Date: November 17, 2015
Name: Stephen Beaver
Public Comment: As a resident and future parent of a child attending Red Clay Schools, you are
trying to rob us blind. First, we approve to raise taxes in our district to support the existing
schools and help them improve. Then out of nowhere you bring the bombshell on redistricting
which you know you would have never brought up prior to the vote to increase taxes. Now, you
want to increase our taxes in small enough increments that we can not vote on it? How is that
fair to us? Not only that, you then want to reassess property values to get more money for the
schools just to make sure if we don't want our taxes increased your getting them done
somehow. All of this is done, and how are the schools getting better? What happens if the
schools get overcrowded? If the schools become the worst in the state because you don't know
what your doing, are you going to refund the residents for lowering the property value of their
homes? Why would anyone buy into red clay when it has the highest property taxes yet the
schools are no better or maybe worse than the surrounding districts?

Date: November 18, 2015
Name: Jackie Murphy
Public Comment: This whole thing just doesn’t make sense. I assume more money will be
spent on transporting students from the city to schools in the Red Clay District, free breakfasts,
lunches, etc.
What will happen to the city schools these kids will be leaving?
Taxes are out of control now. My children are 48 and 45 and spent the majority of their school
years in Catholic school, while I still paid school taxes. My eldest went to public school for 5
years; my youngest for one. They’ve been out of school for YEARS and I’m still paying school
taxes as are many other citizens. I think I’ve paid MORE than my fair share of educating other
people’s children.
People who don’t own their homes but rent houses or apartments DO NOT PAY SCHOOL
TAXES and don’t tell me that amount is built into their rental cost. I find that hard to believe
and I won’t believe it. You politicians are always thinking of ways to steal from the middle class
and it’s time this nonsense stops. What about the senior citizens living on fixed incomes – how
are they going to afford a hike in their school tax – again, THEY HAVE NO CHILDREN IN
THE SYSTEM!!!!! Food prices, health care, everything is going up in price but our incomes.
I have a suggestion. How about raising the school tax for the people who are using the public
school system and leave the rest of us alone! Let these people pay for their children’s
education. Why should I?

Date: November 19, 2015
Name: Eric Montellese
Public Comment: I am a Red Clay parent. I am currently renting in the North Star Elementary
region and planned to purchase in the same region within the year. However, this proposal has
me considering moving into Pennsylvania to avoid this school and tax instability.
Those of us with children likely moved into the Red Clay (and especially North Star) area largely
because of the good schools. And those good schools are a large part of the reason that the
property values are higher in this area. But now, the commission is proposing using those higherbecause-of-schools property values to increase our taxes -- in order to fund schools in areas with
*lower* property values (which are lower partly because of the less-good schools).
Obviously, improving education state-wide benefits everyone -- but this proposal is incredibly
unfair to current Red Clay residents.
And all of this after Red Clay *just* voted to increase taxes to better fund our schools.
Sure, the proposal states that "the commission does not believe Red Clay taxpayers should bear
an undue tax burden because of the move" -- but, empirically, any increase is "undue" given that
Red Clay reported (after the recent tax increase) that they would now be well funded for
years. If that changes due to this proposal, it is inherently an "undue" increase. Perhaps the
property tax-assessment values are low -- but if so, the tax rate has (just) been increased to a
level to make that assessment value yield the proper amount of funding required for Red Clay
schools.
Again, I applaud the commission for attempting to find a solution to the poor Wilmington city
schools and agree with the intent; but increasing the burden on Red Clay families is not a fair or
correct solution to this problem.
Maybe instead the 64% of Fortune 500 companies that are "based" in Delaware could help fund
Delaware schools? $6M is a drop in that bucket.
Or perhaps the residents of those city schools should vote to increase their school funding, just
like we have in Red Clay?
Or, at least, spread out the cost among the entire county or state? If the commission is going to
be unfair, at least spread out the unfairness.
Most Sincerely,
Eric Montellese

Date: November 18, 2015
Name: Nancy Glynn
Public Comment: As a resident of the RedClay School district, I am totally opposed to this
venture to have RedClay take over Wilmington Schools governed currently by Christina School
district. Red Clay has had it's own issues with priority schools and financial difficulties. Raising
our taxes without a Referendum is ludicrous. I believe Governor Jack MARKELL, Red Clay and
DOE need to back off and stop trying to push this through so quickly. What do YOU think Red
Clay can do that the district and DOE haven't already tried. Take that 6 million dollars and put it
where it counts. For almost 40 years we have stepped into one pile of crap after another
experimenting with our children's education. This is just another Pile! This will also add
another burden to transportation. Red Clay currently has enough transportation issues. Many of
the mechanics and office personnel have had to drive bus routes due to not having enough
drivers. I was appalled at a Red Clay board meeting in September where a district administrator
had the nerve to stand up and comment to the public that there were no transportation
issues. This comment was made after a parent spoke about her concern and personal experience
concerning transportation. Red Clay has a history of deceiving the public with non truths about
situations that currently exist and have existed for a long time. Schools in our own district
struggle daily without the proper supports in place. ...what makes You think they can do the right
thing after this actually happens? Let Red Clay get their own house in order before ever thinking
they can fix Christina School district's problems. Why doesn't DOE take over. ..straightened
things out then more forward. I do believe the students, communities and parents will meet
failure again under Red Clay leadership. Our children in both districts deserve better than this.

Date: November 19, 2015
Name: Howard Smith
Public Comment: I was at Tony Allen’s talk yesterday at UD—and I cringed as soon as he mentioned
the –re-assessment’ part.
Attached is an idea I think about every time I hear about property re-assessments. I know our current
system is very expensive and barely understood by most homeowners and very arbitrary. What I would
propose (realizing there are plenty of details to sort through) is a system that once done (probably less
expensive than our current system)---does not have to be repeated. But stays ‘current’ for all times.
Hope this may help this whole process.
Thanks,
Howard Smith
Newark, DE
302.737.5490
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Property ‘Assessments’ Revisited
As the W EIC (and/or the County; school districts; DDOE; the legislatyre??) looks to make
‘adjustments’ to the property assessments as they plan to transfer Christiana kids to become Red Clay
kids, and are facing the ‘re-assessment’ dilemma and costs, I’d like to suggest a different approach.
The basic reason we assess properties is that we use that ‘amount’ to determine how much taxes are
for every property owner. W e continue to determine owner’s tax burden based on the ‘value’ of one’s
property. W hile the ‘assessed value’ is always some arbitrary (??) amount LESS than market value , it
is still basically tied to the market value. That’s the problem. Market value changes over time, but
assessments are so expensive we don’t do them. The basic idea is that the higher your property is
‘assessed’, the higher your tax bill will be.
And the expense of a re-assessment is HUGE! And over time—the market value changes, but the
assessed value does not (which is why jurisdictions increase the millage to raise additional revenue as
needed over time-i.e. 30+ years??). That’s why the County (they seem to be responsible to do this for
all of NCC??) has not done so since 1983.
New Idea
Forget the market value! Forget the ‘assessed’ value!
In a general sense, the larger a home/property, the more its assessed value would be vs a smaller
home. So IF our property taxes were based on the home’s ‘size’ (say square footage of ‘conditioned
space’), we could set tax rates on a ‘consistent standard’, not one that changes much over time.
AND—most people do not understand the market value vs assessed value anyway ( I know I have no
idea why we do it that way??). They will understand home size.
Not sure how all this would flush out (details??), but the County already has most of the information
about everyone’s home size on their GIS information maps. So instead of spending those millions of
dollars on a one time property ‘value’ re-assessment, put those dollars toward re-orienting the tax
system to home size with a database we already have---and it won’t have to be redone ---ever!!
(anytime a homeowner adds to their home, the County ( or cities i.e. Newark) will know from permits
issued and the database can update the size and tax amount as the project is completed), See
examples below.
This plan does not address the school tax rates for commercial properties (including apartments).
It would be hoped that for the transition, we’d aim to make this as tax neutral as possible, but I know it
will be tricky. W hat would the ‘rate’ be for a 1,600 SF home vs a 4,100 SF home vs what are these two
‘property’ owners paying in taxes now?? Let’s compare what they pay now for the size of their home—
and try to correlate the two. It will take time and funds, but the ‘upside’?? W e won’t have to do it again!!
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Date: November 19, 2015
Name: Howard Smith
Public Comment: I am submitting my thoughts on this subject---hopefully this can be helpful for your
mission.
Thanks,
Howard Smith
Newark, DE
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School’s Primary Function vs Social Services
As I have listened to a lot of the discussion about how to improve the success of kids in school—esp
low-income / low performing kids, I keep hearing about the problems many of the kids have in their
families and neighborhoods. The dysfunction of the families or neighborhoods keep the kids from
being ‘ready for school’ each day. I agree with all of these problems (and feel so bad for those families)
and that any help we can provide (and can afford) can only help the kids performance in school. In
fact, I’d go out on a limb and suggest that improving the kids family / neighborhood life would improve
the success of many of these kids in school dramatically.
My issue with this all is that those ‘social services’ that are going to be needed to make those family and
neighborhood improvements should NOT be part of the school’s responsibility. That should be handled
by many other organizations from Health and Human Services to non-profit organizations to church
based groups, etc. These can all be coordinated with the schools, but it is not part of a school’s
responsibility. Don’t burden the principals with figuring out why these kids don’t have breakfast at
home. Or teachers should not be spending learning time with the kids family issues (as heart breaking
as they may be).
If we ask the agencies and non-profit groups who do this type of social service as their mission and
responsibility to step up and handle these issues that are ‘outside of school’---then the schools and
therefore the kids will succeed much better.

	
  
Date: November 19, 2015
Name: Terri Burgess
Public Comment: We need to know clearly how this will affect our taxes.
Hockessin Chase

	
  
Date: November 21, 2015
Name: Mike Parry
Public Comment: I am opposed to any district changes that result in new and additional
property taxes, particularly with the school rates already increased very recently.
Kindly note my opposition and record appropriately. Please forward to other involved parties.

	
  

Date: November 21, 2015
Name: Beth Chambers
Public Comment: I am very much against this proposal. Red Clay constituents just voted for a
referendum to help our students. Great! Now let Christina take care of theirs by voting for their
referendums. It is unfair to just hoist over students from these other districts just because Red
Clay is funding their schools. And it isn’t like Red Clay schools are rolling in money! Leave all
these students where they are and let the districts that serve them be funded by their
communities. As for reassessing, to be fair, that should not be done all referendums have run
their course.
Thank you

	
  

Date: November 23, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: While Delaware spends a great deal on public education, the expenditure of
those funds must focus more on effectively meeting the needs of Wilmington student and other
students at risk. {“Delaware per student expenditure is the 11th highest in the nation. Last year
taxpayers provided 2.4 BILLION for the education of our children”} How and where there funds
were used or what programs were funded is unknown.
Actions are needed to ensure a sufficient and reliable revenue base at both the state and local
levels, and also to ensure that funds allocated in ways that most directly and effectively address the
diverse needs of students. {As stated above, how and where $2.4 Billion is used is unknown, we just
know they need more and more money.
Above statements in WEIC recommendations.
In reading your recommendations I was very troubled and here is why.

A. While reading your recommendations I read over and over that in order for your goals to be
achieved, we must have much more parent and community involvement, and more state and local funding
to effectively address the needs of our students. However for reasons never provided, WEIC Funding
Success Committee excluded any input from the property owners on funding. They have recommended
the Red Clay School Board be provided authority to raise taxes without a referendum and after
reassessment additional funding be provided annually. It is my understanding at some point this would be
statewide.
B. While WEIC Funding Success Committee is fully aware that Delaware; 1) spends a great deal on
public education and the expenditure of these funds must focus more on effectively meeting the needs of
Wilmington students and other students at risk, and 2) must ensure that funds allocated in ways that most
directly and effectively address the diverse needs of students.

In spite of being aware of these facts, the WEIC Funding Success Committee failed to provide any
recommendations on how to achieve more effective allocation of current funding. Why?

Finally as a Red Clay resident I am insulted by the WEIC Funding Success Committee’s lack of
respect for Red Clay property owners. Why am I insulted? Despite the fact that the districts
management of the property owners funds was so unacceptable the state had to take over the
financial management of the district, the Red Clay property owners since 2007 have provided the
school board 78.67% of the total current operating funds they received during the period 20072016. {See message below.} Yet the WEIC Funding Success Committee recommended that these
property owners be denied a vote on providing additional revenue. Do they really believe Red Clay
property have not supported the education of their children?
It is my opinion if you want the support the Red Clay’s property owners and property owners in
our state, you must provide them the opportunity to vote and you must provide recommendations

	
  
that ensure that funds are allocated in ways that most directly and effectively address the diverse
needs of students. {The WEIC Funding Success Committee must not ignore the fact the people
never say, “our schools have too much money,” rather over and over they say, “we spend too much
on overhead.”
Funding our schools based on the needs of the children in each schools is required and can be
accomplished, however obtaining this funding without addressing the cost of our overhead cost in
our districts and DDOE and how and where $2.4 billion is being used, will make this task almost
impossible.
Hopefully WEIC will address above or at least provide justification why you believe they should
not.
Jack Wells

	
  

Date: November 30, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: To: Red Clay School Board:
Are you, members of the Red Clay School Board spending local funds to provide 764 high school
children “from” other districts education opportunities not available in their districts, instead of
using these local funds for children living in Red Clay? Based on the facts provided below, I believe
you are, hopefully by answering my questions and publishing expenditure reports as described
below, you can either confirm my conclusion or show I am wrong.
How “huge” is 764 out of district choice students. These 764 students “exceed” the number of
“district” students attending Dickinson, they have 647 students, CAB that has 557, and equals the
students in McKean. The other 4 districts in New Castle, BSD, CSD, Colonial and Appoqunimink
have a total of 427 out of district high school students. BSD 204, Appoquinimink 60, CSD 105 and
Colonial 58 for a total of 427. Clearly Red Clay is providing opportunities that parents are seeking for
their children. The question is, what is the cost in local funds, including capital to our children and to
the property owners. }
Here are some of the special programs you have approved for our high schools.
Ms. Floore explained that the largest part of a high school’s budget is athletics.* In Dickinson’s case,
we have a brand new middle school. And the IB program is very expensive. In the past, when a
school expands, they’ve been given a school expansion budget. For the final budget there will be a
recommendation to add $50,000 to their budget for that expansion. It is in line with expansion of
BSS and Conrad’s expansions.
Question 1: What other schools have been provided expansion budgets using local funds?
Question 2: What other schools this year are you going to provide an expansion budget using local
funds?
Another comment was. “As an example. We have a middle school IB program at JDHS. We have
a high school IB program at JDHS. {IB program is very expensive.} The natural extension of that
is to have an elementary IB program called “early years” giving you a K-12 program. We are not
saying we will do this, but to use as an example. If we did want to do this, it would be part of the
planning. No one will know the answer until we move through the planning period. “
Source of Information—Districts Community Financial Review Committee’s minutes dated 10-132015.
Question 3: What are the class sizes by subject for our 6-12 IB courses? How does this compare to
other high school class sizes?
*As of 31 Oct 2015, just 2 months into our school year, our 5 high schools have expended $591,233,
mostly from local funds for athletics. {I wonder the amount of local funds we have expended for
EPER Extra Curricular Activities and EPER Miscellaneous, compared to the local funds for extra
math, reading, etc.?}
Question 4: What is the per student cost of our athletic programs?

	
  
Question 5: How does this compare to what we are spending from local funds on extra instruction in
math and reading?
The district also has two magnet schools, Conrad School of Science and Cab Calloway that provide
additional special programs. Last year these schools had 579 students from other school districts,
unfortunately these children’s parents do not provide any additional local funds to support these
special programs, nor do they provide any local capital funding.
To my knowledge the Red Clay Board is the only school board that uses local funds to provide 764
children from other school districts special educational opportunities that are not provided by their
district, while claiming they have no local funds for children living in Red Clay.
Question 6: How does spending all these local funds on 764 children from other school districts
benefit Red Clay children?
The district also provides 53 Advance Placement courses, CSD provides only 37. Red Clay has 879
children taking these courses, CSD 569. Red Clay children took 2,423 exams and 1,651 passed,
CSD children took 869 exams and 329 passed.
Question 7: What is the class sizes by subject for our AP courses compared to our other high school
classes?Question
Question 8: How many of the 879 children taking these AP courses are children who live in Red Clay?
Question 9: You have approved 764 children from other districts to attend our high schools, how many
are ELL, low income or special needs children?
Question 10: What is the local cost of providing these 53 AP courses?
I support using local funds to provide Red Clay’s high school children IB courses, Advanced
Placement Courses and EPER programs, I do not support using local funds to provide them to 764
high school children from other school districts, these local funds are urgently required for the
children who live in Red Clay.
Question 11: What other school board spends so much local funds to provide 764 high school
students from other school districts education opportunities not available in their districts?
I ask you to provide the community expenditure reports by operating unit that shows the account
code, category of funding, title of expense and program code, so the community will know the cost
by operating unit for each program.
I look forward to your reply to my questions and the action the board is going to take on reporting
expenditures.
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: November 30, 2015
Name: Andy Hegedus
Public Comment: Good afternoon:
Thank you for publishing the draft report and accepting public comments.
I have strong disagreements with the two italicized sentences in the following section taken from
the WEIC draft report page 86:
Current Expense Tax Rate Implications for Supplemental Funds: Until property
reassessment occurs, districts impacted by redistricting must be authorized by the General
Assembly to enact tax rate adjustments to meet current operating expenses as voted by
their school boards. Taxpayers should be reassured that this recommendation is NOT
intended to allow school boards set tax rates without limits; annual tax adjustments
should not exceed inflation as measured by the CPI. This funding mechanism would
provide districts much needed stability in the local revenue base. This mechanism should
sunset after the recommendations for rolling reassessments are implemented.
As a member of the WEIC Finance committee I made my objections to this section known
throughout our meetings. My main objections are:
·
Tax adjustments that do not exceed the CPI may be insufficient to meet the needs of
specific schools and districts – without sufficient operating funds, teachers and students are
impacted the most as existing programs are impacted.
·
There is no analysis supporting the conjecture that rolling reassessments will provide
sufficient local funds without a tax rate increase.
Other relevant information:
·

Any local operating tax rate increases now requires a referendum.

·
The cause of failed referendums is typically dissatisfaction with the “Direction of the
District” or “District management and oversight.” A failed referendum leaves district
management and the school board intact.
·

There is no way to recall an elected board member for any reason.

