford students attending the Great Falls Schools and the
compensation thereof needs fo be resolved within the next several weeks. In case you do not remember,
attached is the letter from Dr. Hughes, Chairman of Chester County School Board, documeniing your
agreement with the Chester County School Board. When Fairfield County School Board did not act upon this
agreement, the Fairfield County Legislative Delegation introduced local legislation to fairly compensate Chester
County School Board for educating Fairfield County children. Because of subsequent meetings between the
Fairfield County Delegation and the Fairfield County School Board, the delegation agreed to pull the local
legislation so that the two (2) school boards could meet and resolve the matter. As stated many times, the
delegation has never wanted to be involved in this matter, or any other school matter, but when compelled the
delegation will act in a manner that is best for the students of Fairfield County. To this date, there has been no
resolution and Fairfield County School Board has not contacted the delegation as to any efforts to resclve this
important issue. Consequently, if this matter is not resolved in the next two (2) weeks the delegation will move
forward with legislation to reasonably compensate Chester County School District pursuant to local legislation
and your agresment.
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Anrile McDaniel, Chairwoman
Apnil 7,2010
Page 2

We appreciate your immediate attention and cooperation in this matter.

Sl{lcer ly,ﬂ
( /@%«w &7 Cé g
Creighton B. Coleman

CBC/kbe
cc: Representative Boyd Brown
Dr. Patrice Robinson, Superintendent
Dr. Rick Hughes, Chairman Chester School District
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Ms. Marchella Pauling
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District-6

Ms. Catheriné F. Kennedy |
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M. Henry Milter
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Superintendent

" BOARD OF T USTEES
The Scheol District of Fairfield County

1226 US Highway 321 By-Pass South -
. Post Office Drawer 622 - '
Winnsboro, South Carolina 29180

May 21,2010 -

“The Honorable Crelahton B Coléman
Senator, Fairfield County Leg151at1ve Delegation
- P.O: Box 1006

Wmnshom, South Carolm_a 291 80
' Re; : Response to your Ie’tter dated Apnl 7,2010
Dear Senator Colamm. _ '

Fhis letter is to acknowledge recemt of your corrﬁpondence dated Aprit 7,
2010 regarding your concerns about the carcer center, Fairfield ] Middle Scheol and. the

students in the Mltford area that attend Chester County schools.

With respect to your concems about ﬁ:e ‘walls at the Carcer Center ami the
portables behind the Middle School, I presented your letter to the board at our Apnl 13,

-| 2010 board mesting and at our May 18, 2010 board meeting we agreed that we will be

happy to meet with you reoardmg these concerns. Please note that these are.not

.executive session items, Our next scheduled board mesting is June 1, 2010. We can

meef with you. at that time orﬁyoumﬂpmnttwo alternate dates, we will try to
accommodate one of the dates so that we can address these concerns expedltlously

With respecr to the stuienfs in the’ Mrtford area of Fa:rﬁeld County who-attend

“the- Great Falls. schools in Chester County School” Dlstnct, The School. District of

Fairfield County Board of Trustees, never reached an agreement with Dr. Hugh%
regarding this issue. Dr. Huglies’ April 22, 2009 correspondence cannot be considered

- documentation of an agreemient, as it references a mecting with only two (2) members

of our seven (7) member Board of Trustees, and acknowledges that a final and official
action had not been taken by the Boa:d of Trustees

Fm'thennore Ms. Catherme Kennedy, fomzer Chair of the Board of Tmstees

*subsequenﬂy sent a letter to Dr. Hughes on June 4, 2009; reminding him that no

agreement, formal or informal, was reached ai the referenced meeting and the Board of

' Trustees détermined that all transfers should be processed int accordance with South
.Carolina law governing students transferring to another distzict. - (Please see attached

letter) As you may recall, you were carbon-copied on the June 4, 2009 correspondence

‘to Dr. Hughes. Thus, in accordance with South Carolina law, students that wished to

attend Great Falls schools for the 2009-2010 school year, petitioned the Board' and
were subsequently released by the Board.. The Petition for reledse and the notification

sent to student’s parents regarding the Board’s decision put alt partics on notice that the
District does not pay tuition for students desiring to attend schools out of the District.
Therefore, as far as the Boa:rd was. concemed, this mattez was resolved in aecotdance

- with the law.
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The Honorable Creighton B. Coleman

May 21, 2010
_ Page Two

¥ regret: to hear that you feel the need to move forward with unprecedented
fegislation requiring our District to pay another school district tuition for students who
voluntarily ‘and independently chose to- attend schools in another district. However,

should you have additional questxons please feel free to contact me.

Swerply,
- AnpnicE. McDameL ‘
Board Chair.

The Honorabie Boyd Brown

Dr. Patrice Robinson, Supermtendent
Pr. Rick Hughes, Chairman, Chester County School District Board of Tmstees

' F‘auﬁeld County Scheol District Board of Trustees

€C:

Excellence Created by Example
. . -100-
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CONSOLIDATION Mitford students in the
mix of discussion

By Nancy Parsons
Tuesday, February 10, 200¢ at 12:00 am

The Chester County School District lost $25,000 when the Fairfield County School District
ceased honoring a long-standing agreement between the districts.

Fairfield Coun'y has for decades paid a fee to Chester Comty 1o take students from the
Mitford area at Great Falls schools.

The Chester County district has been frying to grapple with siate budget cuté, and the lost
rmoney from Fairfield County adds to the budget problem here.

Jill Cincotta, chief information officer with the Fairfield County School District, said Fairfield
County School Superintendent Dr. Samantha Ingram stopped payment of the fee at the
beginning of the 2007-8 school year when she came on board with the district.

