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January 14, 2013 


ACCELERATED LEARNING COMMITTEE UPDATE 
 
Committee Charge:  "examine methods to encourage and enable students to obtain college credits while still 
in high school."   SB 222 
 
The committee is emphasizing alignment of funding, assessments, and procedures between high schools and 
post-secondary institutions of higher education to encourage efficiencies and to make post-secondary 
education more affordable for families. Their final report to the interim legislative committees on education is 
due Oct 1, 2014 and the committee sunsets with the beginning of the 2015 legislative session. 


 
Committee Members: Senator Mark Hass, Senator Bruce Starr, Representative Lew Frederick, Representative 
John Huffman, Nori Juba, Peyton Chapman, Nancy Golden (Chair) 


 
Big Idea Guiding the Accelerated Learning Committee’s Work 


In order to meet the Oregon 40-40-20 goal, students within Oregon's public education system are able 
to earn up to nine college credits at no cost while still in high school to help them seamlessly transition 
from K-12 to postsecondary options without incurring debt. 
 
This effort involves high schools, postsecondary institutions, and non-profits working together to 
ensure equitable access to all college credit options, including, but not limited to dual credit, AP, and IB 
for historically underserved and under-informed students and to promote collaboration across sectors 
to resolve geographic disparities, as well as funding, record-keeping, and credentialing issues.   


 
Program Parameter Point Analysis  
In December, the committee used a point analysis exercise to score program parameters that will be used to 
help guide fiscal modeling and eventual recommendations.  Those parameters listed below will be further 
vetted with other work groups including Higher Education Coordinating Council’s Pay It Forward workgroup, 
COSA’s Grades 11-14 workgroup, and Higher Education Coordinating Council‘s Financial Aid workgroup.  The 
Accelerated Learning Committee will continue to coordinate all ideas for improving student access to college 
credits while still in high school.   


 


Program Parameters Receiving the Highest Ratings 


Grade-level focus Focus on 11th and 12th graders with up to two years of post-secondary 
education; those under 16 can qualify with instructor approval  


Student eligibility 
requirements 


Instructor approval or all students accepted 


Eligible colleges All public and private colleges as well as private career schools 


Transferability of 
credit 


Any in-state college 


Content 
alignment/quality 
assurance 


Must be modeled on standards from the National Alliance of Concurrent 
Enrollment Partnerships (NACEP) but not accredited by NACEP 


High school 
instructor 
qualifications 


Administrator approval or demonstrated proficiency (e.g. SB 290 educator 
effectiveness) 


Minimum number 
of credits students 
expected to earn 


Nine (9) credits (aligned with achievement compacts) 
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Why develop a comprehensive definition? (“Are college and career readiness really 
the same?”) 
 
Although it may initially seem counterintuitive to include both career readiness and 
college readiness in the same framework, this approach helps to break down the “silos” in 
which education and workforce sectors often operate. In addition, significant research has 
shown that although the knowledge, skills, and applications of learning required for 
success in particular fields and programs of study vary, the overarching skills and 
strategies required for students of all ages entering colleges and careers are consistent.   
 
What working principles will be important to consider in reviewing the definition? 
 
The common definition of college and career readiness should: 


• Reflect Oregon secondary completion requirements which prepare students for 
postsecondary pursuits 


• Reflect postsecondary expectations for students of all ages, backgrounds, cultures, 
and identities 


• Articulate a foundation for readiness which is common across postsecondary 
programs and career paths 


• Ensure equitable opportunities for every student 
• Guide the policies and actions of agencies and stakeholders  


 
What are some of the ways in which a CCR definition can have an impact on P-20 
education? 
 


• Strategic planning at local, regional, and state levels to address achievement gaps 
and increase college readiness 


• Communications planning 
• Student, family, and community awareness and engagement 
• Cross-sector vertical and horizontal educational alignment 
• High school reform and 12th grade redesign 
• Grades 11-14 model 
• Postsecondary placement and developmental education reform 
• Assessment  
• Data collection and analysis  


 
 


A Proposed Oregon                           
College and Career Readiness 


Definition 
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College-and-Career-Ready Oregonians have acquired 
knowledge, skills, and professional behaviors that provide a 
starting point to enter and succeed in workplace, career 
training, or college courses leading to certificates or degrees. 