·
Public participation in voting for or against local operating referendum far exceeds any
voting in school board elections.
Solution (similar to the system used in PA):

	
  
·
Allow school boards to raise local operating taxes up to a cap of some small amount
established by the state each year, potentially including a differential for the needs of the students
served by the district. For example, a relatively wealthy district might be allowed a cap of a 2%
rate increase where a district serving high percentages of low income or ELL students might
have a cap of 2.5%. An change to the tax rate that would exceed the cap is allowed with a
successful referendum. Avon Grove School District Board of School Directors had the option to
raise taxes each year up to the pre-established state cap and chose not to do so for eight years.
·
Reduce school board member terms to four years with elections being held every two so
that about half of the board members are up for re-election every two years.
·
Include a process for the public to recall a board member should their conduct or decisions
be counter to the wishes of the majority of the electorate.
Rationale:
·
Costs do go up and the current system doesn’t provide any efficient way to maintain
services in such an environment. Referendum rates are set to bring in more revenue than is
needed initially to build reserves that then get depleted later. Less one-time increases and better
fiscal management can occur with incremental adjustments rather than with multi-year
forecasting.
·
Our current funding system results in consequences for students and teachers while the
public dissatisfaction is elsewhere (i.e., last year’s Christina failed referendums are the prime
example of this – dissatisfaction with the district while dozens and dozens of teachers are laid
off.) Changes to allow school boards to raise taxes up to a cap will then shift the voter focus to
the school board who are making the decisions while short term revenue exists to protect the
existing services provided to students.
·
Shifting the voter focus to the school boards coupled with changes to board member terms
and the inclusion of a recall process will provide the voters with the mechanisms needed to hold
the board, and in turn district leadership, accountable. No accountability exists in practice today.
This will force board members to campaign as would any other person trying to be elected to
public office. It does not make the school district take their focus and precious resources away
from students and schools and waste them on running political style campaigns.
Please let me know if I can answer any questions or clarify this point any further.

	
  
Date: December 1, 2015
Name: Rich Phifer
Public Comment: I have reviewed the interim plan as drafted and submitted by the Wilmington
Education Improvement Commission and I hereby submit my comments for the public record
and consideration.
City of Wilmington students are currently served piecemeal by four public school districts and
several charters. I can understand the desire to consolidate some of this. Problems extend beyond
simple redistricting.
On page 2 of the report there is a call to authorize districts that are impacted by the redistricting
to be given the authority to make limited tax rate increases to meet operating expenses. This
without any referendum being necessary. I strongly object to this request. This represents an
unfair burden on Red Clay tax payers since the result of this redistricting will be to increase Red
Clay's student population, including low income ratio, which will result in Red Clay CSD
increasing taxes by the maximum amount possible every year in a manner that I'm sure would
quickly surpass any other district's use of this measure since all other 3 districts involved would
either see decreased number of students or no net gain of students. I strongly object and request
that this call be stricken from the report.
On page 2 and under the funding section of the report a statewide reassessment of property taxes
is called for in order to suck up even more money from Red Clay tax payers. This call is made
even though on page 77 of the report it is acknowledged that Delaware is already in the top
quintile nationwide for funding public education. The problem then clearly is not how much
money goes into the pot but rather how that money is used, appropriated, wasted, managed, etc.
Tax payers can't afford a property reassessment especially not ones that are done on
a continually rolling basis and the State and Counties do not have the staff power or monetary
resources to adequately and fairly reassess properties. I strongly oppose any and all calls for
property reassessments and ask that they be stricken from the report.
On page 4 it is proposed that the Commission will submit to the Governor, the Board of
Education, and the General Assembly an annual evaluation of progress that focuses on
milestones and measures that reflect improved student success. It is assumed that the
Commission would be responsible for conducting the evaluation. Two things here - one is that I
do not believe the Commission would be able to approach the evaluation in an unbiased manner
since the Commission itself is so integrally behind the implementation of this redistricting.
Therefore I feel that the report should be altered to require an independent evaluation be done
from a body other than the Commission so that the public that will be so heavily impacted by this
plan can have confidence in the results of the evaluation and be assured that the numbers weren't
favorably skewed towards any one cause. Secondly, some of the target goals that would be
evaluated in this evaluation are not easily quantifiable, such as grading student trauma and
student persistence/engagement rates? What does this mean exactly. Are we talking about
logging the number of in-class fights that break out when speaking about trauma? Is student
persistence/engagement judged on how frequently a student participates in class, turns in

	
  
homework, etc.? These seem too subjective to be evaluated in a consistent way that is going to
provide the general assembly with meaningful data on the success of this redistricting effort. I
request that only quantifiable data such as test scores, absences from school, drop outs,
participation in after school and extracurriculars, etc. be included in this report to the General
Assembly as part of this evaluation.
This interim report proposes to redistrict so that Red Clay, the district that currently has the most
students at 16,302, takes on an additional 3,000 students, most of whom are low income.
Meanwhile, the Brandywine School District which currently only has 10,740 student sees no
gain in students and would remain stagnant. To me it would make more sense for the
Brandywine School District to take on the burden of 3,000 more students which would then
increase their total to 13,740 +/- which would still be roughly 3,000 students less than Red Clay
has currently. This seems more manageable and equitable to all of northern Delaware.
Again on page 80 it calls for authorization of tax increases without the need of referendums. I
strongly oppose this and request that it be stricken from the report wherever it occurs.
On page 87 it is mentioned that the Funding Student Success Committee has discussed just
making Red Clay have a referendum in order to suck up more local funds for this redistricting. I
would strongly oppose such an action as that would represent an inequitable burden on Red Clay
tax payers.
In summation, I strongly oppose any such interim report or plan that proposes local and/or
statewide tax increases, referendum or property reassessment. Such things I simply can't support.
Therefore I do not support this interim report/plan as drafted by the Commission. To obtain my
support for a redistricting plan I would have to see all calls for tax increases, referendum or
reassessments stricken and more emphasis placed on increasing parent and community
engagement within the City of Wilmington.
Maybe look at other creative ways to filter state money to this cause. Perhaps instead of the State
giving so much tax payer money to casinos, the University of Delaware or private businesses
such as Bloom and Fisker it can use some of that on this effort instead and not need to seek
constant and unlimited tax increase authority for the schools.
Thanks for your consideration.

	
  
Date: December 2, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment:
The following statement appears in the district’s Community Financial Review Committee
October 2015 minutes. {See PDF.}
“Ms. Floore explained that there are two ways to bankrupt the district: 1. To keep us going to
referendum path. There is a mechanism in this draft to provide for that. To allow for turf fields,
or one–on-one technology,but to NEVER have to go to referendum again for inflation.
Question: What actions have been taken by Red Clay residents that would justify denying them
the right to vote?
In replying to this question, I ask you to remember, to avoid severely reducing the education
opportunities to Red Clay children, which would have occurred as a result of financial
mismanagement by the district, Red Clay residents approved 2 referendums for current
operations. Here is the revenue the residents have provided the district, with two more tax rates
approved for fiscal years 2017 and 2018.
During the period 2007 through 2015 the district revenue for current operations increased by
$50,101,901, The state provided $10,903,434 or 21.76%, the Red Clay property owners
provided $39,418,451 or 78.67%. This does not include the tax rate increases approved for
fiscal years 2017 and 2018.
These same residents also approved 2 capital referendums for a total of $307,366,438. {The
residents provided the Wilmington Campus $33,547,155, a school that has a total of 378 out
of district students. Conrad was provided 17,365,691, this school has a total of 211 out of
district students, whose parents are not required to provide any local funds, all local funding
must be paid by Red Clay property owners.
In replying to my question, “What actions have been taken by the Red Clay residents that would
justify denying them the right to vote,” I ask you to consider the message you would be sending
to the residents. Here’s the message, “After providing overwhelming support to the children, in
spite of financial mismanagement by the district, the board has voted to deny the residents the
right to vote.
Do you really want to send that message to the residents?
Jack Wells
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Committee minutes
--Community Financial Review Committee
10.13..2015

6:30 PM to 8:00 PM

Brandywine Springs Teachers’ Lounge

Meeting called by

Larry Miller, Vice Chair

Type of meeting

Monthly Financial Review

Facilitator

Larry Miller, Community Member

Minutes

Laura Palombo, Red Clay

Timekeeper

Larry Miller, Community Member

Attendees

Bill Doolittle, Monica Henry, Lynne McIntosh, Larry Miller, Tom Pappenhagen, Community Members;
Mike Piccio and Cathy Thompson, BOE Members; Jill Floore, Red Clay CFO;
Henry Clampitt, Community Attendee.

Minutes
Larry Miller, CFRC Community Member
Discussion:

A review of the September 2015 meeting minutes. Mr. Doolittle moved to accept the minutes and

Mr. Piccio seconded. The motion carried.
Action Items

Person Responsible

Deadline

Monthly Reports
C
Discussion:

Jill Floore, Red Clay CFO
Ms. Floore presented the reports for the end of September 2015. See Section I attached.

Action Items

Person Responsible

Deadline

Referendum
Jill Floore, Red Clay CFO
Discussion:

Ms. Floore gave an update on the referendum lawsuit. See Section II attached.

Action Items

Person Responsible

Deadline

WEIC
Jill Floore, Red Clay CFO
Discussion:

Ms. Floore gave an update on the WEIC proposal and finance committee meetings.

Section III attached.
Action Items

Person Responsible

Deadline

Announcements
Jill Floore, Red Clay CFO
Discussion:
Action Items

The next meeting will be held November 10, 2015 in the Brandywine Springs Teachers’ Lounge.
Person Responsible

Deadline
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Date: December 2, 2015
Name: Kathryn Krakowiak
Public Comment: I think we will be serviced well by Red Clay School District. However, there
needs to be attention paid to the city's special needs:
1. Resources for a larger special education population.
2. Services and classrooms/schools for emotionally disturbed and physically aggressive students.
3. Outreach to communities and churches to teach parenting skills and expectations.
4. Guidance services for the needs of the population.
5. Reinstatement of truancy officers that serve individual communities to establish a relationship.
6. Hot lines to report drug use, drug sales, sexual attacks, and bullying.
7. A commitment to basic skills mastery. Please encourage them to throw out common core.
They know what basic skills are.
8. A commitment to speaking and writing the English language. Speaking a foreign language or
street talk will not lead to success as an adult.
9. A non-penalizing relationship between the schools, police, and social services.
10. The future planning for a Wilmington High School for some of our students.
11. Police presence around bus stops at pick-up and drop off times.
If handled correctly, this could be a blessing for Wilmington students. However, there must be a
genuine effort for all public agencies to work together. We can't pay our tax money to managers.
No one should be able to get rich over this move. We need teachers and resource staff for the
students. You can't overtax property owners or you will create an environment like Detroit where
the residents left the city. We must use this as an opportunity to turn our city around and a
chance for our students to receive a "real" education.
Sincerely,
Kathryn Krakowiak
A teacher and resident of Wilmington for 38 years

	
  
Date: December 2, 2015
Name: Linda Smith
Public Comment: Question: Is it too late to try to motivate the parents of the students involved
in the schools listed in the different districts involved with this change, to get them out and work
with the Committee for the Solution of Delaware Schools, come to a decision and then call the
rest of the community out to back up what their decision is for the solution?

	
  
Date: December 6, 2015
Name: Gabriela McKelligan
Public Comment: Hello,
My son is in KN in William F. Cooke Jr. Elementary. I downloaded to my computer the plan,
and I was reading this section:
Milestones of Progress
Progress on implementation will be monitored based on reaching milestones at each stage of the
action agenda. This will enable adjustments and corrections needed to sustain improvements and
generate the best student outcomes. The initial set of milestones is defined in the enabling
legislation for redistricting, SB 122 (see Appendix A).
I would like to see the Appendix A please, as soon as possible.
Looking forward to your answer, regards,
Gabriela McKelligan

	
  
Date: December 4, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: After providing the district millions of additional local revenue, during the
period July through October 2015 the district expended a total of $24,833 on salaries for EPER
Extra Curricular Activities, EPER Athletics and Reading Specialist, while spending $869,345 on
salaries for supervisors. {Does not include employment, pension or health care cost.}
During this period the board also approved salary increases behind closed doors and never
informed the residents the cost or percent of increase.
What happened to the full time school reading supports that the board promised would be
provided if the referendum was approved? {The law requires this additional local revenue to be
used as the board promised the residents if they approved the referendum.}
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: December 6, 2015
Name: Robert Silber
Public Comment: Thank you for this opportunity to provide Public Comment regarding the
Wilmington Education Improvement Commission (WEIC) Plan.
I begin by thanking all of the participants of the Commission, the various Sub-Committee
members, and those citizens who took an active part in the discussions leading up to the report
that will be presented to the State Board of Education, Members of the General Assembly, and
the Governor for acceptance and approval. The engagement by all clearly supports the deep
conviction participants have toward improving educational opportunities and addressing the
needs of at risk students.
Duly noted are the complexities associated with students living in high concentrations of
poverty, as well as those associated with English Language Learners. These challenges extend
beyond the classroom and carry on beyond the extent of the school day. With the recognition of
these challenges, the State Board and General Assembly must view the WEIC plan not as a
concrete solution, but a beginning of the journey.
Fundamental to the overall success of the plan is the State’s financial support. The State of
Delaware has taken steps in the past to address the need to provide financial support for students
with disabilities. The State has a weighted funding model that provides higher levels of support
for students with special needs, and provides a funding mechanism which allows districts to
generate additional funds to support the local share of expenses. The WEIC plan calls for the
State to modify the current funding model to include additional supports to schools with high
levels of students living in poverty and/ or concentrations of English Language
Learners. Challenges associated with the education of students living in Poverty and English
Language Learners are statewideconcerns.
The work of the Commission and the various Sub-Committees is not over. However their next
steps are dependent upon the actions of the State. This plan should be reviewed with one
primary focus. Will the recommendations contained within the WEIC plan lead to better
educational opportunities for all at risk students?
Respectfully Submitted,
Robert A. Silber
3 Winterfield Court
Address removed.
Newark, DE 19711

	
  
Date: December 6, 2015
Name: Eric Gross
Public Comment: Hello Greg and solutions for Delaware.
Greg, I've included you on this email as you are my senator and I am trying to respond to your
concern about ROI of the investment in education reform as outlined in the article from the 126-15 News Journal article on the Wilmington Education Improvement commission's plan.
I am concerned about improving school performance, but I also share Greg's concern about how
we will benefit from this investment.
Of the array of possible investments. I get the sense from articles and reports I've read and heard
that the biggest potential bang for our reform investment buck would be in early childhood
education programs, which is part of the plan.
As you both are probably aware there have been other state early childhood programs, but there
appears to be incomplete evidence of ROI; incomplete due mostly to the fact that the longer term
results will not be available for several more years.
A good example of this comes from the great state of Washington. [WSIPP: Early Childhood
Education for Low-Income Students: A Review of the Evidence and Benefit-Cost Analysis,
January, 2014]
Summary
This is a large study comparing 30,000 non partipiating children to 8.700 children in ECAP
(Washington States prorietary education program), and 10,400 children in Head Start.
The prgrams have been in place for many years so they have some results on test scores where
Washington's ECAP program students have outperformed non-participating students in 3d, 4th,
and 5th grade math and reading scores by 7% and 6% respectively.
However, they will not have longer term results at least until 2020 when students start
graduating.
WSIPP will continue to examine test scores, but will also look at societal issues and differneces
between the early education program participants v non participants.
Conclusion
While the results from the Washington state program are still developing, the early returns are
producing the kind of proportional and directional change we all want to see in test score
performance and other societal benefits such as lower rates of crime and teen births.

	
  
The estimated ROI of these early education programs (as outlined in the study) range between
$2.50 - $4 for every dollar invested into early education programs.
Are these estimates accurate?
Even if the ROI is half the estimate, the return would be 25 to 200 %.
If we can't politically manage the entire set of recommendations, please consider focusing on
those parts, like early childhood education, that appear able to produce positive and meaningful
directional results on test scores and an array of desirable societal outcomes that will pay for
themselves [and them some] over the long run.
Thank you.

Eric Gross
107
Norris
Road
Address
removed.
Wilmington, DE 19803
(302) 888-2230

	
  
Date: December 6, 2015
Name: Maria Cervantes
Public Comment: To whom it might concern,
I am a mother of two elementary schools children, living in Hockessin. I am a new citizen in this
country. I was born and raised in Mexico in a wealthy community of professionals and
industrials in the city of Monterrey. In my life I have taught in high school, university and
graduate school. Currently I am teaching in elementary level.
The reason that I mention my background is because I have a lot of experience in education and I
come from a country of big inequality of wealth and culture.
With all respect I am writing this email as I am a concerned citizen. I strongly disagree the way
the State is managing the schools that have "failed" to grow and show progress of students in the
Christina School District. I also disagree the way the students from low income areas of the city
are brought into the suburbs as it is already a problem in some schools such as Skyline Middle
School. This practice from the District just bring problems into the school that were performing
correctly.
In the past I taught at the ITESM (Monterrey Tec) for several semesters. ITESM is a private
university in Monterrey, Mexico. ITESM it is considered among the top universities in Latin
America. While I was teaching at ITESM I saw some measures that the schools were having in
order to have a secure environment in the school. The school was highly secured in all the access
with a wall or fence that would protect the school grounds from intruders. Nobody can get in
without showing their ID. There were guards with trained dogs that will be checking the access.
The dogs were trained to smell drugs. I believe that this is very important to keep the
environment safe. Also, students will be called randomly to get checked from being under certain
dose or effect of a drug. What I mean is that a staff person will show up and call on a student and
the student would have to leave the class to get a lab work of some sort to be sure that the student
would not be under a drug dose. This random check up would keep the students from making
wrong choice and are methods that were used at ITESM to ensure the security at the grounds of
the university.
On the other hand, I see the huge concern that the State has for improving the academics. I
honestly don't think that the way it is handled is the right way to do the things. Mixing the
population of students that are insubordinated, low in academics and motivation, into a school
where students are doing well and where there are no problems is just bringing problems to the
schools that are doing good. This already happened at H.B DuPont, Conrad and Skyline Middle
School. You don't mix sour waters with sweet waters or old wines with new wines. This is really
a bad idea. Not only is wrong because you are bringing problems into schools that are running
fine, but also the mix of student proflle (income, education and culture) is not healthy for the
society because the students will start grouping into "gangs" where themselves identify each
other. The more similar profile you have into the body of students, the less problems you will
have in terms of social acceptance, bullying and segregation. These methods just create conflicts.