The district had no record of the number of students or the agreement with Chaster County,
prompting Ingram’s decision, Cincotia said.

Chester County District Finance Director Anna Stroud said she has not seen a wiitten
“agreement between the school districts but said a verbal agreement has been in place for

many years.

Neither school district could say when the agreement first began.
“We came up with blanks,” Cincotta said. -

The school district is funded $1,800 from the state, per child, for Mifford area students, Stroud |
added. )

Cincotta said the Fairfield County School District had an enroliment of 3,375 students in
kindergarten through the 12th grade at the beginning of the 2008 school year. The district has
one middle school that houses about 489 students and Fairfield Central, a consolidated high
school that serves around 1,043 students. Both schools are in Winnsboro. :

Great Falls Mayor H.C. “Speedy” Starnes Jr., a former educator and administrator in the
Great Falls schools, said he thought Chester County served the Mitford students’in Fairfield
County for a long time without an agreement. He said he had no idea when the agreement
was first established. .

The agreement, according fo Stroud, was for Fairfield County o pay the Chesfer County
- School District $25,000 annually to offset state funding for students in the Mitford Community
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of Fairfield County who atiend the Chesier Céunty School Disrict.

Figures released from the Chester School District show there are 165 students in the Mitford
area who aftiend school in Great Falls.

There ars 48 students from the Mitford Community who attend Great Falls Elementary, 48
who atiend Great Falls Middle and 62 who are studenis at Great Falls High.

The numbers retlect grade point placement in 2008-C. The total for the 2007-8 school year is
170 students. Five of those students ars seniors.

In its efforts to balance the budget, ihe Chester County School board is also discussing the
possibility of consolidating Great Falls Middle and High School with Lawisville Middle and
High School. As pari of budget considerations, the potential savings {o the district is
$4,850,760 if the district consclidates and no longsr serves the Mitford students. 1 the district
consolidates and coniinues to serve Mitford students, the poteniial sevings are $4,534,260. -

“At this point, we're siill serving students from the Mitford area,” Stroud said. During a budgst
discussion on Tussday nighi with the high school principals and stafi, the Mitford studsents
came up, The discussion movad o possibly having them start going io school in Fairfield
County and whether that wouid produce savings. Murphy cut off that discussion by saying -
“the Mitford kids are here to stay.”

Chester County School Superintendent Dr. Larry Heath, Associate Superinisndeni Blair
Turner and Ingram were available for commant.

Sports Editor Travis Jenkins contributed o this report, -
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Seiting The Record Straight on The Mitford Issue

Gint
Setting The Record Straight on The Mitford Issue

by Sen. Creighton Coleman

06.22.10 - 12:02 am .

It is an absolute pleasure representing Senate District 17, and I want to thank you
for your continued support. The elected officials throughout our state, and
specifically in Senate District 17, all work together in an effort to create an
environment which will make our state, county, city and school district better,
Each of us strives to leave our state in a healthier condition than when we were
elected.

1 am writing this article to try to fully explain the circumstances surrounding an
issue with the Great Falls schools and to set the record straight and dispel the
rumors and undercurent of propaganda that has been planted in our community.”

In the fall of 2009, the Chester County School Board seriously considered closing
the Great Falls schools because of financial problems. It would have been
devastating to the Town of Great Falls and surrounding communities if these
schools had been closed. After holding numerous public forums and being
allowed to move monies around in the school budget pursuant to 2 2009 school
flexibility bill which just passed the General Assembly, Chester County decided
not to close the Great Falls schools at this time, but the issue may be revisited at a
later time.

In my eight years in the House of Representatives, I received more
communication on this one issue than all other issues combined. Closing the
Great Falls schools could cripple the Town of Great Falls and the surrounding
communities, but the local citizens came to the rescue, and the Chester School
Board listened.

Subsequent to the Chester County Schocel Board making the decision not to close
the Great Falls schools, Dr. Richard Hughes, the Chester County School Board
Chairman, contacted me to discuss the financial plight of the Great Falls schools.
In our discussion, Dr, Hughes informed e that 130 Fairfield County students
attend the Chester County schools in Great Falls. Dr. Hughes further informed
me that Fairfield County was to send to Chester County $25,000 each school yea
to supplement the cost of the Fairfield County students attending Chester County
schools. For the past two school years, 2007-2008 and 2008-2009, Fairiield
County neglected to send the agreed upon monies. To put these $25,000 in
perspective, Tor the upcoming 2009-2010 school year, the state’s budge
projected Fairfield County will spend $8,343 per student in local monies, while
Chester County will spend $5,050 per student. Based on these figures and the
325,000 per year paid to Chester County, Fairfield County cwrrently only pays
Chester County for 2.99 students. One hundred thirty students attend the Chester
schools. This is an enormous savings for Fairfield County. This calculation does
rot even include what it would cost for Fairfield to transport the Mitford students
to the Fairfield schools.

As a result of my conversations with Dr. Hughes, I looked into this matter and
discovered that in 1972 Senator John A. Martin introduced local legislation

http:/fvrerw heraldindependent.com/printer_friendly/7998973
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years. You further agreed that you would talk with.your Board of Trustees about
subsequent payments for the Mitford area students that would be commensurate
with the tuition we charge out of county students, which is $2,300 per student.
We agreed that it would be reasonable to expect a payment of $100,000 for the
2009-2010 school year; $200,000 for the 2010-2011 school year, and $2,300 for
each student from Fairfield County that attends Chester County Schools for the
2011-2012 school year.

- -~ We further diseussed-that the Chester County Schidof District would resvahua Fare: = s i S T

costs at the end of three years to determine future tuition costs per student. It was
further agreed that it would probably be reasonable to reassess these costs every’
three years thereafier to ensure that the Chester County School District is being
adequately compensated for the educational costs for the Mitford area students.

