EDN 200 School Funding Role Play

Leandro Vs State of NC
In 1994, low funded school districts sued the State of NC. Argued that their districts lacked the necessary resources to provide fundamental educational opportunities for their children due to the state's system of financing education. Case is ongoing in 2006.
Procedure:

Students will:

· select a role to play 
· read the Role Notes at home in preparation for the role play. 
The case will be presented in 4 time periods or rounds – see below.
The jury will rule on the case. 
9 Roles: (Number at end of line indicates the number of people needed)
· Plaintiffs - Parents of children in low funded school districts - 3
· Attorney’s Plaintiffs - 2
· Defendants – Attorneys representing State of NC and State Board of Education -2
· State Supreme Court - 2

· Judge Manning -2
· NC Politicians – 4
· Parents of children in well funded school districts - 3
· Plaintiffs Intervenors - other districts with high percentage of failing schools eg Charlotte Mecklenburg that sought to be added to the case in 2005 – 2
· Jury (In the real case there is no jury) – all remaining students

4 Periods of time or rounds:
Round 1, 1994 -1997

· Plaintiffs’ Attorney

· Plaintiffs

· Parents of children in well funded school districts
· State - defendants
· Judge rules that plaintiffs case can be heard
Summary Point: State seeks to dismiss case and appeals to State Supreme Court.

Supreme Court rules that plaintiffs case can be heard. Judge Manning appointed to oversee the case.
Round 2, 2000

· Plaintiffs’ Attorney

· Judge Manning

· State Responds
Summary Point. Judge Manning Rules:
Students not performing at grade level on the state's ABC tests are not meeting the Leandro standard for receiving a sound basic education. System of funding schools was sound, but the question of whether there are sufficient resources available is a different matter. 

Round 3, 2002

· Judge Manning

· State Responds – appeals to State Supreme Court
· Judge Manning – Time for action - recommends additional $200 needs to be spent
· State Responds (2004) – State requests $25m from Legislature 
· Politicians – tight budgets
Summary Point: State Appeals to State Supreme Court: 1) Claims Manning used the wrong standard to determine whether students are getting a “sound basic education” and this should not be determined based on students’ performance on end of grade tests alone. 2) State can not be held responsible for whether students learn:

Round 4, 2005

Plaintiffs Intervenors
Summary Point: Urban school districts also claim financial hardships. 
At the end of Round 4, the Jury will decide which side made the strongest case. 