	
  
By doing this you are just pushing down in a lower self esteem to those students who are poor (I
mention this as I come from a country of great differences and I know this would never work).
What you really need is a higher volume of teacher's aides. Finland occupies 1 teacher per 7
students. It doesn't matter how many graduate degrees and training a teacher has, if you bring
students who have no motivation for learning, the result would be the same. The students need to
be motivated in a way that they can be rewarded and maybe even with an economic incentive.
They need to have the opportunity to create a living while being in school. What I think you need
is to bring to the schools job opportunities, so that the High School students start working as
tailors, mechanics, carpenters, chefs, electricians, computer technicians,etc., that they can create
and sell while being at school, so that they can see a way to improve their lives while studying.
But you need a lot of investment in new schools. You need to break down the number of students
per classes to no more than 15 and to have two adults in each class. If you don't have enough
human resources, no matter what you do, it would not work because these sort of students need
discipline first and then education.
On the other hand, I really think it is completely unfair that we, the residents, have to pay for
educations of the children of other districts and other neighborhoods. I really think is even illegal
that I would by a house that would have a certain feeder and that the District and State decides
that the feeder mapping will be changed and that they bring you students from 10 miles of
distance into our schools. That is really unfair to the residents as in a way we are paying taxes to
have our schools better, not to pay the education of other neighborhoods.
Given that I am openly writing to the State and to a Committee that is meant to the improvement
of the schools, I also want to mention that you definitely need more security in the schools. I
visited Cab Calloway couple of days ago and I was shocked to see the lack of security that the
school has toward the 48th street. While the students eat and relax in the cafeteria, they are
allowed to go outside in a courtyard that is completely open to the street and that has open access
to 48th Street. I was amazed that a 11 year old girl could be allowed to be outside exposing
herself to the traffic and danger that could be in such a conflicted area. I come from a country
with much less resources and our public schools are walled and protected. To me it is quite scary
to see the open fields with no security for the children. PLEASE take a look at the security of the
schools too as the country is facing a new danger with all these mass shootings that now are so
constant.
Best regards,
Maria Cervantes

	
  
Date: December 6, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: Tables 5 and 9 in the Auditors of Accounts report titled: “School Districts Local Tax
Collection and Debt Svc. Management for FY2014 shows our delinquent school taxes have increased
from $6,265,040 in 2008 to $30,961,263 in 2014.
Question 1. What message should we take from this explosion growth in delinquent school taxes?
Question 2. When discussing the need to fund our schools based on the need of the children in each
school, should this explosion grown in delinquent school taxes be considered?
Recommendation:
A. Aggressive action must to collect delinquent school taxes. {Need to determine what is presently
being done.}
B. Laws be passed requiring delinquent taxes collected be earmarked for ELL, low income and K-3
special education children. Law must require these funds be used only in our schools, clearly identified in
district budgets and financial expenditure reports. A procedure must be established that ensure these
funds are not used to supplant other funds.
Delinquent taxes by year.
6,265,040 2008 and prior years.
1,329,637 2009
2,354,392 2010
3,590,066 2011
5,599,894 2013
10,159,226 2014
The increase in the last 3 years is extremely troubling.
Jack Wells
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Background
This engagement focuses on whether Delaware school districts deposit their local tax revenues as
authorized by their local school boards and applicable legislation. In addition, AOA compares the county
tax billings, school district tax receipts, and delinquent taxes for the fiscal year to ensure there is no
disparity. We also consider how school districts manage the debt used to pay for school construction,
focusing on whether the debt is paid according to the bond amortization schedule and if the school district
has a reasonable amount of funds set aside to meet their bond obligations. All of these activities,
including the collection and use of local tax receipts, are State of Delaware (State) funds and activities, as
reflected in the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report as primary government.
Debt Service Management1
Once approved by a taxpayer referendum, the General Assembly will approve a bond issuance to cover a
school district’s construction cost. The school district is responsible for using county tax receipts to repay
the local share of the bond, which is typically between 20% and 40%. The remainder of the bond is
covered by other sources of funds. Most school districts have payment obligations for multiple debt
service bonds that have accumulated over recent decades.
The debt service appropriation must be carefully monitored to ensure that the school has sufficient tax
receipts to cover its debt service obligations without accruing an excessive fund balance. This analysis is
a good indicator of whether the district’s tax rates need adjustment. The parameters surrounding the debt
service fund balance are illustrated in Figure 1 below.
Figure 1: Sufficient Range for the Debt Service Fund Balance
> 110% of Annual
< First Four Months of
Debt Service Principal
the Next Fiscal Year’s
and Interest Payments
Debt Service Principal
Sufficient Fund
for the Next Fiscal
and Interest Payments
Balance
Year
(Insufficient Fund
(Excessive Fund
2
Balance)
Balance) 3
Local Tax Collections
On a monthly basis, the school districts receive a lump sum amount of revenues collected from the three
Delaware counties through real estate and capitation taxes. 4 Sussex County school districts also receive
rollback tax revenue.5 These revenues are commonly referred to as local funds.

1

Debt Service is the series of principal and interest payments required on debt over a given time period.
See page 13 of Appendix A for Attorney General’s Opinion 89-I017.
See page 17 of Appendix B for Attorney General’s Opinion 1W-024.
4
Capitation taxes are collected based on the number of adult residents in a school district.
5
Rollback taxes result when agricultural land is changed to another use, such as commercial or residential property.
The basis for the tax is the difference between the land’s value when classified as agricultural and the land’s value
under the new classification.
2
3
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To receive local funds, each school district’s local school board approves and sends an annual tax warrant
to their respective county, which authorizes the levy and collection of taxes. The tax warrant shows a
separate tax rate for a combination of the following categories:
-

Current Expense: costs associated with the general operation of the district as well as specific
voter approved programs. This tax rate can only be increased with taxpayer approval through
referenda.

-

Debt Service: the principal and interest payments on capital improvement bonds used to fund
new construction, additions, and major renovations. Voters must authorize the issue of bonds
through a referendum. Thereafter, the school district’s local school board annually sets the debt
service tax rate to meet the authorized obligations.

-

Tuition: the cost of providing in-district and out-of-district placements for students who must
attend special schools within and outside of the State (e.g. Sterck School for the Hearing Impaired
and Intensive Learning Centers). The local school board sets this tax rate annually based upon
anticipated needs of the student body. A voter referendum is not required to adjust this rate and
there is limited guidance regarding how to calculate the tax rate. As a result, the documentation
to support the school districts’ tuition tax rate calculation is inconsistent, making the tax rate
difficult to validate.

-

Match: provides local match to State appropriations where required or allowed by law.
According to the Fiscal Year 20146 State Budget Bill, examples of matching programs include
minor capital improvements (MCI), technology, reading resource teachers, math resource
teachers, and extra time programs. Although the State only provides its portion of the MCI match
funds, qualified school districts are still permitted to collect taxes for their local portion of other
match programs. An explanation of each match program is provided below:
MCI – These funds are used to keep real property assets in their original condition
and are reserved for projects that cost less than $500,000.7 School districts are
required to pay 40% of this amount through local tax collections, according to 29
Del. C. §7528 (e), while the State provides the remaining 60%.
Technology – These funds are intended to support the replacement or purchase of
equipment that supports classroom instruction, technology maintenance in schools
either through the use of technology personnel or contractual services, or other
technology needs which could improve or enhance the technology capabilities of the
district. According to Section 336 of the Fiscal Year 2014 Budget Bill Epilogue, all
districts are eligible for a technology match. According to DOE, school districts may
either use the tax rate provided in a Fiscal Year 1999 memo or a 70% State/30%
Local match on the new Technology fund provided in Fiscal Year 2014.

6
7

The State’s fiscal year is from July 1st through June 30th.
Section 7.1 of the State of Delaware School Construction Technical Assistance Manual.
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Reading and Math Resource Teachers* - School districts are assigned a specified
number of teachers to assist students who need additional support and instruction in
the areas of reading and mathematics. As specified in the Budget Epilogue, all school
districts shall be allowed to assess a local match for their Fiscal Year 2010 Reading
and Math Resource Teachers.
Extra time* - This match provides additional instruction for low achieving students.
As specified in the Budget Epilogue, all school districts shall be allowed to assess a
local match for their Fiscal Year 2008 Extra Time funding.
* Overall, there are unclear guidelines surrounding the collections of taxes for the expired match
taxes. The school districts interpreted the Budget Epilogue’s direction in a variety of ways: (1) at
the exact tax rate collected; (2) at the exact percentage of program costs; and (3) at the exact dollar
amount collected (e.g. $450,000). There is no Attorney General’s opinion regarding the expired
match programs, and absent any guidance from DOE, we believe the school districts are satisfying
the intent of the epilogue language.
DOE is responsible for allocating local tax revenues to the four restructured districts: Brandywine,
Christina, Colonial, and Red Clay.8 Although these four districts operate separately, they all share a
current expense tax rate as part of the restructuring plan. Each districts’ student enrollment unit count is
used as the basis for dividing the tax revenue attributed to current expense, as defined at the bottom of
page i.
The tax collection process is summarized in Figure 2 below.

8

These four districts were formerly the New Castle County School District but were divided in 1981 in accordance
with 14 Del C. §1924. Each of the four districts shares a local tax rate for the current expense appropriation, which
is distributed by DOE to ensure the funds are disbursed objectively.
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Figure 2: Real Estate and Capitation Tax Collection Process
The local school
board approves the
district’s tax
warrant and sends it
to the County.

The County collects
the taxes according
to the tax warrant
and sends monthly
tax collections to
the Office of the
State Treasurer.
AUP #4

The Office of the
State Treasurer
initiates the tax
deposit to each
school district.

Restructured
District?
Yes
No

DOE recalculates the tax
receipts to ensure that the
local tax rate for operating
expenses is properly
divided between the four
districts, in accordance with
the restructuring terms in
14 Del. C. §1924.

DOE codes and processes
monthly tax revenues
according to each school
district’s tax warrant and
the restructuring terms.
AOA verifies this in AUP
#3.

The school district
Business Manager
completes the monthly
tax deposit by
appropriating the
revenues according to
the tax warrant. AOA
verifies this in AUP #2.

The school districts may also receive payments in lieu of taxes (also known as PILOT) from sources such
as the Delaware State Housing Authority, Prime Hook National Wildlife Refuge, and Bombay Hook
National Wildlife Refuge. It is the school district’s responsibility to deposit and code the revenue to the
correct appropriation. These funds are in addition to the tax receipts collected by each county, so AOA
takes these items into consideration when performing Procedure 2 (described on pages three through five
of this report).
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The following statements were constructed as a result of the procedures performed:

Statement of Local Tax Collections
for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30,2014
School District
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Caesar Rodney
Cape Henlopen
Capital
Christina
Colonial
Delmar
Indian River
Lake Forest
Laurel
Milford
NCC Vo-Tech9
Polytech
Red Clay
Seaford
Smyrna
Sussex Technical
Woodbridge
Total

$

$

Tax Receiptsa
33,278,001
74,694,109
9,874,365
32,563,179
22,022,021
108,353,563
47,856,920
1,934,148
38,658,360
6,261,217
4,419,031
8,368,046
28,190,765
4,809,365
85,349,537
7,026,695
9,392,958
8,148,684
4,847,380
536,048,344

a

The figures represented in the Tax Receipts column are the local tax revenues for current
expense, debt service, tuition, and match purposes that each district received from the counties for
the fiscal year.

9

New Castle County Vocational Technical School District
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Statement of School District Debt Service Funds
for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2014
School District
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Caesar Rodney
Cape Henlopen
Capital
Christina
Colonial
Delmar
Indian River
Lake Forest
Laurel
Milford
NCC Vo-Tech
Polytech
Red Clay
Seaford
Smyrna
Sussex Technical
Woodbridge
Totals

June 30, 2013
Debt Service
Reserve Fund
Balance
$

$

Debt
Service
Revenuesa

Debt Service
Expendituresb

2,798,361 $
6,298,735 $
2,583,638
8,528,771
1,046,804
1,626,737
2,949,587
3,822,653
4,698,979
6,367,739
3,743,968
7,391,845
3,145,501
5,299,568
82,385
316,689
2,426,159
4,611,046
255,356
727,403
1,395,491
1,257,513
894,045
1,522,311
2,477,835
1,917,508
597,229
665,998
3,945,937
6,760,883
1,133,185
1,379,819
1,559,360
1,884,035
1,004,148
605,676
1,152,063
1,271,404
37,890,031 $ 62,256,333 $

Other
Adjustmentsc

(6,494,102) $
(8,309,880)
(1,981,055)
(3,439,320)
(7,452,824)
(7,509,476)
(5,566,749)
(321,459)
(4,327,037)
(628,643)
(1,111,988)
(1,695,040)
(2,644,378)
(675,604)
(7,454,085)
(1,300,318)
(2,593,818)
(1,013,376)
(1,286,458)
(65,805,610) $

11,494 $
16,079
390,729
9,976
365,235
17,106
167,660
508
110,704
1,608
49,077
2,801
11,162
23,174
590,126
14,172
754,911
15,851
20,045
2,572,418 $

June 30, 2014
Debt Service
Reserve Fund
Balanced
2,614,488
2,818,608
1,083,215
3,342,896
3,979,129
3,643,443
3,045,980
78,123
2,820,872
355,724
1,590,093
724,117
1,762,127
610,797
3,842,861
1,226,858
1,604,488
612,299
1,157,054
36,913,172

a

The figures represented in the Debt Service Revenues column are the local tax revenues that
each district received from the counties for the fiscal year and allocated to the debt service
appropriation.

b

The debt service expenditures represent the principal and interest payments made on each
school district’s long-term debt obligations.

c

Amounts recorded in the “Other Adjustments” column may be attributed to interest income,
transfers in or out of the appropriation, or PILOT receipts that were not recorded to the “Real
Estate Tax” account code in FSF and therefore may not be included as part of our procedures.10

d

The debt service reserve balance represents the prior year debt service balance plus the debt
service tax receipts and other adjustments, and is reduced by the debt service expenditures for the
fiscal year.

10

Any transfers in or out of the debt service appropriations were reviewed in Procedure 11.
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STATE OF DELAWARE

OFFICE OF AUDITOR OF ACCOUNTS
R. THOMAS WAGNER, JR., CFE, CGFM, CICA
AUDITOR OF ACCOUNTS

Independent Accountant’s Report
on Applying Agreed-Upon Procedures

To the Specified User(s) of the Report:
The Honorable Mark Murphy
Secretary
Department of Education
401 Federal Street, Suite 2
Dover, Delaware 19901

Superintendents, All School Districts
Business Managers, All School Districts

We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Office of Auditor of
Accounts (AOA) and the specified user(s) of the report, as identified above, and as defined within the
applicable laws of the State of Delaware. The procedures were performed solely to assist the specified
parties in evaluating the school district’s compliance with the criteria listed in each procedure below.
Management of each school district is responsible for their school district’s compliance with those
requirements for the period July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014 (Fiscal Year 2014).
This agreed-upon procedures engagement was performed in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States and the attestation standards
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. The sufficiency of these
procedures is solely the responsibility of the specified user(s) of the report. Consequently, we make no
representation regarding the sufficiency of the procedures described below either for the purpose for
which this report has been requested or for any other purpose.
Our procedures and results were as follows:
Procedure 1: Using each school district’s official Fiscal Year 2014 tax warrant and supporting rate
calculations, compared the amount of taxes levied in Fiscal Year 2014 to the amount of taxes authorized
by referendum and enabling legislation. [14 Del. C. §1902(b), 14 Del. C. §1903, 14 Del. C. §1916(d)]
401 FEDERAL STREET

TOWNSEND BUILDING

SUITE ONE

DOVER, DE 19901

VISIT OUR WEBSITE TO VIEW, DOWNLOAD, OR PRINT AUDIT REPORTS AND OTHER INFORMATION
http://auditor.delaware.gov
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Results:
1. The Woodbridge School District’s technology match tax rate for Sussex County was $.0023
higher than the rate approved by DOE. The estimated unauthorized revenue collected by the
school district is reported in Table 2 under Procedure 2. Due to the District’s poor
methodology for calculating their match taxes, AOA was unable to determine if the MCI tax
rate was appropriate for the MCI match per the Bond Bill. The District’s remaining tax rates
were properly authorized.
2. The Colonial School District was approved by the General Assembly during the period July
1, 2006 through June 30, 2007 (Fiscal Year 2007), to issue local debt that exceeded the
authorized debt service referendum amount by $394,000; however, the taxpayers were not
provided the opportunity to approve the debt. The estimated annual cost of the extra debt
incurred by the school district is reported in Table 4 under Procedure 3
For the remaining school districts, we found no exceptions as a result of applying this procedure.
Procedure 2: Recalculated the allocation of County taxes received during Fiscal Year 2014 to verify that
tax revenues were properly recorded in First State Financials (FSF) using the following information:
a. The monthly report of school tax collections levied by each County and obtained from the
Office of the State Treasurer (OST). [14 Del. C. §1917 (a) and (b), §1919 (a) and (b)]
b. The tax warrant and corresponding source documents for each school district.
c. The amount of Elderly Property Tax Relief paid to each school district in Fiscal Year 2014,
obtained from OMB. [14 Del. C. §1917 (c)]
d. The amount of any additional revenues in lieu of taxes including payments from the
Delaware State Housing Authority, Prime Hook and Bombay Hook National Wildlife
Refuges, Sussex County Rollback taxes, and Kent County Impact Fees, obtained from each
school district.
e. The FSF Revenue by Account and Appropriation report (Report ID DGL114) for each school
district. [14 Del. C. §1918 (a)]
(Note: Nominal rounding variances are expected when applying this procedure.)
Any variances less than 5% and $1,000 for each appropriation are considered immaterial and will not be
reported.
Results: All school districts allocated their tax revenues in accordance with the tax warrant with
the exception of the school districts in Table 1.
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Table 1: Tax Receipts not Allocated per the School Districts’ Tax Warrant
Match Tax
Allocation
Cape
Appoquinimink
Smyrna
Appropriation
Method
Henlopen
Actual Deposit
$
249,600.65 $ 160,210.87 $
Correct Deposit
Extra Time
Per Tax Warrant
247,765.35
170,982.13
144,215.35
Variance
1,835.30
(10,771.26)
(144,215.35)
Actual Deposit
939,801.58
261,824.48
Correct Deposit
MCI
Per Tax Warrant
563,300.22
218,806.39
243,295.87
Variance
376,501.36
43,018.09
(243,295.87)
Actual Deposit
187,756.05
Reading and
Correct Deposit
Math Resource
Per Tax Warrant
383,587.58
216,785.14
180,727.11
Teachers
Variance
(383,587.58)
(29,029.09)
(180,727.11)
Actual Deposit
5,250.92
20,773.58
570,633.22
Correct Deposit
Match
Per Tax Warrant
Variance
5,250.92
20,773.58
570,633.22
Actual Deposit
273,459.54
300,409.91
101,809.61
Correct Deposit
Per Tax Warrant
273,459.54
320,790.49
104,204.20
Technology
Variance
(20,380.58)
(2,394.59)
Net Variance by District11
$
- $
(3,610.74) $
.30
1. The Appoquinimink School District split their Reading and Math Resource Teachers match
of $383,587.58 between the Minor Capital Improvements and Match appropriations.
2. The Cape Henlopen School District split their Extra Time, Reading and Math Resource
Teachers, and Technology match total of $60,180.93 between the Minor Capital
Improvements and Match appropriations.
3. The Smyrna School District utilized an appropriation labeled “Match Tax” for all match tax
revenues except technology; therefore, AOA could not determine whether match tax revenues
were properly allocated as authorized.
In Procedure 1, we reported that Woodbridge School District levied an unauthorized technology
match tax. Table 2 below demonstrates the amount of tax revenue generated by the unauthorized
tax rate.