Flease let me know your school board's decision on our discussion of the Mitford
area students. [ would greatly appreciate an answer no later than Wednesday,
April 29, 2009, so that our district administration can move forward with budget
planning for the 2009-2010 school year. Thank you for your attention to this

matter.

Yours truly,
Richard P. Hughes, M.D.

Chair, Chester County Board of School Tnmtccs”fi'

It was extremely important that this matter be resolved immediately becanse both
districts were in the process of preparing their budgets for the 2009-2010 school
year. Because time was of the essence and no contact came from Fairfield
County, I introduced local legislation which mirrored the agreement between the
school districts outlined in Dr. Hughes® letter of April 22, 2009. This local
legislation received second reading in the Senate Thursday, May 7, and third
reading Friday, May 8.

On Thursday, May 7, while on my way home from the General Assembly, 1
received a telephone call from Ms. McDaniel and Chairperson Kennedy inquiring
about the local legislation. Their concern was that there had been no
communication between the local delegation and the school board. As a result of
that comment, | stated there was ample communication with the board, as well as
attempted additional communication, that because of their failure to comrmunicate
with Chester County, though I did not want to, I stepped in to resolve the issue, |
was criticized for my position, but I reiterated that this 1ssue was not about taking
sides but about doing what was right for our children.

The legislation then went to the House and was scheduled to pass. Once again the
Fairfield delegation received a request to stop the local legislation so that the two
school boards could attempt to resolve this issuc. This was, I believe, the last
weck of the legislature and we knew we would probably be back on this issug.
Reluctantly, Rep. Brown and I consented to withdraw the legislation in order to
allow the two Disticts to resolve this issue because we did not want to be

hitp://www heraldindependent.com/printer_friendly/7998973 ' 2/1/2011

-107-



which would allow the students of Fairfield County Living in the Mitford
Community to attend the Great Falls schools in Chester County. The purpose of
this legislation was to prevent the long tiring bus ride from the northeastern part
of the county to the Fairfield schools, The Mitford students could instead take a
short 15-minute bus ride to the Great Falls schools, thus enabling these students
to improvetheir school performance. The following year, 1973, the local
legislation was renealed and state-wide legisiston was subﬁ‘zm‘t‘éa

——az = = Fhe-fondHEIOF the-edueation of eaen-5:C STBAERETT denver nuui tiree SOurces™
federal, state and loca} fimding. The federal and state funding has followed these
130 students to the Great Falls schools, but the local funding, which in Fairfield
and Chester Counties is the largest source of funding, has been at $25,000 each
year since 1972, and wag not paid in the past two:years. As stated above, for the -
2009-2010 school year, Fairfield County is projected to spend $8,343 of local
monies per student, and Chester County is pmjocted to spend $5,050 of local

monies per student.

This matter needed to be resolved, because both districts were preparing for their
2009-2010 budget year and needed to know what to expect. I contacted Chester
County School Superintendent, Dr. Larry Heath, and then Fairfield County
School Superintendent, Dr. Samantha Ingram, and requested they get together to
resolve this issue. In addition, Rep. Boyd Brown and I met with Dr. Ingram
expressing our concerns in regard to the above arrangements and requested that-
she and Dr. Heath get this resolved. Rep. Brown’s and my intentions were to no

longer be involved in resolving this matter but to let Chester and Fairfield resolve
it on their own.

In the meantime, I discussed my concerns with two of the Fairfield County
Schoo! Board members and contacted another board member requesting a
meeting with Chairperson Catherine Kennedy. The messages were left for these
board members to contact me, but I never received a response. Subsequent to Dr.
Ingram and Dr. Heath contacting their respective board members, Dr. Hughes
met with Chairperson Kennedy and Ms. Annic McDaniel to discuss the situation
- ... - between the two school districts. The representatives tame to a consensus
' regardingithe past due monies owed and future payment arrangements. As a
result of this mecting, Fairfield Céinty agreed to pay the arrearage of $50,000,
which constituted payments of $25,000 a year for the 2007-2008 and 2008 2009
school years. Despite several telephone calls from Dr. Hughes and me, and the
letter dated April 22, 2009, addressed to Ms. Kennédy, Fairfield County made no
contact with Dr. Hughes or with me to address these future payments. The letter
to Chairperson Kennedy from Dr. Hughes reads as follows:;

“April 22, 2009

Dear Ms. Kennedy:

Pursuant to my mecting with you and Ms. McDaniel on March 31st, you agreed
that the Fairfield County School District would pay the Chester County School

District 350,000 for the Mitford area students; the $50,000 represcnts payments
(825,000 each) that were not made for the 200“’ 2008 and the 2008-2009 school

http://ww~w heraldindependent.com/printer_friendly/7998973 2/1/2011
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involved. We have heard absolutely nothing from the Fairfield County School
Board. The Chester School Board called to say there was no resolution.

As aresult of the above, I wrote Ms. McDaniel and current Superindependsnt Dr.
Patrice Robinson on April 9, 2010, requesting the school district resolve this
issue with Chester and, if not, legislation would be introduced to rectify the
problem. Again, we received no communication whatsoever from the Fairfield
County School District; therefore, legislation was introduced agzin.

It is amazing how the school district carried on its business in regard to this issue,
agreed to something and then backed out. They did not respond to repeated
communications. Then they sent out a letter signed by Dr. Robinson on May 10,
2010, to all parents stating:

“May 10,2010
Dear Parents,

I would like to make you aware of new proposed legislation introduced by
Senator Creighton Coleman and how it could affect our schools and school
district budget. The new proposed legislation calls for Fairfield County Treasurer
to send funds normally collected for the Schocl District of Fairfield County to
Chester County for students who voluntarily attend school in Chester County, but
reside in Fairfield County.