 


Key Indicators 
 


I. Learning strategies, thinking skills, and academic knowledge 
 


A College and Career Ready Oregonian…. 


• Reasons, researches, and analyzes logically in order to investigate topics, and to 
evaluate, integrate, and present ideas and information  


• Exhibits the following attributes: reflection, curiosity, openness, internal 
motivation, persistence, resilience, and flexibility 


• Evaluates and/or applies prior knowledge of content and situations, including 
cultural understanding, to support comprehension  


• Tracks and reflects on progress toward educational and vocational goals 
• Employs effective speaking and active listening strategies for a range of purposes, 


audiences, and contexts 
• Uses technology to access and evaluate the reliability, credibility, and utility of 


information and is able to produce and/or present information 
• Distinguishes between opinions, interpretations, and facts;  
• Locates, analyzes and critiques perceptions, information, ideas, arguments, and/or 


themes in a variety of text 
• Produces clear, effective, and accurate writing grounded in textual evidence for a 


range of purposes, genres, and audiences  
• Constructs clear and precise arguments to support their reasoning and to critique 


the reasoning of others 


A Proposed Oregon                           
College and Career Readiness 
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• Explains and applies mathematical concepts, carrying out mathematical 
procedures with precision and fluency in a variety of settings 


• Solves a range of complex problems in pure and applied mathematics 
• Makes productive use of knowledge and problem solving strategies  
• Analyzes complex, real-world scenarios 


 
 
II. Transition skills and workplace behaviors   


 
A College and Career Ready Oregonian…. 


• Has positive values such as:  caring, equity, integrity, honesty, responsibility, and 
restraint 


• Practices personal, time, and budget management through planning and decision-
making 


• Has a sense of support and empowerment 
• Is able to self-advocate  
• Engages in civic and community activities 
• Works productively in new cultural settings 
• Relates and responds to individuals from various cultures 
• Works productively in teams 
• Understands postsecondary education options, expectations, costs, and processes 
• Understands and evaluates career options and pathways 
• Understands workplace requirements and business cultures 
• Has appropriate interviewing skills 
• Is timely and reliable 
• Has appropriate workplace behaviors and occupation-specific skills 
• Is able to accept and use feedback 
• Has both personal and academic integrity and is an ethical decision maker 
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December 2011    Oregon receives Core To College grant	
  


September 2012-February 2013   Institutions’ “Readiness Teams “ developed draft  
     College and Career Readiness definitions	
  


March 2013      A statewide convening was held to examine and  
     begin synthesizing the draft definitions	
  


April – September 2013    Draft definition vetted through various stakeholder  
     groups	
  


October 2013      Draft definition was presented to the College and  
     Career Readiness Cross Sector group for feedback	
  


October – December 2013    On-line survey developed and distributed through  
     state agency channels for feedback	
  


December 2013     Feedback analyzed, presented to the CCR Cross  
     Sector group for final edits	
  


January 2014      Final draft definition developed 


January 2014      Final draft definition presented to OIEB Best  
     Practices and Student Transitions Subcommittee	
  


February 2014     Final draft definition presented to OEIB for   
     adoption	
  


March – May 2014     Definition presented to the State Board of   
     Education, the State Board of Higher Education, the 
     Oregon Workforce Investment Board, the Early  
     Learning Council, and the Higher Education  
     Coordinating Commission for adoption	
  


 


 


Timeline for Development of 
the Proposed Definition 


	
  








Voices from the Field:  
Understanding Oregon’s Cooperating Teachers 


Motivations and Recommendations  
 


A First Draft Proposal for a Study 
Presented to the OEIB Best Practices and Student Transitions Subcommittee  


 
January 13, 2014 


 
 
Background: 
Staff from the Oregon Secretary of State reported on results of an Audit on Teacher 
Preparation at the October 8, 2013 subcommittee meeting and recommended improved 
training, support, and incentives for cooperating teachers. Specifically, the report 
suggested that:  


 Student teachers should have trained, qualified teaching college staff and coaching 
teachers. 


 Teaching colleges should work with school districts to develop new 
rewards/incentives for coaching teachers and teaching college staff.  