11

Variances less than $1,000 and 5% for each appropriation are considered insignificant. The net variances shown
in Table 1 are offset by variances in the current expense, debt service, and tuition appropriations, not shown in Table
1. Thus, the total net variance for all tax revenues is zero.
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Table 2: Unauthorized Tax Collections
Description
Woodbridge
School District
Total Tax Receipts Collected $
4,847,380
Authorized Collections
4,843,958
Unauthorized Collections12
3,422

Procedure 3: For the four restructured school districts within New Castle County, obtained support for
and recalculated DOE’s monthly calculations to verify that DOE properly allocated each school district’s
tax revenues and accurately recorded them into FSF. [14 Del. C. §1924] Any variances less than 5% and
$1,000 for each appropriation are considered immaterial and will not be reported.
Results: The supporting documentation obtained from the school districts revealed that the tax
revenues were not deposited in accordance with the tax warrant and underlying tax rate
calculations as shown in Table 3 below. In other words, the school districts did not provide DOE
with proper allocation instructions.

12

The unauthorized collections amount in this table is an estimate calculated by AOA and does not consider
delinquent tax collections or interest.
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Table 3: Tax Receipts not Allocated per the Restructured School Districts’ Tax Warrant13
Match Tax
Allocation
Brandywine
Christina
Colonial
Red Clay
Appropriation
Method
Actual Deposit
Tax not
Tax not
Correct Deposit
Extra Time
levied
levied
Per Tax Warrant
246,636.11
444,197.33
Variance
(246,636.11) (444,197.33)
Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit
Tax not
Tax not
Tax not
Tax not
Match
Per Tax Warrant
levied
levied
levied
levied
Variance
Actual Deposit
748,908.89 1,701,479.85 1,118,361.46 2,568,138.56
Correct Deposit
MCI
Per Tax Warrant
352,438.33
808,725.87
447,944.51
826,966.70
Variance
396,470.56
892,753.98
670,416.95 1,741,171.86
Actual Deposit
Reading and
Tax not
Correct Deposit
Math Resource
levied
Per Tax Warrant
396,204.98
383,656.17
703,736.23
Teachers
Variance
(396,204.98)
(383,656.17) (703,736.23)
Actual Deposit
472,204.55
379,377.19
Correct Deposit
Technology
Per Tax Warrant
471,970.78
894,315.60
411,647.74
606,010.44
Variance
233.77 (894,315.60)
(32,270.55) (606,010.44)
Net Variance by District14
$
499.35 $ (1,561.62) $
7,854.12 $ (12,772.14)
1. The Brandywine School District deposited their Reading and Math Resource Teachers match
of $396,204.98 into their Minor Capital Improvements appropriation.
2. The Christina School District deposited their Technology match of $894,315.60 into their Minor
Capital Improvements appropriation.
3. The Colonial School District deposited their Extra Time, Technology, and Reading and Math
Resource Teachers match of $630,292.28 into their Minor Capital Improvements appropriation.
4. The Red Clay School District deposited their Extra Time, Reading and Math Resource Teachers,
and Technology match of $1,753,944 into their Minor Capital Improvements appropriation.

13

The Correct Deposit per Tax Warrant amounts in Table 3 includes the rates used in the school districts’ tax
warrant and corresponding source documents.
14
The variances that exist are likely because DOE considers prior year tax rates for delinquent tax collections when
they recalculate tax revenues whereas AOA did not consider delinquent tax rates in our procedure.
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In Procedure 1, we reported that the Colonial School District levied unauthorized taxes. Table 4 below
demonstrates the estimated amount of tax revenue generated by the Colonial School District’s $394,000
bond issuance in excess of referendum approval. This estimate does not factor interest payments.
Table 4: Unauthorized Tax Collections
Description
Colonial School
District
Total Tax Receipts Collected $
47,856,920
Authorized Collections
47,843,787
Unauthorized Collections15
13,133
Procedure 4: Obtained from each respective county the amount of taxes levied and delinquent taxes, for
each school district during Fiscal Year 2014.
Results: As a result of applying procedures one through four above, AOA constructed Table 5
below, which summarizes the funds that the Counties levied and collected. The variance between
the taxes levied and collected should equal delinquent taxes; however, there is a portion of
funding that the Counties could not account for. The responsibility for this process resides at the
County level, not with the school districts.

15

The unauthorized collections amount in this table is an estimate calculated by AOA and does not consider
delinquent tax collections or interest.
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Table 5: Summary of Fiscal Year 2014 Taxes Levied and Delinquent Taxes
(A)
(B)
(C)

School District16
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Caesar Rodney
Cape Henlopen
Capital
Christina
Colonial
Delmar
Indian River
Lake Forest
Laurel
Milford (KC)
Milford (SC)
NCC Vo-Tech18
Polytech (NCC)
Polytech (KC)
Red Clay
Seaford
Smyrna (KC)
Smyrna (NCC)
Sussex Technical
Woodbridge (KC)
Woodbridge (SC)
Total

Taxes Levied by
County per Assessed
Value (Procedure 4)17
$
33,283,957.25
74,286,578.34
9,546,339.85
30,066,687.76
21,671,004.34
108,971,140.07
47,398,029.65
1,774,248.59
35,980,455.25
5,708,158.89
4,033,799.69
2,960,470.56
4,680,850.35
28,129,365.63
120,215.35
4,649,468.73
90,622,651.89
6,326,269.97
7,774,009.91
1,200,440.26
8,042,894.56
409,424.99
4,027,228.56
$
531,663,690.44

Taxes Collected by
County
(Procedures 2 and 3)
$
32,781,376.87
73,398,065.08
9,314,424.50
29,724,585.56
20,917,425.86
106,918,934.55
46,718,393.87
1,655,735.70
35,001,544.58
5,494,421.53
3,718,886.91
2,870,949.55
4,558,017.53
27,618,442.82
115,021.32
4,492,755.07
89,076,437.70
6,095,545.64
7,502,793.63
1,152,507.32
7,879,165.75
388,487.86
3,784,800.18
$
521,178,719.38

Fiscal Year 2014
Delinquent Taxes
(Procedure 4)
$
568,381.00
869,646.07
231,983.14
382,379.00
753,592.00
2,039,014.87
783,769.16
95,739.00
754,660.00
213,770.56
220,253.00
89,690.00
133,743.00
506,017.18
4,592.17
156,737.00
1,354,948.17
260,904.00
271,207.00
41,471.78
185,143.00
20,937.62
220,648.00
$
10,159,226.72

(A-B-C)

Fiscal Year 2014
Taxes Unaccounted
For by Counties
$
(65,800.62)
18,867.19
(67.79)
(40,276.80)
(13.52)
13,190.65
(104,133.38)
22,773.89
224,250.67
(33.20)
94,659.78
(168.99)
(10,910.18)
4,905.63
601.86
(23.34)
191,266.02
(30,179.67)
9.28
6,461.16
(21,414.19)
(0.49)
21,780.38
$
325,744.34

16

Four School Districts are located within multiple counties. Abbreviations are defined as follows: NCC: New Castle County; KC: Kent County; SC: Sussex
County.
As reported in Procedure 1 and illustrated in Tables 2 and 4, the Woodbridge and Colonial School Districts levied a tax that was higher than authorized.
18
New Castle County Vocational Technical School District
17
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AOA determined that there were significant variances between the amount of taxes levied and the amount
of taxes collected.
Procedure 5: Obtained from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)19 the amount of Elderly
Property Tax Relief funds received by each school district and verified that they were deposited in
accordance with each school district’s tax warrant. [14 Del. C. §1917 (c), 29 Del. C. §6102 (q)] Any
variances less than 5% and $1,000 for each appropriation are considered immaterial, and will not be
reported.
Results: We identified 14 of the 16 school districts who deposited the match portion of their Elderly
Property Tax Relief funds incorrectly. These exceptions are illustrated in Tables 6 and 7 below.
Many districts represented that, after the initial deposit, they transferred their Elderly Property Tax
Relief payments to the correct appropriations; however, this procedure does only considers the initial
deposit of tax receipts.

19

OMB holds the responsibility for accounting and for and accurately allocating funds to districts, as Elderly
Property Tax Relief funds originate from OMB.
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Tax Appropriation
Extra Time

MCI

Reading and Math
Resource Teachers

Table 6: Incorrect Elderly Property Tax Relief Payment Allocations20
Allocation Method
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Caesar Rodney Cape Henlopen
Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
8,643 Tax not levied
18,148
12,786
Excess/(Deficit)
(8,643)
(18,148)
(12,786)

Colonial
-

Tax not
levied

7,198
(7,198)

Actual Deposit

34,390

25,972

58,392

50,453

30,046

35,613

Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

19,492
14,898

16,811
9,161

27,478
30,914

16,362
34,091

22,588
7,458

13,074
22,539

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)
Actual Deposit

Technology

Christina

Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

-

-

-

-

13,264

18,902

28,564

16,210

(13,264)

(18,902)

(28,564)

(16,210)

-

22,516

-

-

Tax not
levied

11,197
(11,197)
-

-

9,475

22,514

15,400

23,973

24,966

12,018

(9,475)

2

(15,400)

(23,973)

(24,966)

(12,018)

16,480

9,738

31,198

18,802

17,508

7,874

-

-

-

-

-

-

Actual Deposit
Match

Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

16,480
Total Warrant to Deposit Excess/(Deficit)

$

(4)

9,738
$

(1)

31,198
$

-

18,802
$

(76)

17,508
$

-

7,874
$

-

20

The districts illustrated in Table 6 deposited the entire match portion of their Elderly Property Tax Relief funds into either Minor Capital Improvements or
“match” appropriations. Brandywine School District incorrectly allocated their Reading and Math Resource Teachers match tax to the Minor Capital
Improvements and “Match” appropriations.
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We identified an exception with the eight districts illustrated in Table 7 solely because the second Fiscal Year 2014 distribution of Elderly
Property Tax Relief funds was deposited into one “match” appropriation rather than allocated per the districts’ tax warrants.

Tax Appropriation

Table 7: Incorrect Elderly Property Tax Relief Payment Allocations Caused by 2nd Payment Distribution21
Delmar
Indian
Allocation Method
Laurel
Milford (KC)
Milford (SC)
Red Clay
River

Extra Time

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

MCI

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

Reading and Math
Resource Teachers

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

Technology

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

1,013
(293)

Match

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Excess/(Deficit)

1,627
1,627

Total Warrant to Deposit Excess/(Deficit)

2,894
Tax not
levied

Tax not
levied

Tax not levied

5,943
(3,049)

Tax not levied

7,138

20,003
(20,003)

7,138
-

2,523

21,023

3,721

5,113

8,691

-

8,363

3,857
(1,334)

30,197
(9,174)

7,691
(3,970)

5,668
(555)

9,840
(1,149)

37,178
(37,178)

14,932
(6,569)22

1,860
Tax not
levied

Tax not
levied

4,020
(2,160)

720

$

Seaford
-

-

Tax not levied

Tax not levied

Tax not levied

Tax not levied

1,860
Tax not
levied

3,846
(1,986)

9,174

11,164
11,164

9,174
$

-

$

(1)

556
556
$

1

1,149
1,149
$

-

$

-

11,946

31,691
(31,691)

11,946
-

-

5,779

27,242
(27,242)

5,779
-

116,115
116,115

6,569
6,569

1

$

-

21

These eight districts utilized an appropriation labeled “Match Tax” for all match tax revenues received during the second half of the Fiscal Year at the
recommendation of the Department of Education. Therefore, AOA could not determine whether match tax revenues were properly allocated as authorized.
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Table 7: Incorrect Elderly Property Tax Relief Payment Allocations Caused by 2nd Payment Distribution
23
(Cont’d)
Smyrna
Smyrna
Woodbridge
Woodbridge
Tax Appropriation
Allocation Method
(NCC)
(KC)
(KC)
(SC)
Extra Time

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

MCI

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

Reading and Math
Resource Teachers

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

-

-

173

1,832

Technology

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Tax Warrant
Excess/(Deficit)

924
(924)

5,793
(5,793)

329
(156)

3,694
(1,862)

Match

Actual Deposit
Correct Deposit Per
Excess/(Deficit)

4,350
4,350

27,535
27,535

924
924

10,978
10,978

Total Warrant to Deposit Excess/(Deficit)

$

-

-

208

2,203

1,279
(1,279)

7,996
(7,996)

396
(188)

4,437
(2,234)

1,594

9,732

496

5,232

2,147
(553)

13,450
(3,718)

941
(445)

10,542
(5,310)

-

-

147

1,556

1,595
(1,595)

10,028
(10,028)

278
(131)

3,129
(1,573)

(1)

$

-

$

4

$

(1)

The Capital and Lake Forest School Districts deposited their match portion of Elderly Property Tax
Relief funds in accordance with their tax warrant. In addition, the New Castle County Vocational
Technical School, Polytech School District, and Sussex Technical School District do not receive
Elderly Property Tax Relief funds.
Procedure 6: Obtained the amortization schedule from the OST for any new bond sales that occurred in
Fiscal Year 2014 and added them to AOA’s comprehensive amortization schedule, which is a compilation
of the amortization schedules for each school district’s outstanding bonds. Once updated, agreed AOA’s
comprehensive amortization schedule to the Fiscal Year 2014 local bond payment schedule prepared by
the OST. [14 Del. C. §2108]
Results: No exceptions were found as a result of applying this procedure.

23

These eight districts utilized an appropriation labeled “Match Tax” for all match tax revenues received during the
second half of the Fiscal Year at the recommendation of multiple oversight agencies. Therefore, AOA could not
determine whether match tax revenues were properly allocated as authorized.
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Procedure 7: Obtained a listing of all payments made on bond anticipation notes (BAN) from the OST
and agreed these payments to the actual payments recorded in FSF (Report ID DGL011) for each school
district. [14 Del. C. §1922]
Results: No exceptions were found as a result of applying this procedure.
Procedure 8: Verified that the total Fiscal Year 2014 debt service expenditures per the amortization
schedules agreed to the Fiscal Year 2014 debt service expenditures per the FSF Accounts and
Expenditure Amounts Report (Report ID DGL115) for each school district. [14 Del. C. §2108]
Results: No exceptions were found as a result of applying this procedure.
Procedure 9: Verified that each school district’s debt service ending balance as of June 30, 2014 was
sufficient to meet the total required debt service payments for July 1, 2014 through October 31, 2014.
[Attorney General’s Opinion 89-I017]
Results: The five school districts listed in Table 8 below did not have a debt service reserve
sufficient to cover the total required debt service obligations for July 1, 2014 through October 31,
2014. [Attorney General’s Opinion 89-I017]
Table 8: Insufficient Debt Service Reserve
School District
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Capital
Colonial
Milford

Ending Fund
Recommended
Balance
Reserve Amount
$
2,614,488 $
2,991,450 $
2,818,608
3,820,969
3,979,129
4,459,347
3,045,980
3,323,205
724,117
802,522

(Deficit)
(376,962)
(1,002,361)
(480,218)
(277,225)
(78,405)

All five districts were aware of the insufficient balance. To meet their debt service obligations from
July 1, 2014 through October 31, 2014, the Milford School District represented that they utilized
Kent County Impact Fees. The remaining four districts indicated that they used July through October
tax revenues to meet obligations as they came due.
Procedure 10: If the debt service ending balance as of June 30, 2014 was sufficient, verified that the
balance did not exceed 110% of the debt service obligations from July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015
(Fiscal Year 2015). [Attorney General’s Opinion 1W-024]
Results: No exceptions were found as a result of applying this procedure.
Procedure 11: Using the Cumulative Budgetary Report (Report ID DGL011), verified whether each
school district temporarily borrowed funds from another restricted-use appropriation (e.g. current
expenses) to meet its debt service obligations. If so, confirm that the funds were transferred back to the
original appropriation once sufficient bond proceeds were available. [14 Del. C. §2103]
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Results: No exceptions were found as a result of applying this procedure.
Procedure 12: Obtained from each respective county, the amount of delinquent taxes by tax year and
school district.
Results: The amount of delinquent taxes due to each school district is reported in Table 9 below.
Table 9: Delinquent Taxes due to School Districts by Fiscal Year
20082013
2012
2011
2010
2009
Prior

School
District24
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Caesar Rodney
Cape Henlopen
Capital
Christina
Colonial
Delmar
Indian River
Lake Forest
Laurel
Milford (KC)
Milford (SC)
NCC Vo-Tech
Polytech (NCC)
Polytech (KC)
Red Clay
Seaford
Smyrna (NCC)
Smyrna (KC)
Sussex Technical
Woodbridge(KC)
Woodbridge (SC)
Grand Total

$

422,647
527,942
124,059
204,358
356,094
1,001,350
429,447
56,660
397,990
91,216
143,006
27,936
78,649
305,719
4,119
65,868
837,916
149,375
36,723
76,585
112,251
7,651
142,333
$ 5,599,894

$

326,572
338,772
79,684
107,126
178,623
581,341
334,087
31,362
281,097
63,019
77,492
16,003
57,563
198,949
3,632
41,152
535,231
108,431
32,632
33,787
71,435
2,785
89,291
$ 3,590,066

$

141,406
219,780
59,583
83,978
104,062
390,799
254,328
20,500
200,276
48,006
43,959
8,154
48,591
124,566
1,144
23,140
351,009
83,847
10,987
21,435
51,109
1,642
62,091
$ 2,354,392

$

62,777
174,120
46,626
69,466
70,572
234,774
165,894
16,930
160,587
41,189
36,064
4,651
41,377
83,280
533
16,841
252,933
72,162
4,010
17,186
41,607
1,134
48,295
$ 1,663,008

$

61,057
118,510
36,395
59,316
52,209
175,561
220,815
13,917
108,501
32,258
27,161
3,155
32,416
70,667
417
12,793
161,016
55,553
4,042
14,212
28,816
430
40,420
$1,329,637

$ 231,664
445,762
243,494
164,850
239,333
823,119
1,435,079
52,979
409,077
215,773
114,130
30,511
104,398
333,748
4,564
70,830
685,667
278,261
37,725
71,632
108,594
4,132
159,718
$6,265,040

Total
$ 1,246,123
1,824,886
589,841
689,094
1,000,893
3,206,944
2,839,650
192,348
1,557,528
491,461
441,812
90,410
362,994
1,116,929
14,409
230,624
2,823,772
747,629
126,119
234,837
413,812
17,774
542,148
$20,802,037

Procedure 13: Obtained from the Division of Accounting the schedule used to prepare the State’s
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) that summarizes the Real Estate Taxes received by
each school district for Fiscal Year 2014. Verified that the taxes reported in the CAFR agree to the taxes

24

Four School Districts are located within multiple counties. Abbreviations are defined as follows: NCC: New
Castle County; KC: Kent County; SC: Sussex County.
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received by the school districts for the fiscal year, which includes county tax receipts and PILOT
payments.
Results: No exceptions were found as a result of applying this procedure. Tax receipts received
during Fiscal Year 2014 can be found in the table on page V of the Background.
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Department of Education and the
management of the school districts. It is not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than
these specified parties.
We were not engaged to, and did not conduct an audit, the objective of which would be the expression of
an opinion on compliance with specified laws. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. Had we
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been
reported to you.