We will continue to keep you informed of any dsvelopments that impact your
children and our school disfrict.

Thank you,
Patrice Robinson, Ph.D.
Superintendsnt”

Either Dr. Robinson does not know the full story or elects to ignore the full story.

In closing, the current confroversy with the Fairfield County School Board is
something in which neither Rep. Brown nor I wanted to get involved. The state of
education affects every aspect of our lives in Fairiield County. A few of the
results which our school system is creating are as follows: lack of industry and
jobs coming to Fairfield County; our children not getting the education they need
to succeed in today’s global world; taxes out of conirol because no industry is
coming to Fairfield County to help pay taxes; and people leaving the county. Our
educational system is the economic engine which drives every county and state.
The sconer we rebuild our educational engine, the sooner Fairfield County can
succeed.

© heraldindependent.com 2010
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Fairfield files lawsuit for Mitford student

money

By The Staff
Wednesday, July 21, 2010 at 11:00 pm-

The Fairfield County School Board has filed a lawsuii against the Chester County School
District, the State of South Carolina, the State Department of Education and its own county's
treasurer in an attempt to thwart a recently passed state law that will require the Fairfield
district to pay the Chester district approxmateiy $600,000 a year for the education of Mitford

students.

“We had been educating Mitford area students since 1947 and at ihat time, the law indicated
Fairfield County would compensate Chesfer County for students coming to Great Falls
Schools,” said Chesier Couniy School District Superintendent Dr. Thomas Graves.,

“l's a plus for us but a negative for them,” Graves said. “But it's not about the money. I{'s
about doing what is best for the kids.”

Graves said compensation from Fairfisld County *has been inconsistent at best.”

Fairfleld paid Chester $25,000 a year up until 2007 when the payments abruplly ended. The
Chester board sought an increased payment but none was forthcoming.

Chester County School Board Chairman Dr. Richard Hughes said the Chester District was
paid $50,000 last year for schoo! ysars 2007 and 2008. He said nothing has been paid this

year for the 2009 school year,
“They were getting a heck of a deal with us‘-éducaﬁng those kids,” Hughes said.

State Sen. Creighton Coleman, who represents both Chester and Fairfield Counties,
eventually drafted local iegnslanon to force payments from Faifield to Chester. That bill
appeared 1o be on the way o passage in the South Carolina General Asseambly last year buf
was recalled. Coleman said he aciually thought it might riot be necessary to refile the bill
since board members from the two districts met and apparently had a financial agreement
worked out. .

An election brought new faces to the Fairfield board and the agreement was reneged on by
Fairiield. That led Coleman to refile the bill.

The bill says, in part, "numerous public school students reside in Fairfield County School.
District but are entitled fo attend the schools of Chester County School District pursuant fo
(state faw). The General Assembly finds it necessary to provide by law for uniform -
arrangements between Fairfield County Schoal District and Chester County Schoof District
pertaining to these studems Students would have to be deemed sligible for admission by the
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Chestsr Couniy School District. A roster of these siudents must be kept up ic date by Chester
County Schools and sent to Fairfield County School District when updated.”

The bill says the Fairfield Ccunty ireasurer has to withhold from Fairfield County School taxes
an amount equal to 103 percent of the Chester District's prior year local revenus per pupil for
school operaling purposes as reporied in the Chester District's annual audit. Chester would
submit an inveice and the Fairfield Couniy treasurer would have to pay the money to Chester
by Feb. 15 each fiscal year. The Siate Depariment of Education would withhold that amount
from Fairfield County if the county failed to pay the due amount. The state school
superintendent would sefile all disputes between Chester and Fairfield arising from
implementation of the law. Chester would also be able fo send an invoics for the 2009-10
school year retroaciively.

The bill was passed a few weeks ago and signed into law by Governor Mark Sanford.

That's what brought about the lawsuii. According to the suit, the legislation related io the
Mitford siudernits “is challenged on the ground that it violates the Souih Carolina Constituiion
in several respects...because ii directly conilicis with 2nd undermines South Caroiina's
general law governing residence requiremenis for schoo! atiendance and general taw
governing the financing of schcols, because it allows the Chester County Schoo) District to
levy a tax én the cilizens of Fairfield County without their.consent, because i conflicts with
the General Assembly's 'system’ of public schools, because it is an ex post facto law
requiring payment from Fairiield Couniy for a school yzar that was completed before the
enzactment of the law and because it is a local law imposing duties on the treasurer of only
one county, Fairfield County.” :

Fairfield is sseking a declaratory judgment that the bill is unconstitutional and an injunction
against its enforcament. .

In announcing the lawsuit at a press conference last week, Fairfield County School Board
Chairwoman Dr, Annie McDaniel said Coleman and Rep. Boyd Brown were making her
district “bear the cost of educating select studenis who choose to attend schoo! out of the
county.” She called the law, which Coleman and Brown both supported as baing
“unprecedented” and said it hurt Fairfield to have to cough up money to Chester when state
budget cuts have whittled away more than $3 million in recent years. '

" Coleman said the faw is in no way unprecedented since similar laws have been crafted for
Gecrgetown and Wiliamsburg schools, both of which have students that attend school in
anocthar county. :

“The courts ruled that ihey can do i, that the'monsy follows them,” Coleman said.

Brown said the law is a win-win for both couniies. His district includes Fairfield County and
part of Chester County inciuding Great Falls.