 
At the October 31st meeting, Pooja Bhatt reported that the Chalkboard Distinguished 
Teachers Council (DEC) identified the topic of Cooperating Teachers as a priority focus 
this year.  Specifically, the DEC is interested in: 


• Strengthening the clinical teaching experience with high-quality cooperating 
teachers 


• Studying Oregon state policy on standards and training for cooperating teachers  
• Researching promising practices from other states to see what they require (ex. 


training, min. number of years teaching experience, etc.). 
• Concluding with recommendations to ensure high-quality cooperating teachers 


for possible regulatory or legislative action. 
 
At the December 10th meeting, Mark Mulvihill recommended that the Subcommittee 
look at incentives for cooperating teachers in light of SB 290. It was agreed that 
potential work include surveys and focus groups to determine what incentives really 
make a difference for teachers to take on this role with an eye to better resourcing of 
student teaching.  
 
Although each year well over 2000 student teachers from public and private educator 
preparation programs require the assignment of one or more cooperating teachers to 
oversee, support, and help evaluate their clinical teaching during the last stage of their 
preparation program, very little is known about the motivations and experiences of 
teachers who serve in the role or who decline the opportunity. 
 
Proposed Approach: 







Staff at OEIB would form a small planning group to design and oversee an online survey 
of teachers on this topic.  The groups would include a member from the Best Practices 
and Student Transitions Subcommittee, a member of the Distinguished Educators 
Council, and a representative from Teacher Standards and Practices Commission, the 
Chalkboard Project, the Oregon Education Association, and the Oregon Association of 
Teacher Educators.  The group would review best practices, develop potential survey 
questions, help identify how to target the survey effectively, review the results and 
provide a draft summary and recommendations for the Subcommittee. 
 
Survey respondents would include Oregon public school teachers and would provide 
insights from several groups:  those who have frequently, occasionally, or never served 
as a “Cooperating Teacher” as well as those who have been approached but declined to 
accept a student teacher. Potential areas of the survey could address:  


 Reasons and motivations for accepting or declining a student teacher 


 Concerns and issues that affect a decision to accept a student teacher 


 Levels of satisfaction and suggested areas for improvement regarding: 


 Preparation provided to work with a student teacher 


 Support provided by the educator preparation program  


 Support provided by the school or school district 


 Required roles and responsibilities  


 Fieldwork reports and evaluations required 


 Additional value provided by the assigned supervisor  


 Compensation and incentives provided 


 Overall experience and inclination to repeat the experience 
 


Suggested Timeline: 


 Jan and Feb 2014—workgroup planning and review of literature compiled 


 Jan and Feb 2014—OEIB identifies an intern to coordinate survey and results 


 March 2014—draft survey and process shared with Subcommittee 


 April 2014—survey issued  


 April – May 2014—survey results analyzed and reviewed by workgroup 


 May 2014—draft of report presented to OEIB subcommittee 


 June 2014—recommendations forwarded to the OEIB 
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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD 


Best Practices and Student Transitions Subcommittee 
 


SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS:  Yvonne Curtis (Chair), Mark Mulvihill, 
David Rives, Lynne Saxton, Kay Toran, and Kim Williams 


 
Tuesday, January 14, 2014 


10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 
Oregon State Fairgrounds 


Cascade Hall, 2330 17th Street, NE, Salem, OR 97301 
Phone In Information:  1 888 204-5984 


Participant Code: 992939 
 


 Meetings will be live video-streamed  HERE 
Persons wishing to testify during the public comment period  
must sign up at the meeting.  


 


AGENDA 
 


1:0  Welcome & Introductions 
   
2.0  Review of the Agenda and Approval  
 
3.0  Approval of the Minutes from December 10 
 
4.0   Follow up documents from Previous Meetings 
  4.1 Updated LEP Student Outcome Data from ODE 
  4.2 Report from TSPC on Dual Language Standards 
                          4.3 Report from TSPC on ELL Expectations  
                                        for General Education Candidates 
    
 
5.0    Rural District Needs: Lessons Learned from the  
                          CLASS Project  
    
6.0  Student Transitions Grades 11-14 
                           6.1 Update on Eastern Promise Replication  
                           6.2 Update from the Accelerated  
                                        Learning Committee 
                           6.3 Draft College and Career Readiness  
                                        Statewide Definition 
 
 
7.0  Digital Conversion Update 
  
 



http://new.livestream.com/accounts/4436497/ODEVideo





 


 