R. Thomas Wagner, Jr., CFE, CGFM, CICA
Auditor of Accounts
August 03, 2015
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Appendix A: Attorney General Opinion 89-I017 Regarding
Minimum Four-Month Reserve in Debt Service

Appendix A
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Appendix B: Attorney General Opinion 1W-024
Regarding Excessive Balance in Debt Service Reserve

Appendix B
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Appendix C: Matrix of Exceptions by School District
School District
Appoquinimink
Brandywine
Caesar Rodney
Cape Henlopen
Capital
Christina
Colonial
Delmar
Indian River
Lake Forest
Laurel
Milford
New Castle
County Vo-Tech
Polytech
Red Clay
Seaford
Smyrna
Sussex Tech
Woodbridge

Appendix C

1

2
X

3
X

X

4

5
X
X
X
X

6

Procedure
7
8

9
X
X

10

11

12

13

X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X

28

	
  
Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Don McDonald Jr.
Public Comment: Work with what you have and do not Merge Red Clay.
My position is enclosed in the email.
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Emailmcd62218d@aol.com
addresses removed.
From:
To: steven.godowsky@doe.k12.de.us
CC: greg.lavelle@state.de.us, jack.markell@state.de.us, jen.hill@state.de.us,malbright@delawareonline.com, earl.ja
ques@state.de.us, pmanolakos@aol.com, tpgordon@nccde.org,Rich@richabbottlawfirm.com, srobinson@robgrayla
w.com, deborah.hudson@state.de.us,Robert.Keesler@state.de.us
Sent: 12/7/2015 9:54:58 A.M. Eastern Standard Time
Subj: Re: House and Senate Merger of City School District with Red Clay District/TA...
Dr. Steven Godowsky
Secretary of Education State of Delaware
Dear Dr.Godowsky:
Enclosed an email on my position of the merger of the Red Clay School District with Wilmington.
The idea to have Red Clay Merge with Wilmington is one of the most ludicrous ideas I have ever read about from
the Marketll Administration.
We would not be in this position if the Governor was a good manager and did not waste over 50 Million of taxpayer
dollars on his plans. (Fisker Folly-25 Million. Do you know the taxpayers are still paying the heat and electric on the
old GM PLANT $100,000.00 Month.) Shut it down winterize it and drain the pipes.
The city of Wilmington should be the Wilmington School District. Have all the schools in the city of Wilmington be
under that name. The Markell Administration would send one check to the WSD and not have all the other districts
paying for this subsidy.
Please reply with your plan for an alternative to resolve this matter. Time for a change the old way of always raising
taxes is not going to work this time. I hope all the members of the House and Senate will vote NO on this RED
CLAY WILMINGTON FOLLY of the Markell Administration.
Regards,
Don Mc Donald Jr.

Email address removed.
In a message dated 12/5/2015 2:06:53 P.M. Eastern Standard Time, mcd62218d@aol.com
writes:
Debbie:

Enclosed an email from Earl Jacques Jr. that the problem started from the office of Governor Jack Markell and his
associates.
The problem is with "THE PLAN that was created by Governor Jack Markell and his incompetent cronies in State
Government.
I guess the News Journal had erroneous information in the article.
The bottom line Red Clay can't manage it's own finances. How does the Governor think they will resolve the
problem in Wilmington is beyond comprehension. The idea borders on the verge or insanity and incompetence in
Government.
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Governor Markell is off the wall when he thinks the taxpayers of Red Clay ONLY should finance the bail out of the
City of Wilmington
Schools.
Governor Markell could care less how he continues to screw up the finances of the State of Delaware. I think he is
trying to see how much he can screw up before his term expires.
Governor Markell is in the give away business. The Fisker Folly, Bloom Energy, Astra Zeneca just to name a few.
The list of donations and waste of taxpayers money would fill an eight by eleven sheet of paper.
I have not received one notice in the weekly bulletins from you or Gregg Lavell about this matter.
Regards,
Don

-----Original Message----From:
Jr, Earlremoved.
(LegHall), Earl (LegHall) <Earl.Jaques@state.de.us>
EmailJaques,
addresses
To: mcd62218d <mcd62218d@aol.com>
Sent: Sat, Dec 5, 2015 1:49 pm
Subject: RE: House and Senate Merger of City School District with Red Clay District
Mr. McDonald,
Just for the record, I did not proposed the Wilmington Education redistricting. It started from a
Governor's resolution to create a commission to look at Wilmington education. That's commission has held
countless public meetings and based on those meetings they created a plan. I hope you attended one of those
meetings to share your ideas and concerns. To date, the General Assembly hasn't approved their plan. We are also
waiting to hear how they plan to pay for it. I believe that cost will be a major factor.
Earl Jaques

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

-------- Original message -------From:
Emailmcd62218d@aol.com
addresses removed.
Date: 12/05/2015 8:00 AM (GMT-05:00)
To: "Hudson, Deborah (LegHall)" <Deborah.Hudson@state.de.us>
Cc: "Lavelle, Greg (LegHall)" <Greg.Lavelle@state.de.us>, "Markell, Jack (Governor)"
<Jack.Markell@state.de.us>, "Hill, Jennifer A. (Governor)"
<Jen.Hill@state.de.us>,malbright@delawareonline.com, "Jaques, Jr, Earl (LegHall)"
<Earl.Jaques@state.de.us>,pmanolakos@aol.com, tpgordon@nccde.org, Rich@richabbottlawfirm.com,mperny@ba
lanceptdelaware.com
Subject: House and Senate Merger of City School District with Red Clay District
Dear Debbie & Greg:
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The House and Senate must be loosing it if they would approve a bill to merge the City of Wilmington and Red Clay
School Districts.
I hope our representatives in the House and Senate will VETO any proposal in the House and Senate.
1) City of Wilmington can't manage its own police force or City Council.
2) The City can't finance its own school system.
3) What do they do right? Poor snow removal in the winter time.
Money from the State of Delaware should go direct to the City Wilmington . We had a $500.00 tax increase last year
for Red Clay. Red Clay has a problem managing its own finances let alone a merger. We have the highest property
and school taxes in New Castle County.
Rep. Earl Jaques, Chairman of the House Education Committee should go back to the drawing board. Obvious he
did not take a course in finance as all he knows is a proposal to raise taxes.
I knew the people who proposed this would later call for a tax increase. The way the Markell administration
operates raise taxes.
The problem with the State of Delaware is they do not know how to operate on a budget. Always raising taxes to fix
the management screw ups in the finance department.
The proposal of raising taxes for Red Clay is ARBITRARY AND CAPRICIOUS.
The taxpayers of New Castle County should not have to subsidize Wilmington Schools.
Judge Murray Schwartz screwed up the school system in 1978 with forced bussing.
"Lawmakers are facing a looming budget shortfall of 160 Million" The residents of New Castle County should not
have to pay for the poor management of the Markell Administration.
We do not need to redraw school district boundaries. How long are we going to subsidize every department of the
City of Wilmington? Merge it with all districts and then ever citizen in New Castle County would make a donation
for the low income students. How about a $50.00 tax for all residents in the State of Delaware to help the low
income inter city students of Wilmington?
You want to subsidize the City of Wilmington School raise the tax on ALL THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS not Red
Clay. The State of Delaware should be the one that will subsidize the City of Wilmington not the property owners in
Red Clay School district.
We should not have to pay for the State of Delaware's MISMANAGEMENT of funds for schools.
Regards,
Don Mc Donald Jr.-Centreville Resident/Red Clay School District.

	
  
Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Raja Banerjee
Public Comment: I do not support redistricting. Red Clay should not absorb Wilmington
schools. Wilmington needs its own independent district. Mixing with Red Clay will only result in
lowering Red Clay overall scores and drive away smart kids to private schools. Home values will
drop, leading to less property taxes collected and further deterioration of schools. I support
reassessment of property taxes.
Having a separate Wilmington school district will allow for targeted solutions with results
measured. Shifting a problem to Red Clay is a short sighted solution.

	
  
Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: I forward the following two message concerning delinquent school taxes for your
consideration when determining a source of funding for our ELL and low income children.
I also again want to express by deep concerns, concerns I believe will have a negative impact in
accomplishing the goal of funding our schools based on the needs of the children.
1. WEIC recommendation to deny residents the right to vote to raise the current operating tax rate.
2. WEIC failure to recommend financial transparency by requiring budgets and monthly expenditure
reports to be reported for every operating unit, that shows expenditure by program code, account code,
title of expense and category of funds used to support expenditure. {This information is available to our
districts. Why not make it available to the taxpayers?
3. No recommendations on how to use the $2.4 billion more effectively that are provided to DDOE and
our school districts annually.
In my opinion recommending the residents be denied the right to vote, failure to recommend any greater
financial transparency, and the lack of any recommendations on how and where $2.4 billion is used
annually, sends the message, WEIC believes no savings or efficiencies can be find, financial transparency
is not important, and the taxpayers, in spite of the fact our spending per student is ranked 10/11th in the
nation, have not supported our children. Why else would WEIC want to deny them the right to vote?
Is that really the message WEIC wants to send to the community, when WEIC has stressed we must have
the support of the community? Sounds to me like, WEIC wants the support of the community, except
when it comes to funding, than WEIC wants them involved less than they are now, which is very little.
I end with this question How was it determined that Red Clay has no local or federal funds that could be
used to fund our schools based on the needs of the children? As an example, did the WEIC Funding
Success Committee look at the spending by Red Clay on supervisors and the salaries compared to other
school districts? Or the percentage of local funds used to support salaries of administrators above the
school level ?
Jack Wells
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From: John T Wells
Sent: Monday, December 7, 2015 10:04 AM
To: Peterson Karen;Lavelle Greg;Blevins Patricia;Hudson Deborah;Ramone Michael;Miro
Email addressesKimberly;Rivera
removed.
Joseph;Williams
Kenneth;Woods
Kenneth;Thompson Cathy;adriana.bohm@redclay.k12.us;Newton Faith;Piccio Mike;Wilson
Martin;Mervin B Daugherty;T Wells John
Cc: michael.s.jackson@state.de.us;Floore Jill;emily.Falcon@colonial.k12.de.us;ann.visalli@state.de.us;c
abullock@nccde.org;nnamdichukwu@aol.com;malbright@delawareonline.com;Chuck Mulholland;Jerry
Martin R;Wagner Thomas;Kathleen
A. Davies;governor.markell@state.de.us;lwalsh@WilmingtonDE.gov;jstarkey@delawareonline.com;pan
dora;Whipple Bill;William Garfinkel
Subject: Fwd: Delinquent school taxes increase from $6,265,040 in 2008 to$30,961,263.

Red Clay has delinquent taxes that total $4,178,720.
The total for FY 2009 was $161,016, the total for FY2014 was $1,354,948. This huge increase shows the
financial stress of our property owners, this cannot be ignored.
What will be the total for this fiscal year, the first year of increasing the current tax rate by 19.97%?
I support using these funds for ELL and low income if earmarked and used only in our schools--detail
transparency. {K-3 special education children are funded from Tuition Tax.}
I oppose denying the residents the right to vote. This is not how you gain the support of the people?
Doing this would be a major mistake, especially if you do not reduce overhead, and require detail
financial transparency.
>>
Email addresses removed.
To: melanie.george@state.de.us<mailto:melanie.george@state.de.us>; william.carson@state.de.us<mailt
o:william.carson@state.de.us>; debra.heffernan@state.de.us<mailto:debra.heffernan@state.de.us>;jj.john
son@state.de.us<mailto:jj.johnson@state.de.us>; Harvey.Kenton@state.de.us<mailto:Harvey.Kenton@st
ate.de.us>; joseph.miro@state.de.us<mailto:joseph.miro@state.de.us>;harris.mcdowell@state.de.us<mail
to:harris.mcdowell@state.de.us>; brian.bushweller@state.de.us<mailto:brian.bushweller@state.de.us>; b
ruce.ennis@state.de.us<mailto:bruce.ennis@state.de.us>;karen.peterson@state.de.us<mailto:karen.peters
on@state.de.us>; cathy.thompson@redclay.k12.de.us<mailto:cathy.thompson@redclay.k12.de.us>; dave.
lawson@state.de.us<mailto:dave.lawson@state.de.us>;jwells8@aol.com<mailto:jwells8@aol.com>
>>
CC: patricia.blevins@state.de.us<mailto:patricia.blevins@state.de.us>; peter.schwartzkopf@state.de.us<
mailto:peter.schwartzkopf@state.de.us>; valerie.longhurst@state.de.us<mailto:valerie.longhurst@state.d
e.us>; john.kowalko@state.de.us<mailto:john.kowalko@state.de.us>; daniel.short@state.de.us<mailto:da
niel.short@state.de.us>; deborah.hudson@state.de.us<mailto:deborah.hudson@state.de.us>;david.mcbrid
e@state.de.us<mailto:david.mcbride@state.de.us>; margaretrose.henry@state.de.us<mailto:margaretrose
.henry@state.de.us>; greg.lavelle@state.de.us<mailto:greg.lavelle@state.de.us>;barbara.rutt@doe.k12.de
.us<mailto:barbara.rutt@doe.k12.de.us>; adriana.bohm@redclay.k12.de.us<mailto:adriana.bohm@redcla
y.k12.de.us>; ann.visalli@state.de.us<mailto:ann.visalli@state.de.us>;cemulholland@gmail.com<mailto:
cemulholland@gmail.com>; cathy.thompson@redclay.k12.de.us<mailto:cathy.thompson@redclay.k12.d
e.us>; cabullock@nccde.org<mailto:cabullock@nccde.org>;cdaniel@caesarrodney.org<mailto:cdaniel@
caesarrodney.org>; david.blowman@DOE.K12.DE.US<mailto:david.blowman@DOE.K12.DE.US>; don
na.johnson@doe.k12.de.us<mailto:donna.johnson@doe.k12.de.us>; emily.falcon@colonial.k12.de.us<m

Attachment	
  to	
  Jack	
  Wells	
  Public	
  Comment	
  
ailto:emily.falcon@colonial.k12.de.us>;faith.newton@redclay.k12.de.us<mailto:faith.newton@redclay.k
Email addresses removed.
12.de.us>; governor.markell@state.de.us<mailto:governor.markell@state.de.us>; gsimpson@udel.edu<m
ailto:gsimpson@udel.edu>;helene.keeley@state.de.us<mailto:helene.keeley@state.de.us>; john.kowalko
@state.de.us<mailto:john.kowalko@state.de.us>; jvenemasr@psre.com<mailto:jvenemasr@psre.com>;jd
f0000@aol.com<mailto:jdf0000@aol.com>; jstarkey@delawareonline.com<mailto:jstarkey@delawareon
line.com>; kimberly.williams@state.de.us<mailto:kimberly.williams@state.de.us>;
lwalsh@WilmingtonDE.gov<mailto:lwalsh@WilmingtonDE.gov>; michael.ramone@state.de.us<mailto:
michael.ramone@state.de.us>; mervin.daugherty@redclay.k12.de.us<mailto:mervin.daugherty@redclay.
k12.de.us>; mike.piccio@redclay.k12.de.us<mailto:mike.piccio@redclay.k12.de.us>;martin.wilson@red
clay.k12.de.us<mailto:martin.wilson@redclay.k12.de.us>; matthew.denn@state.de.us<mailto:matthew.de
nn@state.de.us>; michael.s.jackson@state.de.us<mailto:michael.s.jackson@state.de.us>;malbright@dela
wareonline.com<mailto:malbright@delawareonline.com>; nnamdichukwu@aol.com<mailto:nnamdichuk
wu@aol.com>; pandora6363@gmail.com<mailto:pandora6363@gmail.com>;reistjr@aol.com<mailto:rei
stjr@aol.com>; r.thomas.wagner@state.de.us<mailto:r.thomas.wagner@state.de.us>; rjensen@wdel.com
<mailto:rjensen@wdel.com>; solutionsfordelawareschools@gmail.com<mailto:solutionsfordelawarescho
ols@gmail.com>; senator-colin@prodigy.net<mailto:senatorcolin@prodigy.net>; sleath@delawareonline.com<mailto:sleath@delawareonline.com>;tonyllen@comca
st.net<mailto:tonyllen@comcast.net>;
tgregory@WilmingtonDE.gov<mailto:tgregory@WilmingtonDE.gov>; wgarfinkel@aol.com<mailto:wga
rfinkel@aol.com>;wwhipple3@verizon.net<mailto:wwhipple3@verizon.net>; wilmingtonschools@gmai
l.com<mailto:wilmingtonschools@gmail.com>; jerry2413@msn.com<mailto:jerry2413@msn.com>;jill.f
loore@redclay.k12.de.us<mailto:jill.floore@redclay.k12.de.us>
>> From: jwells8@aol.com<mailto:jwells8@aol.com>
>> Subject: Delinquent school taxes increase from $6,265,040 in 2008 to $30,961,263.
>> Date: Sun, 6 Dec 2015 15:04:04 -0500
>> Tables 5 and 9 in the Auditors of Accounts report titled: “School Districts Local Tax Collection and
Debt Svc. Management for FY2014 shows our delinquent school taxes have increased from $6,265,040 in
2008 to $30,961,263 in 2014.
>>
>> Question 1. What message should we take from this explosion growth in delinquent school taxes?
>>
>> Question 2. When discussing the need to fund our schools based on the need of the children in each
school, should this explosion grown in delinquent school taxes be considered?
>>
>> Recommendation:
>> A.
Aggressive action must to collect delinquent school taxes. {Need to determine what is presently
being done.}
>> B.
Laws be passed requiring delinquent taxes collected be earmarked for ELL, low income and K-3
special education children. Law must require these funds be used only in our schools, clearly identified in
district budgets and financial expenditure reports. A procedure must be established that ensure these
funds are not used to supplant other funds.
>>
>> Delinquent taxes by year.
>> 6,265,040 2008 and prior years.
>> 1,329,637 2009
>> 2,354,392 2010
>> 3,590,066 2011
>> 5,599,894 2013
>> 10,159,226 2014
>> The increase in the last 3 years is extremely troubling.
>>
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Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Jennifer Oberle-Howard
Public Comment: I do not believe the Red Clay school district should or can absorb students
from the City of Wilmington, currently being served by Christina School District. I moved from
Christina 10 years ago to provide better educational opportunities for my children. In that time, I
have actively supported and lobbied votes for three referendums, in an effort to ameliorate
conditions in our neighborhood schools. Despite the additional funding over the years, the
schools continue to suffer with an increase in behavioral issues are already overcrowded.
I have been involved with many other issues in the district, including as an opponent of the
Inclusion plan, which closed my daughter's special needs school and thrust her in an
unsupportive general education setting. Should an influx of students from a diverse area occur,
she will surely have additional challenges, that may continue to go unaddressed.
Red Clay already has many issues requiring adaptation and cannot tolerate additional burdens.
Why punish us residents who have been supportive of the district in hopes of building an
appropriate educational environment for our children?
Wilmington Education Improvement Plan= Red Clay schools destruction plan
Jennifer Oberle-Howard

	
  
Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Tatiana Guile
Public Comment: Hello,
I am a Red Clay Consolidated School District employee, and my own 3 young children who
attend Red Clay schools in 2nd, 4th, and 6th grades. My sons attend Heritage Elementary. My
daughter is in 6th grade at Skyline Middle Schools.
I do NOT believe Red Clay Consolidated School District should move forward with the WEIC
plans. I do not believe we have the resources, funding, and organization necessary to take on this
huge burden.
My concerns stem from directly witnessing the mishandling of the current Red Clay students
who live in the city. My particular experience is with the 2015 rezoning of middle school feeder
patterns, the miscalculations that appear to have occurred with that rezoning, and its negative
impact on Skyline Elementary. I have seen one of Red Clay’s own current middle schools fall
into suffering and overcrowding as a result of errors and mismanagement with neighborhood
zoning and space.
Many of the students who live in the neighborhoods of the city of Wilmington are at risk and in
poverty, and I have not seen the school district handle the needs of these students adequately.
Red Clay Consolidated School District is well aware of this issue and has provided books to
teachers outlining the issues of poverty in education.
The council is also aware that many of the students in the city have great needs because they are
at risk or in poverty. These students with great needs such as for food, clothing, hygiene,
housing, and counseling are not adequately assisted, and many do not demonstrate adequate
citizenship skills. It is understandable that many are not being parented in ways that are positive,
many have parents that are absent, abuse may be occurring. Many are exposed at an early age to
the burdens of poverty-lack of food, shelter, hygiene- and the horrors of the city streets-drugs,
crime, exploitation, violence.
To survive, many children feel they must take their role models from the streets and behave
“grown” when they are not. Education and respecting authority/others is not a priority. Many
students may adopt a persona of intimidation and threat, and these attitudes come with them to
school.
Before Red Clay takes on MORE students from the city, Red Clay must be able to adequately
support the high levels of need, starting at an early age and then continuing as the child grows.
These children must be able to learn and demonstrate citizenship skills including respect,
responsibility, and accountability as well have their basic human needs met adequately and
consistently. These at risk students must experience security, safety, and learn social
responsibility skills.