"It cuts back on overcrowding in Fairfield, it helps keep the Great Falls schools open and
‘provides a community school for the Mitford students. I's a wonderful piece of legislation,”
Brown said. :

Brown noted that the arrangement actually saves Fairfield money, since the per pupil
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allotment in Fairfield is about $3,000 higher than Chester’s. Coleman estimated there were
about 120 Mitford siudents attending Great Falls. He said that means, roughly, that Fairfield

actually saves about $360,000 a year or more by paying to send the studenis to Chester.
McDaniel claimed that to be false and said even if it were irue, Fairfield's schools have “much

more to offer than Chester.”

Hughes said the press conference and lawsyit did not seem to be taking the children into
accouni, which was what was important.

“The law says those siudents can be educated in Chester,” Hughes said. “All we're asking is
for the money collected per child to follow them to Chester.”

Hughes said the new law is really only intended to clean up vagueness in the old law, which
said Fairfield's reimbursement to Chester would be “a payment of appropriate charges as

herein authorized.”

The suit was filed with the Court of Common Pleas of the Fifth Judicial Circuit in Richiand
County last week.

“We'll have to see what happens,” Hughes said. “lt will be a long drawn. out probess.”
Hughes said the Chester School board has not held a formal meeting io discuss the lawsuit.

“It will be a cascade of court stuff,” Hughes said. “And the sad thing aboui this is that it will
cost both districts legal fees.”
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No. 1235] OF SOUTH CAROLINA 2417

GENERAL AND PERMANENT LAws—1972

(R1393, S950) No. 1235

An Act To -Amend Item (4) Of ‘Section 65-259, Code Of Laws
Of South Carolina, 1962, .As Amended, Relating "To Axn Income
Tax Deduction, So As To Provide That Certain Taxes With Re-
spect To Income Or Measured By Income Shall Not Be Allowed
JAs A Deduction.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina-

SECTION 1. Certain taxes not -‘deductible.—Itemn (4) of Section
65-259 of the 1962 Code, as last amended by Sub-Section 3 of item
(D) of Section 2 of Part ITT of Act 1263 of 1968, is further amended
Dby adding on line one between the word “income” and the parenthesis
“, taxes with Tespect to income or taxes measured by income”. The
item when amended -shall read: '

“(4) ‘Taxes for -the income year, -except taxes on ‘income, taxes
with respect to income or.taxes measured by income {other than taxes
imposed by ‘the United States on income of individuals to an .amount
not exceeding five hundred dollars), -inheritance and gift taxes -and
taxes assessed for a local benefit 6f = kind tending to increase the
value of the property assessed.””

SECTION 2. Time effective.—This .act shall take -effect upon ap-
proval by the Governor.

Approved the 20th day of May, 1972.

(R1394, $2--39) ' ‘No. 1236 . o
An Act To Provide For The ‘Consolidation :0f An . Area Of
Fairfield Counfty With The Chester County ‘School District.
Whereas, the -Chester. County Board of Fducation and the Fairfeld
County Board of Education, at separate meetings, -agreed upon the
consolidation of an area of Fairfield County with the-Chester County
School District for school purposes. Now,-thereiore,

‘Be it enacted by the General Asserribly of the State of South Carolina :

SECTION 1. ‘School area consclidated.—That area .of Fairfield
‘County which les in the northeast cormer of the county, the exact
line of which is shown on a plat -of Fairfield County recorded ‘in-
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GENERAL AND PERMANENT L aws——1972

the office of the Clerk of Court for Fairfield County in Plat Book
eight at Page ninety-five and is the attendance line which was pre-
viously drawn by the Office of Health, Fducation and Welfare of
the United States Government is hereby consolidated with the Ches-
ter County School District. :

‘SECTION 2. Consolidated area —— assessments,—The Chester
County School District shall not assess any of its outstanding bond-
ed indebtedness against the .area of Fairfield so consolidated. The
area shall, however, assume a levy identical with that of any school
indebtedness that shall hereafter be incurred by -the consolidated
school district of ‘Chester County; provided, that the area consolidat-
ed shall not be assessed or called upon to pay any indebtedness, by
reason of tefinancing or otherwise, -existing or subsisting at the
time of consolidation.

SECTION 3. Not lable for Fairfield County assessments.—
There is no school building now in use in the area consolidated
and the area shall not bear any portion of the-levy necessary for
the retirement of the notes outstanding in Fairfield County other
than those which it has already paid, and the area consolidated with
the Chester County School District shall be debt free.

- SECTION 4 Further.—The area consolidated with the Chester
County School District shall be exempt from the annual Fairfield
County special operating school levy as of January 1, 1973,

SECTION 5. Assumption of tax levy.—The area consolidated
shall assume the same annual special operating school levy of ‘the
Chester County ‘School District -as -of January 1, 1973 and the area
shall comply with Chester' County laws for the purpose of setting
up school levies, but the assessment of the propertyin the area shall
continue to be meade in Fairfield County -with the assessment to be
the same as it may be for other county purposes. In order ‘o “pro-
vide therefor, the Chester County Board of Trustees shall notify
the Auditor of Fairficld County on or before June thirticth of each
year, in writing, the millage required for the succeeding school year.
The levy shall be identical with the Chester County levy for opera-
tion of the schools and the Auditor of Fairfield County shall levy this
tax against all of the real and personal property in the area .con-
solidated with the Chester County School District. The Treasurer




No. 12371 UPF DUU LI Lannuwmaives e
GENERAL AND PraMANENT Laws—1972 :

of Fairfield County shall collect this tax and remit, monthly, the
amount collected to the Treasurer of Chester County. Upon receipt
of the tax the Treasurer of Chester County shall deposit the:pro-
ceeds to the credit of the Chester County School District in the
‘same manner as the tax levy is collected in Chester County for
school purposes.

SECTION 6. Board of trustees.—The residents of the area con-
solidated shall be eligible as members of the: Board of Trustees for
the  Chester County School District, and the qualified: voters in the
area shall be eligible to vote for school trustees- for the Chester
County School District and any other matters which shall concern
the school district which shall be submitted. to the people for a vote.
The area to be consolidated shall become a part of the Rossville
Township-for school board election purposes.

SECTION 7. Not to share in certain taxes.~~The area consolidat-
ed with the Chester- County School District shall not share in. any
Fairfield County beer and wine tax funds that might be earmarked.
by Fairfield County for school purposes.

SECTION 8. Time effective.—This act shall taLe effect January
1, 1973.

Approved the 20th day of May, 1972.

(R1395, S356) No., 1237

An Act To Regulate Business Practices Between Motor Ve-
hicle Manufacturers, Distributors And Dealers And To Provide
For Actions For Violations And Limitations Upon Such Actions,

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina.:

SECTION 1. Findings.—The General Assembly finds that the
distribution of motor vehicles in the State of South Carolina vitally
affects the general economy of the State and the public interest and
public welfare, and in the exercise of its police power, it is neces-
sary to regulate motor vehicle manufacturers, distributors, dealers
and their representatives doing business in South Carolina in order
to prevent frauds, impositions and other abuses upon its citizens.
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GENERAL AND PerMANENT LAws—1973

SECTION 1. Building permits required.—Section 1 of Act No.
171 of 1963, as last amended by Act No. 914 of 1970, is further

amended by striking “fifty cents” on line seven and inserting in

i} ' leu thereof “one dollar”. The.section when amended shall read as
follows :

“Section 1. Before any person places a house trailer or mobile
home on z lot or constructs any mew building or any addition to an
existing building in Dorchester County, which construction shall cost
five hundred dollars or more, he shall obtain from the Auditor of
Dorchester County, or any agistrate designated by the auditor, a
building permit which shall be executed before any construction shall

" be commenced. A charge of one dollar shall be made for such building
permits; provided, that no permit shall be required for such con-
struction upon tezl estate situate within any incorporated munici-
pality which requires a -permit for the erection or construction of such
improvements,; provided, further, every mumicipality in +the county,
Tequiring permits for the -erection of construction of any improve-
ments upon real -estate situate within the municipality, shall furnish
‘to ‘the auditor and tax assessor copies of all permits issued by the

municipality.”
‘SECTION 2. Time effective—This act shall take -effect -upon -ap-
:proval by the Governor. /

Approved the 16th day of April, 1973.

(R269, H1509) v No. 161

An_Act To Repeal Act 1236 -Of 1972, Relating To The Con-
.solidation Of An Ares Of ‘Fairfield County W1th The ‘Chester
‘County ‘School District.

Be'it enacted by the General Asseribly of the State of South Carclina:
'SECTION 1. Repeal.—Act 1236 of 1972 is repealed.

‘SECTION 2. Time eﬁecmve —-—Tl'us act shall take -effect upon ap-
‘prova“l ‘by:the Governor

_Approved the 16th day of Apri], 1973
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#0291) General Bill, By Coleman

AN ACT TO PROVIDZ FOR THE TRANSFER OF QUALIFYING STUDENTS EROM FAIRFIELD
COUNTY SCHOOL .DISTRICT TO CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT; TO REQUIRE THE
TREASURER OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY TO REMIT CERTAIN fUNDS PER TRANSFERRING PUPIL TO
CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT ON BEHALF OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT;
TO PROVIDE FOR THE TIMING OF THE PAYMENT, AND TO REQUIRE THE STATE DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION TO PAY THE AMOUNT DUE TO CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT OUT OF
FUNDS OTHERWISE ALLOCATED TO THE FAIRFIELD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT PURSUANT TO
THE EDUCATION FINANCE ACT IF THE TREASURER OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY FAILS TO PAY
CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT; TO ALLOW THE CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT TO
CONSIDER THESE PAYMENTS ANTICIPATED AD VALOREM TAXATION; TO REQUIRE THE STATE
SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION TO SETTLE ANY DISPUTE THAT ARISES BETWEEN THE
DISTRICTS UPON THE IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF THIS

COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT.
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AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE PAYMENT OF MONIES PREVIQUSLY OWED TO CHESTER

~ ratified title

Senate Introduced and read first time SJ-9
Senate Referred to Committee on Education SJ-9

second and third readings

Senatz Unanimous conzant for second and third r
on next two consecutive leglslative days SJ-9
Senate Read ogecond time SJ-2

Scrivener

's ervor corracted

Senate Read third time and sent to House SJ-21
House Introduced and read first time HJ-6
House Referred to Fairfield Delegation HJ-6
House Delegation report: Favorable Fairfield Delegation HJ-72
Houase Read second time KJ-73
flouse Unanimous consent for third reading on next
legislative day HJ-73

House Read third time and enrclied HJ-

o
<

Ratified R 291
Signed By Governor

Ef

fectlve dare 06/08/10

-117-



Page 2 of 4

S. 1405

NOTE: THIS COPY IS A TEMPORARY VERSION. THIS DOCUMENT WILL
REMAIN IN THIS VERSION UNTIL PUBLISHED IN THE ADVANCE
SHEETS TO THE ACTS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS. WHEN THIS
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BE REMOVED.