	
  
Because if not, the students who bring the “street” with them into school then do not behave like
citizens; they act violently in words and actions, they cause disruptions, they defy authority, they
attempt to dominate their environment, and the learning climate of the school is poisoned.
Red Clay Consolidated School District absolutely should NOT take on the city schools, I have
NOT seen Red Clay Consolidated School District adequately and consistently handle the needs
of its OWN city students. What I have seen and what many teachers who have long been
employees of Red Clay have shared is that Red Clay Schools (middle schools in particular) are
not adequately resourced for the high needs of the poverty students, and that instead of
addressing the problems, rezoning becomes the solution. I do NOT think Red Clay Consolidated
School District is adequately equipped to take on the students from the other school districts,
because I have not seen wise, proper handling of its current students who at risk/poverty.
Thank you,
Tatiana Guile

	
  
Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Cathy Kersteter
Public Comment: Hello,
I am not happy about the WEIC program at all. I feel kids who live in Wilmington should go to
school in Wilmington. When I bought my house 10 years ago I was paying $2700 in
taxes. Now I pay $4500. My kids go to their feeder school which includes city kids now. They
cause problems and disruptions. I grew up in Maryland and was required to go to my feeder
schools. There were no other options. That is the way it should be. I had to deal with it. So
should Delaware.
Sincerely,
Cathy Kersteter

	
  
Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Megan Garcia
Public Comment: Hello,
My name is Megan Garcia and I have 2 students in red clay. I voted yes to our referendum so
that the taxes I pay go to the schools that my children attend. I did not vote the referendum so
you can allow all of the inner city children to now attend within the red clay district. I feel that
red clay has its fair share of students from the city of Wilmington. Christina district did not pass
their referendum which included the parents of the students of the city. If they did not want the
referendum to pass, why are we now including them into our district? I was going to send my
daughter to Skyline middle because it was an exemplary school when my son attended a few
years ago. Now with the inner city children being bussed into that school, the incident rate went
up 600%. I do not want my children's schools to be more about staying safe then education.
Leave the districts alone. I live where I live and pay what I pay in taxes to assure my children get
a SAFE and quality education.
My son attends Dickinson HS. Unfortunately, his bus goes into the city to pick up students and I
have to drive him to school every day due to the bus being unsafe. He is a senior and does not
feel comfortable doing something as simple as riding the school bus. My son also has an IEP, not
because he has a deficit but because the classes that compromise mostly city kids is rowdy, loud,
and is not a conductive learning environment. I can say this for a fact because it's been going on
for 4 years and has been so out of control that he takes 4 out of 6 classes online.
With that being said, I believe the districts should share the city of Wilmington equally and Red
Clay has over its fair share. You are going to make our schools so bad that I can see me being
forced to go private, which we cannot afford. Not all poverty lives in the city.
Thank you for listening.
M. Garcia

	
  
Date: December 7, 2015
Name: Shauna Sullivan
Public Comment: Dear Commission,
I write in response to your invitation for public comment regarding redistricting Wilmington
schools. I am a resident of Red Clay district and by the time this proposal would be
implemented, I will have two children in Brandywine Springs School.
Among the many concerns you have already heard are the potentially decreasing property values
of our homes, incremental tax increases, levels of funding and appropriate distribution of
resources to our children, behavioral and academic decline, and the continued exodus of
academically talented children to area private, charter, and magnet schools (which New Castle
County has already been fighting in recent years).
Alternatively, I would like to respond to Paul Baumbach's invitation.
From his post on December 5th, 2015, at 8:25am, Mr. Baumbach wrote: "To those who find it
'unacceptable', I offer the following question-what do you propose INSTEAD to turn around our
highly challenged Delaware public school system."
I strongly encourage the City of Wilmington, along with the State of Delaware, to consider
managing its own schools. I propose, "INSTEAD", as Mr. Baumbach emphasizes, that Red Clay
not be responsible for Wilmington schools, and that Wilmington address the issues inside those
schools instead of passing them along to neighboring districts. Similarly, the burden created by
the grossly mismanaged Christina district should be shared with Brandywine. I recognize the
geographic discrepancies in the district lines; however, that was a product of an also failed
attempt at reorganizing and moving students many years ago. Repeating past mistakes hardly
seems productive. Yet you clearly state on your website, "This arrangement will not support
educational improvement for all of our students"
(www.solutionsfordelawareschools.com/forward/). This statement alone makes this proposal
absolutely impossible to support.
It seems that Colonial and Brandywine had enough concern to almost unanimously veto this
agenda, and I question why this is even a possibility for Red Clay Consolidated School District.
I ask you as a Commission, given the certain flaws in this plan that you readily admit and that
two other districts have seen: what do you plan to do INSTEAD?
Sincerely,
Shauna Sullivan

	
  
Date: December 8, 2015
Name: Marsha Carter
Public Record: Dear Dr. Tony Allen and WEAC/WEIC Members,
I would like to acknowledge and thank each of you for taking on the task of addressing the
inequities we continue to face in education. Your commitment is appreciated and applauded.
Change is needed. However, I am concerned that your plan does not include a clear plan of
action of how students will improve their academic performance. Ultimately, most parents just
want their child to succeed--to be academically proficient, to graduate, and to have options in
attending college. Red Clay has demonstrated that they struggle with providing these three
components for all their students.
We should oppose implementing your proposed changes until Red Clay presents a more
comprehensive plan outlining how they intend to improve student performance for both current
and proposed students to be reassigned as recommended by WEIC.
I thank each of you again for your commitment and dedication.
Please accept my letter as my formal public comment.
Warmest Regards,
Marsha Carter
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Date: December 9, 2015
Name: Brian Cunningham
Public Comment: To the Members of the WEIC and the State Board of Education:
I am writing on behalf of myself - and my 2 children - to voice my emphatic disapproval of the
proposed plan referenced above. I have 2 children in the Red Clay School District. My wife and
I moved to our current zip code for the primary purpose of taking advantage of the wonderful
education that the Red Clay School District, and specifically NorthStar Elementary, has to
offer. The State Board of Education, and presumably WEIC, is charged with fixing the issues
and problems faced by Wilmington’s schools. However, it is my opinion that WEIC’s proposal
is a politically motivated band-aid which simply “kicks the can down the road.” This proposal
fixes nothing. This proposal essentially lays the problems of Wilmington’s schools at the feet of
the Red Clay School District with no guarantee of funding, training, or guidance. “You fix
it. And oh by the way, Red Clay taxpayers…you will ultimately be expected to pay for it.” In
short, WEIC’s proposal is not the answer.
As you may well understand, every family, community, and school comes with their own unique
set of needs, problems, and issues. Under this proposal, there is a high probability that the Red
Clay School District will now inherit the problems and issues faced by inner city school students,
which otherwisemight not be the case. This has the potential to affect current students and their
access to a high quality education. I can only speak for myself, but I can assure you that many of
my neighbors and members of the Red Clay community share similar concerns. However,
many may feel uncomfortable articulating these concerns publicly. I have seen nothing in the
current proposal that addresses these issues. Nor have I seen anything that shows that Red Clay
is prepared financially or otherwise to deal with the unique issues that inner city students might
bring with them to Red Clay.
If the goal is to fix Wilmington's schools in order to provide a quality education to their students,
then fix the schools. Do not pass the burden to schools already performing at a high level. This
proposal falls woefully short. In conclusion, I do not like this proposal. I do not agree with this
proposal, and it is my hope that it is rejected.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Brian Cunningham

	
  
Date: December 9, 2015
Name: Brooke Balan
Public Comment:

Brooke Balan
2806 Millcreek Road
Address
removed.
Wilmington, DE 19808
302-540-2613
thebalans4@comcast.net
Education can make a lasting difference in a child’s life. But education is just not good for the child; it is good for the
nation. Investing in education is not just the right thing to do, it is smart economics. ~ Yoka Brandt, UNICEF Deputy
Executive Director

I do not claim to know the answers to the problems facing our State’s education system. These are solely my opinions
based on my experience as a lifelong resident of Delaware, a product of Red Clay schools, a mother of two daughters in
Red Clay schools and a member of a PTO Board in Red Clay.
1. The educational system that we have now is not working for a number of our state’s  schools.
2. I am a proponent of Choice and Charter schools, was on the Board of a potential charter school, my oldest daughter is
choiced into her middle school and both daughters have applied to charter/magnet schools for next year. However, in a
perfect world, choice need not exist. In Delaware, there is a preponderance of these schools because families are
dissatisfied with their traditional feeder schools. Why? The system that we have now is not working.
3. We need neighborhood schools. Parent involvement is key to student success. What facilitates a single parent
working full time being able to attend his/her child’s Meet Your Teacher Night- a five minute walk to a school in the
community or an hour bus ride during rush hour traffic (if a bus route even exists) to a school in the next town? This
summer, some students had their school’s “open house” brought to their home. Kudos to all the people who made that
happen. Your willingness to help these children is wildly applauded. But it shouldn’t have to happen. These families
should be able to attend their own open house. The system that we have now is not working.
4. A fair statewide property assessment is needed. An assessment hasn’t been in 30-40 years depending on the county.
Approximately a third of property owners are paying more than their fair share. However, I do not agree with the
portion of the proposal that Red Clay would be given the authority to raise our taxes in the interim before a property
assessment is done! It also seems to me (the person without a finance degree, mind you) that there is a large
population of non-property owners who utilize the school system but do not pay any property/school tax. Is there some
way to institute a renters’ tax? The system that we have now is not working.
We need to look at our entire system, fix what is broken, replicate what is working and start rebuilding for our children’s
future. This should not be relegated to just the schools in question, nor even the districts in question. This is a state
wide problem and needs to be addressed at that level. Teachers and administrators should not have to beg, borrow and
steal for units and resources in order to meet the needs our children. I do not know if WEIC has the answers but at least
they are searching for answers and that is what we need- a start to a long overdue discussion and revamping of our
education system. Something needs to be done NOW. Investing in our state’s schools, ALL schools, and therefore ALL of
our children is an investment in our future. And theirs. Without it, we have no future. Thank you. ~Brooke Balan

	
  
Date: December 9, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: TO: Joint Financial Committee:
“Our salaries are not as competitive with schools in New Castle County and are relatively close to Kent
and Sussex,” he said. “I believe it’s pretty consistent with other executive-level positions and definitely
consistent with what you would find in schools districts.” “Godowsky defended the departments’s
salaries, saying it needed to stay competitive with local school distsricts to get quality, experience school
employees.” {Statement by Secretary of Education during meeting with JFC as reported in The News
Journal dated December 3, 2015.}
Comment: Because DOE does not used account codes that identify positions like school districts and
charter schools, salaries of DOE employees by position are not available to the community. DOE also
excludes reporting number of employees by positions and average salary of employees, information they
report on districts and charter schools.
“The committee, JFC, combed through the department’s organizational chart, questioning specific job
descriptions and salaries attached to them.”
I support your efforts and provide the following information and recommend JFC have an independent
review conducted to comb through the salaries and benefits being approved by our local school boards,
and to determine how our “compensation” and allocation of federal funds compares between Delaware
districts and surrounding states.
As you review the supervisors average salaries, keep in mind that supervisors are funded by the state as
11 month employees, hopefully with an average salary of $125,776, this does not represent a salary for 11
months. If they are being paid for 12 months, the local property owners must fund the full cost for the
12th month, using local and federal revenue urgently required to fund our schools based on the needs of
the children. What other 10 or 11 month state funded employees are funded for 12 months?
Total Expended
Avg. Salary Avg. Salary Total Exp.
Federal Funds
Supervisor Principal Supervisors
Supervisors
2013/2014 2013/2014 2013/2014
2014/2015
125,776
120,110
117,391
113,528
107,647
106,067
105,473
104,002
100,617
96,873
93,824
93,549

124,750
124,798
121,744
113,372
109,553
131,429
114,614
103,838
104,300
118,242
113,129
102,794

3,197,002
722,523
1,222,845
600,593
95,503
666,990
1,024,330
643,009
314,969
217,755
469,018
24,705*

1,295,944
365
79,322
29,831
-057,688
95,661
200,620
49,030
31,938
-0-0-

Red Clay
NCCVT
CSD
Capital
Approquinimink
Colonial
BSD
Seaford
Woodbridge
Poly Tech
Cape Henlopen
Milford

	
  
91,760
108,794
525,104
54,411 Caesar Rodney
90,246
108,414
275,040
-0- Smyrna
88,221
125,151
78,617*
-0- Sussex Tech
82,072
105,390
418,992
130,542 Lake Forest
77,756
89,334
170,777
57,191 Laurel
75,640
102,134
469,057
106,914 IRSD
-089,224
103,309
14,837 Delmar
*Average salaries are published by DDOE, total expenditures are published by Division of Accounting
and federal funds are published by the Data Service Center in New Castle County. We have a lot of
information being paid for by the taxpayers, unfortunately except for average salaries, this information is
only available to a few very highly paid employees working in the district offices. It’s also
unfortunate these very highly paid administrators make no effort to format this data so it can be used to
improve allocation of resources. Clearly the information in the chart above raises many questions
concerning justification. Is this the best use of these funds?
Comments concerning information in the chart:
A. Red Clay expended more from federal funds, $1,295,944 than all other districts combined, $908,350.
{Federal funds are mostly provided for low income and children with special needs.}
B. Red Clay average supervisors salaries exceed the average salary of Red Clay principal’s, more than
any other district. What are the responsibilities of a principal compared to a supervisor? How does the
state determine the state salaries for supervisors, specialist, etc.?
C. Red Clay’s spending on supervisors salaries exceeds CSD by $1,974,157 and CSD federal spending
by $1,216,622.
D. IRSD supervisor is paid $50,136 less than Red Clay.
E. Six of the 7 highest average supervisors salaries are districts in New Castle County. What is the
justification for this difference? The same difference exist for local benefits, when both salaries and
benefits are included, administrators in New Castle far exceed those in Kent and Sussex. What is the
justification?
F, In fiscal year 2015 only 23.16 percent of Red Clay’s Supervisors were funded from State Division
Funding. What is the justification for Red Clay spending all this money on supervisors instead of in our
schools? If the board had to inform the residents, would they spend all this money on supervisors.
In my next message I will report on the cost of local benefits.
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: December 10, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: TO: Mr. R. Thomas Wagner Jr. and Ms. Kathleen Davies:
Thank you and your staff for a job well done, your findings, in my opinion reveal what maybe a major
flaw in audits conducted by CPA firms and the oversight being provided by our Community Financial
Review Committee’s that are required by law to be established in every district and charter school.
“Our work looked back to July 1, 2011 and covered three complete audit periods in which the CPA firm
reported nothing to indicate the magnitude of the issues.” This statement appears in the Press Release,
While the findings are outrages, far more alarming to me, is that during three complete audit periods the
“CPA” firm reported nothing to indicate the magnitude of the issues, nor does it appear any problems
were revealed by the Community Financial Review Committee.
Question: What findings concerning the misuse of public funds have been reported in the audits
conducted by other CPA firms of our 19 school districts and our charter schools? What problems have
been revealed by our Community Financial Review Committee’s?
Hopefully it will be determined why during three prior audits this misuse of public funds were not
revealed, and action taken to correct these problems. Because detail knowledge of state and federal laws
and regulations is required to uncover misuse of public funds, I believe audits for this purpose must be
done by our state auditors.
The last audit of the Red Clay School District is dated June 30, 2008 and is a Financial Statement. How
often are school districts audited? Would the scope of this audit, conducted by a CPA firm, reveal any
misuse of public funds? During the next audit, will the scope of the Red Clay audit require that they
verify funding provided by the last referendum is being used for the purpose they were provided?
I am also troubled the “Community” Financial Review Committee did not uncover this outrages
spending This leaves me to wonder who provided these individuals instructions on what should be
reviewed. Does the Auditor of Accounts provide training to our districts and charter schools boards and
CFRC? Does the Auditor of Accounts provide guidance on area’s of concern based on audits? If not,
what oversight are they providing on the $2,4 Billion being expended annually for the education of our
children?
Thank You
Jack Wells
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State of Delaware
Office of Auditor of Accounts
R. Thomas Wagner, Jr., CFE, CGFM, CICA
Auditor of Accounts

PRESS RELEASE

Phone: 302-739-5055
Fax: 302-739-4217

December 9, 2015
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State Auditor R. Thomas Wagner, Jr. releases the Family Foundations Academy Inspection
report.
Dover, Del. – State Auditor, R. Thomas Wagner, Jr., releases another report on a Delaware Charter School. In
January of 2015, Family Foundations Academy replaced its entire school board and worked with the Delaware
Department of Education to address problems already reported by the press.
Auditor Wagner stated, “My office was tasked with performing a painstaking reconstruction of books and
records that were never maintained by the prior school administration to determine if there were any
improprieties. It is my hope that, by performing such reviews for entities who purposefully avoid proper
record keeping to hide inappropriate conduct, we will demonstrate that they are still at risk of being found out
and held accountable. Our work looked back to July 1, 2011, and covered three complete audit periods in
which the CPA firm reported nothing to indicate the magnitude of the issues.
The new Administration indicated they have worked closely with staff and DOE to make the appropriate
changes. It has been my experience as State Auditor that organizations that suffer such public scrutiny can
make significant improvement and even become the model for others.”
For details on the inspection, please refer to the complete report at: The Family Foundations Academy Charter
School Inspection
For more information, please contact Kathleen A. Davies, CPA-PA, CISA, CGFM, CGAP, CFE, Chief
Administrative Auditor, at 302-857-3919 or kathleen.davies@state.de.us.