(R291, 51405)

AN ACT TO PROVIDE FOR THE TRANSFER OF QUALIFYING STUDENTS
FROM FAIRFIELD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT TO CHESTER COUNTY
SCHOOL DISTRICT; TO REQUIRE THE TREASURER OF FAIRFIELD
COUNTY TO REMIT CERTAIN FUNDS PER TRANSFERRING PUPIL TO
CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT ON BEHALF OF FAIRFIELD
COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT; TO PROVIDE FOR THE TIMING OF THE
PAYMENT, AND TO REQUIRE THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
TO PAY THE AMOUNT DUE TO CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
OUT OF FUNDS OTHERWISE ALLOCATED TO THE FAIRFIELD COUNTY
SCHOOL DISTRICT PURSUANT TO THE EDUCATION FINANCE ACT IF
THE TREASURER OF FAIRFIELD COUNTY FAILS TO PAY CHESTER
COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT; TO ALLOW THE CHESTER COUNTY
SCHOOL DISTRICT TO CONSIDER THESE PAYMENTS ANTICIPATED AD
VALOREM TAXATION; TO REQUIRE THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF
EDUCATION TO SETTLE ANY DISPUTE THAT ARISES BETWEEN THE
DISTRICTS UPON THE IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF
THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ACT; AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE PAYMENT
OF MONIES PREVIOUSLY OWED TO CHESTER COUNTY SCHOOL

DISTRICT.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina:

Transfer of students from Fairfieid County Schoe! District to Chester
County School District; provision for payment of funds; State
Superintendent of Education to settle disputes

SECTION 1. (A) The General Assembly finds that numerous public
school students reside in Fairfield County School District but are entitled to
attend the schools of Chester County School District pursuant to Section 59-
63-480. The General Assembly finds it necessary to provide by law for
uniform arrangements between Fairfield County School District and Chester

County Schooi District pertaining to these students. 1

(B) A student who qualifies for transfer pursuant to Section 59-63-480 may
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be admitted, and remain enrolled, by Chester County School District upon
proof of eligibility as Chester County School District finds acceptable. A roster
of these students must be kept current by Chester County Schoo! District and
sent to Fairfield County School District as and when updated.

(1) Each fiscal year, for each pupll authorized to transfer from Fairfield

County Schaol District-to-Chester-Caunby-School District pursuantterSection

59-63-480 and actually enrolled in a public school of Chester County School

District, the Fairfield County Treasurer, on behalif of and from funds of the
Fairfield County School District, shall pay Chester County School District one
hundred and three percent of Chester County School District's prior year local
revenue per pupil for schoc! operating purpeses as reported in Chester
County School District's annual audit for the immediately preceding fiscal

year.

(2) As used In this sectlon, "prior year local revenue per pupil for school
operating purposes” includes any state reimbursement paid for property tax
exemptions from Chester County School District ad valorem taxes including,
but not limited to, all payments pursuant to Section 11-11-156.

(C) Upon invoice, the Fairfleld County Treasurer, on behalf of and from the
funds of the Fairfleld County School District, shall pay Chester County School
District the amount determined pursuant to subsectlon (B)(1) of this section.
Payment to Chester County School District must be completed before the
fifteenth day of February in each fiscal year. If the Fairfield County Treasurer
falls to pay this invoice by the fifteenth day of February, the South Carolina

Department of Education, upon application by Chester County School District,

out of the funds otherwise meant for the next Education Finance Act
disbursement to Fairfield County School District, shall pay the invoice on
behalf of Fairfield County School District. Any undisputed amounts must be

paid when due.

(D)} Chester County School District may conslder payments pursuant to this
act to be anticipated ad valorem taxation for purposes of Subsection 7,
Section L5, Articie X of the South Carslina Constitution, relating to tax

anticipation notes.

(E) The State Superintendent of Education shall settle any dispute between
Chester County School District and Fairfield County School District arising
from the implementation and administration of this act by the school districts

and the State Department of Education.
Payment of funds for the 2009-2010 year

SECTION 2. For the 2009-2010 school and the fiscal year only, the
Fairfield County Treasurer, on behalf of and from the funds of the Fairfield
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County School District, shall pay the Chester County School District an
amount calculated pursuant to SECTION 1(B)(1) and (2) of this act on
account of the pupils enroiled in the Chester County School District from
Falrfield County pursuant to Section 59-63-480 for the 2009-2010 school
year. This amount must be invoiced by the Chester County School District
promptly upon the effectlve date of this act, and must be paid no laterthan
June 30..2010, or.the delinquency- provisions-of-SECTION-L{C}-apply-te-the—————mm""

payment.

Time effective

SECTION 3. This act takes effect onn approval by the Governor,
Ratified the 2nd day of June, 2010,

Approved the 8th day of June, 2010. -- L,
..__._Xx_..--
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South Carolina General Assembly
118th Session, 2009-2010

H. 4657
General Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 2010-2011
- As Ratified by the General Assembly

PLEASE NOTE

Provisions not vetoed by the Governor took effect June 9, 2010, and generally apply for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 2010. To see those items vetoed by the Governor, see the Governor's veto message which
follows. To determine which vetoes were sustained and which vetoes were overridden, refer to the Journal of the
House of Representatives for June 16, 2010, and the Senate Journals for June 17 and 29, 2010.

PART 1B
OPERATION OF STATE GOVERNMENT
SECTION 1 - H63-DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

i.1. (SDE: Appropriation Transfer Prohibition) The amounts appropriated herein for aid to subdivisions,
allocations to school districts, or special line items shall not be transferred and must be expended in accordance
with the intent of the appropriation, except that the department may transfer funds that are deducted and retained
from a school district's transportation allocation to reimburse the department for the cost of unauthorized xmleaoe

This transfer must be agreed upon by both the school district and the department. Those funds may be transferred
into the department's school bus transportation operating account.

1.2. (SDE: DHEC - Comprehensive Health Assessment) All school districts shall participate, to the fullest
extent possible, in the Medicaid program by seeking appropriate reimbursement for services and administration of
health and social services.