	
  
Date: December 10, 2015
Name: Mark Macielag
Public Comment: To Whom It May Concern,
Put me down for a big NO on this ridiculous idea. I moved to Hockessin for the good school district and was willing to
pay for good schools. However I'm not going to have my tax money fund schools in the city and take care of kids whose
parents don't. Hopefully we get a chance to vote because people are furious.
Annoyed tax payer,
Mark Macielag

	
  
Date: December 10, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: I believe to improve the achievement of all our children we must have greater parent and
community involvement and we must fund our schools based on the needs of the children.
Many believe providing additional funding will not result in greater achievement, I believe only time will answer that
question, what we know is doing the same thing over and over is not working, we must make the effort.
One of the major elephants in the room is, “What is the source of funding?” The answer to this question has been made
even more difficult because;
1.

Of the skyrocketing increase in delinquent school taxes since 2008, this fact must not be ignored.

2. Also because of the failure of the WEIC Funding Success Committee to make any recommendation on
where savings can be achieved or how funding can be used more effectively. With expenditure of $2.4 billion
annually, the failure of this committee to recommend any savings or efficiencies has sent the wrong message to
Delaware residents. What is the message? The WEIC Funding Success Committee have determined no savings
can be achieved and none of the $2.4 billion expended annually can be used more effectively, clearly that
message does not motivate the residents to support this effort. A very big mistake.

To gain the support of Delaware residents I recommend;

A. Delaware legislators hire experts like they did for the City of Wilmington to determine where savings can be
achieved and where funding can be used more effectively. It is vital those conducting the review be aware the state has
already cut funding to our schools, while continuing to fund and in some cases increase the staffing above the school level
and the Department of Education.
B. To achieve additional savings and more effective allocation of funding, stakeholders must be provided information so
they can provide input into allocation of funding . Our legislators can provide the information required by requiring
DDOE and our school district to report expenditures by operating unit showing at least the program code, account code,
title of expense and source of funding. {Providing communities the per student cost by operating unit and the cost of
individual programs and funding used to support those programs will result in more effective use of funding. {Example:
We are spending millions for athletic programs in our 9-12 grade schools using local funds, are we spending millions on
additional programs in our K-5 and 6-8 schools using local funds?}
C. State auditors must be used to provide oversight on education funding instead of CPA firms, the fact the outrages
spending reported in the auditors report on the Family Foundations Charter School was not discovered in the 3 audits
conducted by a CPA firm, auditors must be used to discover fraud, waste and abuse.

These actions will send a very positive message to Delaware residents and will help our JFC deal with a major funding
shortage.
Jack Wells
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Fighting Lyme Disease

Lyme Task Force
Wilmington Action
New Legislation

Our Leadership
Pete Schwartzkopf
Speaker of the House
Valerie Longhurst
Majority Leader
John Viola
Majority Whip

Noting that Delaware had the sixth-highest incidence of Lyme
disease in the United States in 2013, Rep. Pete
Schwartzkopf and Sen. Ernie Lopez joined advocates and
community members to unveilThursday a series of proposals to
prevent the spread of Lyme, raise awareness and improve
treatment and coverage.
The Lyme Disease Prevention Task Force worked the past year
to create a unified strategy to combat Lyme disease in
Delaware. The task force, which included healthcare
professionals, DNREC officials and residents suffering from
Lyme, produced a report that identified several initiatives.
Recommendations include creating two working groups to
study ways to improve insurance coverage and to research tick
biology and ecology, and legislation to help better address ticks
and educate medical professionals about Lyme disease. Read
the full release here.

City Legislators Call for
Action
This week, eight legislators representing the city of
Wilmington, including six House Democrats, sent a letter to the
city's mayor and council urging them to take action to address
violent crime in Delaware's largest city.
The legislators called on the city to adopt and fully implement
the recommendations of the Wilmington Public Safety
Strategies Commission report, a taxpayer-funded report that
serves as a detailed blueprint for how the Wilmington
Department of Police should be structured in order to maximize
its effectiveness.
"It has been a full eight months since these recommendations
were made, and still large swaths of the report have not been
adopted....
"We have an obligation to do everything in our power to help
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the city we are privileged to represent, but we also must insist
that the city use everything at its disposal to address this crisis.
We believe that temporary actions such as this funding are
important, but they do not provide a durable path forward, such
as the one outlined in the Public Safety Strategies report. To
continue to ignore this document, paid for with considerable
public funds, would further imperil the safety of Delawareans,
both in Wilmington and outside the city limits."
Click here to read the full letter, which was signed byReps.
Charles Potter Jr., Stephanie T. Bolden, Helene Keeley,
Gerald Brady, J.J. Johnson andLarry Mitchell, and Sens.
Harris B. McDowell andMargaret Rose Henry.

House Pre-file, Session
Reconvenes
Yesterday, the House held its first of two out-of-session pre-file
days in advance of the General Assembly's return to Dover
on Tuesday, January 12, 2016.
A pre-file day affords legislators the opportunity to file new
bills with the Chief Clerk of the House outside of normal
legislative working days. To review the bills submitted this
week, click here.

Delaware House Democrats
411 Legislative Avenue
Dover, DE 19901
If you believe you received this message in error or wish to no longer receive email from us, unsubscribe

	
  
Date: December 10, 2015
Name: Melissa Froemming
Public Comment:
Dear WEIC leadership,
After a year of attending the vast majority of WEAC/WEIC meetings, having been a highly involved mom in a "priority
school," having spent nearly a year working professionally in education, serving as a member of the WEIC Meeting the
Needs of Students in Poverty Committee, being an active city resident, and as an experienced community organizer, I
submit the following recommendations for the WEIC final report, with a specific eye to proposed solutions to meeting the
needs of students in poverty. Please note that these recommendations are mine as a citizen, and not being made in my
capacity as a DOE employee.
The first recommendation I propose is to put a highly effective site coordinator in every school with over 55% poverty to
1) coordinate wraparound services and 2) engage school families and community. Please note: Title 1 funds can now be
used to pay for wraparound services.
Second: free/sliding scale high quality preK on site in every school with over 55% poverty, with most vulnerable kids
given priority in enrollment. Promoting high quality in all early childhood education programs is also key, as is
maintaining purchase of care, elevating pay and educational requirements for early childhood educators, and offering
scholarships for educators to pursue more education in their field.
Third: formal regional PLCs for site coordinators and also for principals of schools with concentrated poverty. Like
teachers, these folks need to share ideas and lessons learned, share professional development, coordinate and share
resources, etc. I would advocate for technology to be used here to increase access to these PLCs.
Fourth: teacher and leader prep - add cultural competency training, family engagement training, and courses on how to
effectively access and manage government and community resources. Quite frankly, it appears our teachers could also use
more training on how to apply common core in an interdisciplinary, student-focused way. The arts and music don't need to
be seen as separate - they should be integrated into the curriculum. It is even more critical for learning to be culturally
sensitive and engaging for students who come from homes where little to no support may be in place for their learning.
Also in my dream world, school leaders would be given some basic communications training so that they are empowered
with all the tools necessary to advocate for their schools.
Fifth but probably should have been listed first: the DOE and districts should be mandated to conduct equity assessments take a full inventory of programs, resource allocations, facilities, etc in order to identify where they are and to inform
where they should go to improve outcomes for their neediest kids.
Sixth but should probably have been listed second: state agencies should be using one universal number for every child in
the state of Delaware, and use that number as the foundation for effective coordination. This is essential to meaningful
collaboration between agencies in meeting the needs of children in poverty, effectively improving outcomes for them, and
tracking and measuring these outcomes.
I have other recommendations, but these seem to be the most impactful and feasible, are evidence based, and have the
specificity that is still lacking in current report recommendations but is being demanded by the community. The lack of
specific solutions to problems beyond funding and Redistricting is resulting in an erosion of support on the ground for
WEIC. I would encourage moving beyond the broad goals and into promoting very specific, actionable, and impactful
solutions in this plan - and I would also suggest promoting an informed timeline and proposed owners for implementation
of these specific solutions in the final report. (I recognize this has already been done for some recommendations.) Please
also note that many of the recommendations I propose here don't require large amounts of new school funding, so they can
be pursued immediately.
Thank you for your time and attention to my recommendations, and please forgive abbreviations and typos, as I am
submitting via my phone.
Respectfully,

	
  
Melissa

	
  
Date: December 12, 2015
Name: Veronica Gates
Public Comment: To the Wilmington Education Improvement Commission ,
I am an educator and a parent of 3 children in the Red Clay School District. I attended a town
hall meeting on December 8, 2015, at Brandywine Springs Elementary School. I did not speak
but listened as other educators and parents repeatedly asked Red Clay to not absorb more
students. I agree that every child deserves an equal opportunity to education, these opportunities
exist at their schools, the problem is poverty. In addition, Red Clay has 3+ schools that are
currently under performing in the Wilmington area, Red Clay has not proven its effectiveness in
these schools which have similar socioeconomic patterns. I am concerned the funding
distribution will be unfair, students that are currently in Red Clay will lose resources, and
teachers in Red Clay will be pushed to make up the gap that exists as a result of poverty. I am
opposed to Red Clay adding these students to the district.
Veronica Gates

	
  
Date: December 12, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: Joe:

Request current status of replying to my questions.

When delinquent school taxes increase in one year by 81.7%, {$5,599,894 in fiscal year 2013 to
$10,159,226 in 2014 this problem cannot be ignored. If available I would like to be provided the
delinquent taxes for 2015.

Jack Wells

	
  
Date: December 15, 2015
Name: Laurisa Schutt
Public Comment:	
  Thank you to the Wilmington Education Improvement Commission and
committee members who have spent an enormous amount of time addressing head on the
extraordinary and very real inequity that disproportionately exists for children living in poverty
in our city. Governance matters, and I understand why the Commission seeks redistricting to
consolidate and simplify the structures that manage decisions around choice and opportunity.
This plan reflects collective action and an unwillingness to accept anything less than equitable
access to an excellent education. Investments in housing, safety and workforce will not be
maximized without the anchor of dynamic schools. I would like to push our conversation
towards calling out high quality, relevant programming and high quality, relevant leadership.
Just the presence of programming, the presence of training, or even the presence of a new
governance structure will not guarantee that students will walk into school every day safe and
with the knowledge that they are on a path towards college, career, and life readiness. This path
to excellence takes uncommon courage, specific training, and the persistent conviction that every
child deserves to learn and CAN learn.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  
Date: December 16, 2015
Name: Daynell Wright
Public Comment:	
  Draft	
  statement	
  on	
  family	
  engagement.
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Date: December 16, 2015
Name: No Name Provided
Public Comment: I find it interesting that I would be receiving this letter for the first time on
December the 15th and the letter is dated November 18th. That the meetings already took place
last week so now I can not attend. And the letter states that we can make our comments at two
scheduled meetings that already took place.
Not a good way to get people to like this plan.

	
  
Date: December 16, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: 	
  	
  
Employee Contracts approved by our school boards require property owners to pay some
or all of employees benefit cost, in fiscal year 2015 this benefit cost the property owners
$29,813,088.	
  
	
  

The chart below shows the cost for these benefits is significantly higher for the property
owners in New Castle County than in Kent and Sussex. {New Castle property owners are
also required to pay significantly higher local salaries, especially the salaries for
administrators working above the school level. A Supervisor GS salary in Red Clay is over
$50,000 more than a Supervisor GS in the IRSD.} When it comes to the use of local funds
we have no transparency and no accountability, a situation that must be corrected if we
want to have the local funds to fund our schools based on the needs of the children.} 	
  
	
  

Chart below shows the local cost for each benefit and the percentage of the cost paid for by
the New Castle County property owners.	
  
	
  

17,238,774 Major Health 69.63%*	
  
931,365 Gp. Life Ins.
72.80%**	
  
119,975 Prescription 100.00%**	
  
10,082,148 Dental
77.98%**	
  
269,379 Disability Ins. 92.65%**	
  
1,171,447 Flex Credit
91.24%**	
  
29,813,088 Total cost of local benefits	
  
*This includes Div. III Equalization Funds.	
  
** This is total cost because the state provides no funding for any of these benefits.	
  
	
  

New Castle County property owners paid $21,983,588 or 73.73% of these benefits, my
understanding is these benefits enable our districts to recruit and retain highly qualified
employees, however these benefits are not shown on the districts web sites and not made
available to the community.	
  

How many Delaware Legislators, school employees and other state employees pay less for
medical benefits than senior citizens pay for Medicare?	
  
	
  

Jack Wells	
  
	
  

	
  
Date: December 16, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: Joe:
Request I be provided information showing the total delinquent taxes for each of the following
districts as of November 30, 2015. Appoquinimink, Brandywine, Christina, Colonial, Red Clay
and NCCVT.
Request information showing the total amount of delinquent taxes collected since fiscal year
2008 for each of the following districts as of November 30, 2015. Appoquinimink, Brandywine,
Christina, Colonial, Red Clay and NCCVT/
Request copy of procedures followed by New Castle County to collect delinquent taxes and how
delinquent taxes collected are distributed. {Current, Tuition, Capital, etc.}
Hopefully action can be taken to collect these delinquent taxes, taxes that are urgently required to
fund our schools based on the needs of our children.
Request confirmation request has been received.
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: December 17, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: The	
  purpose	
  of	
  this	
  message	
  is	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  JFC	
  with	
  additional	
  justification	
  for	
  
my	
  recommendation/request	
  that	
  the	
  JFC	
  fund	
  a	
  review	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  how	
  and	
  where	
  2.4	
  billion	
  is	
  
being	
  us	
  annually	
  by	
  our	
  school	
  districts,	
  charter	
  schools	
  and	
  DDOE	
  	
  is	
  providing	
  our	
  children	
  with	
  the	
  
greatest	
  opportunity	
  to	
  receive	
  the	
  best	
  education	
  possible.	
  
	
  

JUSTIFICATION: In fiscal year 2015 our school districts employed 1 employee for every 7.16
students, this does not include DDOE. {17,094 employees, 122,411 students.} How does this
staffing and the allocation of this staffing compare between our districts and with districts in
other states? What is the cost of each program and per student funding by category of funds by
school? {Are we spending more local funds are athletics in our 9-12 grades compared to
additional programs using local funds in our K-5, 6-8 grade schools? What funding is being
used and what is the cost of Advance Placement courses, IB courses compared to other courses?}	
  
	
  

How many additional employees will be required when we fund our schools based on the needs
of the children in each school, when we add special education units to our K-3 grades, when we
increase early education opportunities, and other programs that have not yet been identified.	
  
	
  

I believe the need for this review is urgent because the WEIC Funding Success Committee failed
to identify any savings and failed to recommend any areas where the $2.4 billion expended
annually can be used more effectively. Just give us more money and give authority to school
boards to raise property taxes without a referendum. 	
  
	
  

The residents will not support these recommendation, only by implementing savings and
allocating funding more effectively will we gain the funding support for these vital programs.	
  
	
  

Jack Wells	
  

	
  
Date: December 19, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: The	
  chart	
  below	
  shows	
  except	
  for	
  the	
  highest	
  price	
  Delaware	
  Insurance	
  Plan,	
  state	
  
employees	
  cost	
  is	
  less	
  than	
  senior	
  citizens	
  pay	
  for	
  Medicare,	
  a	
  plan	
  that	
  covers	
  only	
  80%	
  of	
  the	
  cost.	
  
{The	
  average	
  income	
  from	
  social	
  security	
  is	
  $16,800	
  a	
  year,	
  !,400.00	
  per	
  month.}	
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*School	
  Boards	
  approved	
  contracts	
  behind	
  closed	
  doors	
  and	
  never	
  informed	
  the	
  property	
  owners	
  they	
  
have	
  obligated	
  them	
  to	
  provide	
  employees	
  stipends	
  to	
  fund	
  their	
  cost	
  for	
  health	
  insurance	
  and	
  other	
  
benefits.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
In	
  	
  fiscal	
  year	
  2015	
  property	
  owners	
  provided	
  $17,238,774	
  to	
  districts	
  employees.	
  	
  In	
  addition	
  property	
  
owners	
  provided	
  12,5774,314	
  for	
  benefits	
  not	
  provided	
  	
  to	
  other	
  state	
  employees	
  and	
  benefits	
  not	
  
provided	
  to	
  senior	
  citizens,	
  see	
  below	
  for	
  benefits.{Excludes	
  special	
  schools	
  and	
  includes	
  Div.	
  III	
  
Equalization	
  funds,	
  except	
  for	
  CSD.}	
  
When	
  the	
  state	
  increased	
  the	
  employee	
  health	
  insurance	
  cost,	
  did	
  this	
  result	
  in	
  property	
  owners	
  
providing	
  more	
  money	
  to	
  the	
  employees?	
  
	
  	
  
Jack	
  
	
  
Subject:	
  In	
  FY2015	
  property	
  owners	
  provided	
  district	
  employees	
  $29,813,088to	
  pay	
  their	
  medical	
  cost,	
  
only	
  district	
  employees	
  receive	
  this	
  benefit.	
  
	
  
	
  	
  

Employee Contracts approved by our school boards require property owners to pay some
or all of employees benefit cost, in fiscal year 2015 this benefit cost the property owners
$29,813,088.	
  
	
  

The chart below shows the cost for these benefits is significantly higher for the property
owners in New Castle County than in Kent and Sussex. {New Castle property owners are
also required to pay significantly higher local salaries, especially the salaries for
administrators working above the school level. A Supervisor GS salary in Red Clay is over
$50,000 more than a Supervisor GS in the IRSD.} When it comes to the use of local funds

	
  
we have no transparency and no accountability, a situation that must be corrected if we
want to have the local funds to fund our schools based on the needs of the children.} 	
  
	
  

Chart below shows the local cost for each benefit and the percentage of the cost paid for by
the New Castle County property owners.	
  