Reimbursements to the school districts shall not be used to supplant funds currently bemo spent on health and
social services.-

1.3. (SDE: EFA Formula/Base Student Cost Inflation Factor) To the extent poss1ble within available funds, it
is the intent of the General Assembly to provide for 100 percerit of full implementation of the Education Finance
Act to include an inflation factor projected by the Division of Budget and Analyses to match inflation wages of
public school employees in the Southeast. The base student cost for the current fiscal year has been determined to
be $1,630. In Fiscal Year 2010-11, the total pupil count is projected to be 694,303. The average per pupil funding
is projected to be $4,485 state, $1,633 federal, and $5,254 local. This is an average total funding level of $11,372
excluding revenues of local bond issues. For Fiscal Year 2010-11 the South Carolina Public Charter School
District shall receive and distribute state funds to the charter school as determined by the current year's base student -
cost, as funded by the General Assembly, plus an additional $700, multiplied by the weighted students enrolled in
the charter school, which must be subject to adjustment for student attendance and must not be reduced for state
budget allocations.

In Fiscal Year 2010-11, the Abbeville School District total pupﬂ count is proj ected to be 2,963. The per pupil
funding is projected to be $3 892 state, $1,878 federal, and $3,286 local. This is a total projected funding level of
$11,057 excluding revenues of local bond issues.

In Fiscal Year 2010-11, the Aiken School District total pupil count is DIO_]eCted to be 23,756. The per pupil
funding is projected to be $4 237 state, $1,578 federal, and $3,177 local. This is a total projected fundmg level of
$8,992 excluding revenues of local bond issues.
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. 1.26. - (SDE: School Building Aid) Of the funds appropriated in Part IA for School Building Aid, $500,000
shall be allocated on a K-12 per pupﬂ basis to Multi-District Area Vocational Schools.

1.27. (SDP PSAT/PLAN Rembu:aemen‘r) Funds appropriated for assessment shall be used to pay for the
administration of the PSAT or PLAN fest to tenth grade students to include the testing fee and report fze. SDE is
authorized to carry forward intc the current fiscal year, pnor year state assessment funds for the purpose of paying
for state assessment activities not completed by the end of the fiscal year including the scoring of the spring -
statewide accountability assessment. i

1.28.  (SDE: Basic Skill Exam) Any person seeking candidacy in an undergraduate teacher education
program is requir to take and pass the teacher candidate basic skill examination pursuant to Sections 59-26-20

and 59-26-40. Any person who fails to achieve a passing score on all sections shall be allowed to retake the test or
a portion thereof, All sections of the teacher candidate basic skill examination must be passed before any person is
formally admitted into any undergraduate teacher preparation program in South Carolina. However, any person
having attained 1650 or better on the SAT or a comparable ACT score shall be exempt from this requirement.

1.29.  (SDE: School Bus Driver CDL) From funds provided in Part 1A, Section 1, IX.R., local school districts
shall request a criminal record history from the South Cazolina Law ED_LOLCC:n.unL D1V151on for past conviction of
any crime before the initial employment of a scheol bus driver or school bus aide. The Department of Education
and the school districts shall be treated as a charitable organization for purposes of the fee charged for the criminal
records search. ) ,

1.30.  (SDE: SAT Preparation) From the funds appropriated for SAT Preparation, the State Department of
Education shall institute a plan reviewing, on an individual basis, weaknesses of students on actual PSAT
administrations, and providing assistance. To accomplish this, the Department shall use reports that analyze
student weaknesses and provide guidance to local schools on the effective use of the reports.

1.31i. (SDE: School Bus Purchase) Any procurement of school buses with funds appropriated in this act or
any other appropriation bill must meet specifications deveioped by the School Bus Spec1ﬁca‘aon Committes as
established by the State Superintendent of Education. The School Bus Specn" cations Committee shall allow for
input from all school bus chassis and body manufacturers. However, if it is safe, more economical, and in the
public interest, the department may use the school bLS specifications of Georgia or North Carolina in the
procuremem of school buses. :

1.32. - (SDE: Buses, Parts, and/or Fuel) Funds appropriated: for other operating in program IX.B. - Bus Shops
and funds appropriated in IX.C. - Buses may be used to purchase buses, fuel, parts, or other school bus related
items. All fimds appropriated for bus fuel, parts/supplies, maintenance, and bus purchases may be carried forward
it rigr fiscal year and expended in FY 2010-11 to support bus transporta‘lon services.

DE: Mitford Transportation Costs) Transportation costs for the transporting of students ﬁom the

zdarea of Fairfield County to schools in the Great Falls area of Chester County is not the responsibility of and
shall not be borne by the Chester County School District. These transportation costs shall continue to be the
responsibility of the State Department of Education.

1.34, (SDE: Refurbishing Science 1{1Ls) Funds appropriated for the purchase of textbooks and other
instructional materials may be used for reimbursing schoo! districts to offset the costs of refurbishing science kits
on the state-adopted textbook inventory, purchasing new kits from the central textbook depository,ora
combination of refurbishment and purchase. The refurbishing cost of kits may not exceed the cost of the state-
adopted refurbishing kits plus a reasonable amount for shipping and handling. Costs for staff development,
persconnel costs, equipment, or other costs associated with refurbishing kits on state inventory are not allowable
costs.

1.35. (SD_E; Status Offenders/] ohn de la Howe) The fiinds appropriated for the Status Offender Program
shall be distributed to John de la Howe School to expand residential programs to include court ordered status
offenders. Components of such a program shall include collaboration between the home school district and the
residential school and treatment or related services to the families of students in placement.

1.36. DELETED

1.37.  (SDE: Govemor's School Leave Policy) The S.C. Governor's School for the Arts and Humanities and
the 5.C. Governor's School for Science and Mathematics are authorized to promulgate administrative policy
governing annual and sick leave relative to faculty and staff with the approval of their respective board of directors.
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