	
  

17,238,774 Major Health 69.63%*	
  
931,365 Gp. Life Ins.
72.80%**	
  
119,975 Prescription 100.00%**	
  
10,082,148 Dental
77.98%**	
  
269,379 Disability Ins. 92.65%**	
  
1,171,447 Flex Credit
91.24%**	
  
29,813,088 Total cost of local benefits	
  
*This includes Div. III Equalization Funds.	
  
** This is total cost because the state provides no funding for any of these benefits.	
  
	
  

New Castle County property owners paid $21,983,588 or 73.73% of these benefits, my
understanding is these benefits enable our districts to recruit and retain highly qualified
employees, however these benefits are not shown on the districts web sites and not made
available to the community.	
  

How many Delaware Legislators, school employees and other state employees pay less for
medical benefits than senior citizens pay for Medicare?	
  
	
  

Jack Wells	
  
	
  

	
  
Date: December 21, 2015
Name: Surinder Sharma
Public Comment: An important component of the various solutions offered for Delaware schools is a
resource that helps raise the reading levels of elementary aged children. Research has proven that
children are more likely to read a book of their own interest and choice rather than one that is forced upon
them. Children are also more likely to read a wide variety of material that is relevant to them that pertains
to the everyday events, things, and places around them. In addition to the fact that more and more
children are consuming content on electronic devices SmartKidzClub is a great affordable solution for
elementary and preschool children as a supplementary reading resource that is both engaging and
available in a format that appeals to today's mobile friendly generation. Here are several reasons why
SmartKidzClub is an innovative and right solution for Delaware Schools.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Great Content, all educational
Includes Quizzes and Activities like Word Searches
Variety of Interest categories
Available online as well as on all mobile devices
Read-along for beginner and challenged readers
Great variety for voracious and curious readers
Vocabulary building with Smart Word technology
Great for children with special needs with a separate 'Special Education' category
Over 300 high quality books and growing
10 new books added every month
Easy to navigate and use by children
No unnecessary frills
Completely safe content and ad-free
Can be used without Wi-Fi on the electronic device
Highly affordable-Only $7.99 per month subscription for individual buyers. For institutional
sales bulk sales can be negotiated in terms of the price as well as time (annual versus monthly
subscriptions)
16. Ability for schools to provide feedback in terms of new content and features so that the
platform can evolve as per the needs of our actual users
We encourage schools and school districts to enable each of their elementary and preschool children to
use this platform as a reading library to help children increase their reading levels, develop an interest in
reading, provide children with a great reading resource at their fingertips.
SmartKidzClub has been certified with a 5 star rating by the Educational App Store and is available
globally at www.SmartKidzClub.com or as a free App in iOS, Android, Amazon App stores
We are gladly willing to work with the Delaware Schools and the WEIC to make it possible for every
child in Delaware to have this resource at their disposal.
Looking forward to help Delaware schools improve for a better future of our children.
Smart kids lead to a smarter planet!
	
  	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  
Date: December 22, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: Here are facts that shows why we must address our low income enrollment.
1572 children 47.1% low income 9th grade 2012 Red Clay
1322 children 41.2% low income 10th grade 2013 Red Clay
1178 children 15.9% low income 11th grade 2014 Red Clay
I often wonder what would happen to our drop out rate if we had more vocational schools where
vocational courses are the priority.
Red Clay has funds this year to extend the IB program, a very expensive program to our 6-8
grades, but no local funds for ELL and low income children. We know the state does not fund
these special programs so local funds must be used. Than we have all those AP classes, what is
the per student cost? Just a couple of examples of why we must have financial reports by
program and why per student cost must be by grade.
Are federal funds earned by our low income and special needs children being used to supplant
state and local funds? Unfortunately we will never know the answer to this question because our
state auditor does not audit to verify that funds are used for the purpose provided, now that is
flexibility without accountability.
Red Clay regular enrollment has again declined after a new K-5 school was built in an area that
has little low income, ELL
and special need children. Did you notice Red Clay has removed all information on enrollment
and units earned from the budget, another example of how strongly they are opposed to financial
transparency. Why did the Board have this information removed.
Oh my, no local money for ELL and low income children but money for IB, AP and millions for
EPER mostly used in our 9-12 grades where percentage of local income children has declined
from 47.1% to 15.9% in just two years. How much EPER goes to our K-5 and 6-8th grade
schools, a very basic question but no answer.
Who benefits from no financial transparency? District overhead? ELL and low income
children? Students from other districts attending CAB and Conrad? Schools with special
programs?
Jack
	
  
	
  

	
  
Date: December 23, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: At the end of last year the Red Clay School Board informed the property
owners, if you do not approve increasing your tax rate by 20% we will not be able to continue
with our present programs, no new computers, your children with have to continue to used math
books that are over 15 years old,etc., Also teachers, paraprofessional, resource officers will have
to be fired and activities will have to be reduced.
After the referendum was approved, the Board approved local raises for all employees except
custodians. Neither the budget nor the monthly financial reports identify where the additional
local revenue is being used. However the Board did approve expanding a very expensive IB
program and approved increasing local salaries. Did they also increase the stipends for
benefits? The board will never tell us, I have submitted a Freedom of Information request and
will let you know.
Below are examples of raises approved behind closed doors and never provided to the residents.
$2,602 $100.07 per pay Superintendent
$1,178 $ 45.30 per pay Deputy Superintendent
$ 917 $ 35.26 per pay CFO
$ 738 $ 28.38 per pay 11 month supervisor
$ 245 $ 9.42 per pay Teacher w/masters degree
$ 332 $ 12.76 per pay Teacher w/Doctorate degree
I do not recall being informed by the board that the additional revenue was going to be used for
local salary increases for administrators that would far exceed a teachers with a masters degree
by the amount shown above. { Employees working in city schools receive a smaller raise
because they must pay the city wage tax, I assume the board has determined this is good for
recruiting and retaining employees working in the city schools that have a high percentage of
low income children.
No tracking has been implemented by the board to show the property owners additional revenue
is being used for the purpose provided, but we know some is being used to expand the very
expensive IB program, maintain and perhaps increase Advance Placement courses, provide over
1500 children from other districts with educational opportunities not provided by their districts,
far more than any other district. Also significant amount of local funds are being used for raises
for administrators that far exceed a teachers, but no money for schools with a high percentage of
low income and ELL children and no money to address the city wage tax problem.
Unfortunately for our children our State’s Auditor of Accounts never conducts audits to verify if
state, federal and local funds are being used for the purpose provided. WHAT FUNDING IS
BEING USED FOR ALL THESE SPECIAL PROGRAMS WE HAVE IN RED CLAY AND
WHAT IS THE PER STUDENT COST?
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: December 29, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: The article printed below was written by Robert F. Martinelli, Publisher,
Delaware Today dated January 2016. As you read the comments about funding, I ask you to
remember that the Red Clay’s Community Finance Review Committee, a board committee, the
Red Clay School Board and the WEIC Funding Student Success Committee, all recommended in
order to fund our schools based on the needs of the children, school boards must be provided
authority to raise taxes without a referendum and reassessment of property had to be
accomplished. They all failed to recommend any area’s where funding could be saved or where
the $2.4 Billion expended annually could be allocated more effectively.
Title of Article: No Excuses
Dale Kevin Brown never met or heard of Roland Fryer. Brown is the principal of Booker T.
Washington Elementary school on Dover’s west side. Just before he took over, Booker T.
Washington was labeled a “focus” school by the state because its students –70 percent of whom
are from the lowest socioeconomic group---perform on average, 36.8 points lower on state tests
compared to students of average income and above.
Roland Fryer is a professor of economics at Harvard University who has done a lot of
research on closing this achievement gap in public schools. Fryer’s research tells us that public
schools that succeed in closing the gap do five things:
1.

Extend the school day;

2.

Use data frequently to drive instruction;

3.

Have a devotion to high quality teachers and principals; {See my comment below.}

4.

Have a culture of high expectations; and

5.

Have small group tutoring.
Comment: Red Clay employees working in the city of Wilmington take home pay is less than
those working outside the city. Why? Because of the city wage tax of 1.25%. Clearly this
has a negative impact on recruiting and retention, a fact that has not been addressed by the
school board.

You can read in “The Power of Leadership” on page 33 how Brown did all of these things
and in two years lowered the
achievement gap to eight points. Brown now wants to make Booker T. Washington—BTW—
Best in the World.

	
  
Doing these five things costs money: Brown was able to tap into a portion of a $250,000 Race
to the Top grant for those two years. The problem now is that those funds have dried up, so
Brown will have to severely curtail the programs he put in place.
The Joint Finance Committee, which writes the state’s budget is looking at the Delaware
Department of Education budget because of a huge looming state budget shortfall. “I think we
are administratively heavy,” said Sen. David Lawson. In fact, the state of Delaware RANKS
FOURTH in the country in the amount of money going to administration versus the
classroom. It would be a mistake for the JFC to simply cut the funding of the DOE without
shifting some of those funds into the classrooms, especially those that need the help.
In addition to the Department of Education, it’s time for JFC to take a close look at what our
22 {19} school district cost us. {I add, and the per student cost for each program by funding
source.} There has been a 70 percent increase in the number of administrative employees in
the school districts over the past 12 years—24 percent in the past five years alone. This
increase in administrative employees, at an average income of more the $90,000 per year, has not
improved education outcomes in Delaware, including closing the achievement gap. { I believe
the $90,000 does not include employment, pension and benefit cost, which I estimate to cost an
additional 42%.}
If our leaders are serious about closing the achievement gap, they’ll find Brown and priority
schools the money they need. Instead of putting the taxpayers on the hook for the needed
spending in the classrooms, school districts should trim the bureaucracy. If we don’t do this
now, we’re condemning another generation of city children to a life of despair, declining wages
and unemployment or, worse, crime. As Brown proves, there are no excuses for allowing a
continued achievement gap.
Robert F. Martinelli,
Publisher
I believe the Red Clay Community Financial Review Committee, the Red Clay School Board
and WEIC Funding Students Success Committee failure to recommend any savings or identify
any areas where the $2.4 billion expended annually could be used more effectively, will be a
major problem in their efforts to obtain this funding.
Hopefully our OMB and our JFC will reallocate funding from administration to our
classrooms and prohibit the use of federal and local funds being used to replace these
administrators.
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: December 31, 2015
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: TO: Joint Finance Committee:
I provide the following for your information and action you believe is appropriate.
The following statements are in an article titled: “No Excuses” written by the Publisher of
Delaware Today that appears in the January 2016 edition.
“The Joint Finance Committee, which writes the state’s budget, is looking at the Delaware
Department of Education budget because of the huge looming state budget shortfall. “I think we
are administratively heavy,” said Sen. David Lawson. In fact, the state of Delaware ranks
fourth in the country in the amount of money going to administration versus the classroom. It
would be a mistake for the JFC to simply cut the funding of the DOE without shifting some of
those funds into the classrooms, especially those that need the help.”
“In addition to the Department of Education, it’s time for JFC to take a close look at what our
19 school districts cost us. There has been a 70 percent increase in the number of
administrative employees in the school districts over the past 12 years---24 percent in the past
five years alone. This increase in administrative employees, at an average income of more than
$90,000 per year, has not improved education outcomes in Delaware, including closing the
achievement gap.” {I do not believe the $90,000 per year includes employment, pension and
benefit cost, which I estimate cost 42%.}
Unfortunately salary is only part of the cost, as a example, page 167 of The 2015 Delaware
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Fiscal Year Ended June 30,2015, issued Dec 30,
2015 reports the following.
2006 2015
105 107 Number of Elementary Schools
35
36 Number of Middle Schools
33
32 Number of High Schools
14
12 Number of Special Schools
19
25 Number of Administrative Buildings.
When you include “all” the cost associated with the increase in the number of administrative
employees, such as the increase in the number of Administrative Buildings, {31.5%} the cost is
significantly more than just the salary cost. {Employment, pension, benefit, professional
development, travel, furniture, computer, etc..}
Hopefully members of the JFC will place a very high priority on determining the “total” cost of
employees working above the school level, how this cost has improved the achievement of our
children, compared to the value of using these funds in our schools based on the needs of the
children.

	
  

I believe determining the per student cost for each program and the category of funding by
operating unit must also be a very high priority. Are we spending more local funds per
student on athletics in 9-12 schools, than additional local funds for reading, math, etc., in our
K-5 schools. Are our K-8 grade schools allocation of local funds for special programs and
activities less than provided to our 9-12 grade schools?
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: January 2, 2016
Name: Jack Wells
Public Comment: While it is true the state does not provide additional funding for our ELL,
low income or basic special education funds,{ for K-3 children}, neither does the state provide
additional funding for the special programs being offered by the Red Clay School District, such
as Advance Placement Courses, IB Program, extra curricular activities, etc.. {The IB Program is
a very expense prestigious International Baccalaureate Program that the district expanded this
year from 9-12 grades to 6-12.}
Since these special programs, which l support, are provided almost exclusively to our high
school students, I believe it’s vital that all students are being provided the same local funding
support? To answer this vital question, I recommend the Board require expenditure reports be
published for all Operating Units that shows the cost of each Program, account code, title of
expense, total cost and funding categories used.
The chart below shows you the local salary cost for athletics by school in fiscal year 2015, the
2016 budget for each school and amount the budget provides per student. { The spending on
athletics represents the salary cost only, it does not include employment cost, transportation,
officials, equipment, athletic facilities, supplies, uniforms, supplies, etc., these cost are shown in
other Operating Units. } As you review the amount provided per student, keep in mime that K-3
children earn more state revenue than 4-12 and most of the federal revenue is allocated to our K5 and 6-8 grade schools.
Athletic FY 2016
Salaries Budget
None 127,758
782 134,665
920
87,326
None
94,769
None
97,700
None 184,757
None 111,946
None 142,609
None 114,148
None 107,395
22,696 183,905
None 110,973
1,792 120,714
None 137,366
None 105,700
26,190
41,822 125,064
11,137 169,617
23,636 184,128

Per Student
Funding
211
Forest Oak Elem.
216
Heritage Elem
290
Highlands Elem
202
Lewes Elem
257
Shortlidge Elem
208
Linden Hill Elem
208
Baltz Elem
241
Richardson Park Elem
235
Marbrook Elem
246
Richey Elem
187
BSS Elem {K-8}
249
Mote Elem
291
Warner Elem
201
North Star Elem
204
Cooke Elem
Sub Total Elem
254
AIMS
217
HB DuPont MS
205
Skyline MS

	
  
21,865
98,460
179,599
None
161,567
165,095
168,106
674,367
799,017

159,959

246

464,086
242,881
428,743
477,411
436,937

388
254
576
436
546

Stanton MS
Sub Total MS
Conrad 6-12
CAB 6-12
Dickinson HS
AIHS
McKean HS
Sub Total HS
Total Salaries

The chart below shows the additional revenue that would have been provided to Red Clay’s city
schools this fiscal year, if they had receive the same revenue per student as Dickinson High
School.
Lewes Shortlidge Warner Highlands
576
576
576
576 Per student funding for Dickinson High School
202
257
291
290 Per student funding for each city school
374
319
285
286 Difference between each school and Dickinson
174,658 120,901 117,990 86,086 Additional revenue city schools would receive if per
student revenue was
equal to Dickinson High School.
Under a proposal by Attorney General Matt Denn on the use of the revenue received from the
settlements to resolve allegations that banks’ misconduct contributed to the 2008 financial crash,
he seeks to give $7.8 million to providing low -income children with more educational
opportunities. Under the proposal, the state’s 16 high-poverty elementary schools would get
$100,000 per year for three years to hire additional teachers and paraprofessionals. {Warner
would receive an additional $117,990 if provided the same per student support as Dickinson
High School.}
Monique Taylor-Gibbs, a teacher in Wilmington’s Warner Elementary School, said the funds
would mean the world to her students. Speaking about the challenges at the school, she said that
within the first month of school the sister of a student in her class was shot, the fathers of four
students were killed and several parents were on drugs. She said;
“These funds, {$100.000} would mean after – school programs; it would mean more adequate
bodies in the classroom; it would allow us to have smaller class sizes; it would allow the students
to be able to stay in school until 6 p.m., and then, just go home and do homework and go to bed.”
I believe we need to know if the children in Warner are receiving the same per student local
support that is being provided to the children in Dickinson High School that are being provided
the very expensive prestigious International Baccalaureate {IB} Program, a program that was
expanded this year from grades 9-12 to 6-12.
Hopefully you will ensure all children are being provided the same local funding support.
Jack Wells

	
  
Date: January 14, 2016
Name: Bill Doolittle
Public Comment: Delaware State Board of Education Members,
After hearing the conversation at the 1/11 workshop, I wanted to add a few last minute
comments and information.
The question was asked as to what the position was on student weighted funding. I have
provided the most relevant section below. As you know we have a units based, student weighted
funding system at this time that it is initially proposed to extend this to include ELL and Low
SES. There are those including Rodel, DOE and the Governor which support a dollar based
weighted student funding system. many parents educators and district strongly oppose moving
away from the unit funding system cocept. This is evidenced by the unanimous vote of the
WIEC funding student success committee to stay will the unit system (and add flexibility).
It is notable that despite the rhetoric that moving to a dollar based student funding system does
nothing directly to address the root cause of the disparity and in the long term provides no
increased funding for poverty and even in the short at best would provide less than 10% of what
is needed to meet the needs of our students in poverty. It would also have a significant negative
fiscal impact on the provision of services for students with disabilities.
The wording below provides a path to move forward now and in the future to address this strong
divide in opinions and collaboratively develop a fair and efficient system of funding that all can
support. It is my belief that it will be some type of hybrid system
The good news is that everyone agrees whether we stay unit based or move to another system
that significant additional flexibility needs to be added to the system.
Page 83
Should Delaware preserve its current public education funding allocation system
based on
“unit counts,” or move to a new student-based foundation system that
incorporates a
weighted formula based on differential student needs? The Wilmington
Education Advisory
Committee proposed that moving to a new allocation system would provide
the best
opportunity to fully incorporate the needs of low-income students, particularly
those in
extreme poverty. Even so, they framed their recommendations within the
existing allocation
system in the belief that the funding needed to support City of Wilmington
schools and
students is urgent and should not be delayed. Work should also continue in
parallel to
investigate, design, approve, and transition to a new weighted student-funding
system. The
final decision of whether to modify and make more flexible the current unit
funding system, or

	
  
develop a new system, should be made on the basis of what provides the best
assurances for
sustainable, efficient, and equitable funding to meet the needs of all students.
I also wanted to speak to the potential of the SBE rejection the plan and asking for changes.
While I believe that that would be your responsibility of your perceive a critical flaw which
would invalidate the overall plan, but to do this for specific element which you do not agree with
in my opinion would be irresponsible. We need the full legislative session to get that portion
right and loosing February and March would have a significant negative impact.
No person or group including myself support all of the plan, but instead acknowledge that there
are elements that they do not support, but given the critical nature and timing of this work
support the plan as a whole. I respectfully suggest that you do the same
Thank you
Bill
Bill Doolittle
Volunteer advocate for children at risk.

	
  