8.0           Public testimony  
9.0           Review of Tasks and Details on  
                        Next Meeting: Wednesday, February 5, 2014  
                        10 – 12:30, 506 SW Mill Street, Room 710  
                        Meyer Memorial Board Room, Portland 97201 
 
10.0          Adjournment 
  
 


  
All meetings of the Oregon Education Investment Board are open to the public and will conform to Oregon public meetings laws. The 
upcoming meeting schedule and materials from past meetings are posted online. A request for an interpreter for the hearing impaired 
or for accommodations for people with disabilities should be made to Seth Allen at 503-378-8213 or by email at 
Seth.Allen@das.state.or.us. Requests for accommodation should be made at least 48 hours in advance.  


 
 
 
 
 








Report on Oregon Student Transition Issues in Grades 11 -14 


 


OEIB Best Practices and Student Transitions Subcommittee 


 


Hilda Rosselli, College and Career Readiness Director  


 


 


OEIB is charged with the responsibility to look across the entire pre-K to 20 enterprise and to 


make sure we’re doing everything possible to leverage where we can to increase the chances for 


a seamless experience for students. What follows are some grim realities that could be turned 


into opportunities to increase Oregon students completing high school and pursuing post-


secondary education. 


 


UNDER-MAXIMIZED AND UNDER-FUNDED SENIOR YEAR 


 Currently large numbers of high school seniors who are on track to graduate are taking 


less than a full year of courses during their senior year. Only required courses are in 


English and Government. 


 Some students and their families view this as a well-deserved break before college starts. 


 Some high schools cite a lack of fiscal resources limiting their ability to offer enough 


courses for seniors. 


 Some high school seniors register for “lock out” for up to 2 periods a day (60% at one 


Oregon high school). 


 Given that Oregon does not require a 4
th
 year of Math, many students have rusty math 


skills when they take their college placement tests. 


 


PLACEMENT TEST REALITIES 


 High school students often are unaware that they are not ready for college-level courses 


until they fail college placement tests and are assigned to remedial courses. 


 Many students take placement tests under less than ideal situations (first week in 


college), without sufficient focus and preparation, and without knowing they can retake 


the test. 


 Data from a recent study of high school students enrolled in community colleges in 2011 


showed that 69% were enrolled in at least one Developmental Education class 


 Currently Oregon has multiple placement tests in use by community colleges and 4 year 


institutions (ACT, SAT, Accuplacer and COMPASS) and there appear to be arbitrary cut 


scores in place across institutions. 


 Sometimes there are different cut scores within an institution while at least one institution 


cited its lack of institutional resources as the rationale for the cut score that it sets.  


 Nationally, as well as in Oregon, students who, by virtue of their placement test scores, 


are enrolled in Developmental (Remedial) Education courses, often fail to persist in 


college and frequently never complete even a two year degree.  


 Nationally, the annual cost of remedial education is estimated to be around $2.3 billiion. 


 


 


 







WHAT COULD THE OEIB CONSIDER AS POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: 


 Use the 11
th
 grade results of SBAC or other College Readiness measures to: 


o Automatically enroll seniors scoring college and career ready in the next level of 


advanced coursework and/or college bearing credit courses and waive the placement 


test requirement if they pass the courses during their senior year 


o Connect students ready for postsecondary coursework with Oregon colleges and 


better fund them to concurrently enroll in college bear credits while in high school 


o Automatically enroll seniors who score less than college or career ready in remedial 


classes during the senior year or summer that are taken in lieu of electives (would 


mean that more students would take a 4
th
 year of Math and would require additional 


funding for high schools) 


o Invest in the redesign of developmental classes for both high school students and 


college students that are truly engaging and tap into the interests of students rather 


than require additional drill and practice courses  


o Strategically invest in those programs able to redesign developmental education (co-


requisites, student success components, module approaches, etc) 


o Incent the most successful faculty (both approved high school instructors and college 


level instructors) to teach remedial courses at the high school level 


o Provide the names and contact information to colleges for those students who score 


college and career ready and provide funding for them to concurrently enroll in 


college bear credits when possible 


 Require all seniors to take a College Access and Success Course (would require additional 


HS funding) and determine what tool (CIS or NAVIANCE or both) should be used to engage 


students in career and college planning 


 Retool the Student Education Plan and Profile required for an Oregon Diploma to maximize 


annual progress updates and goal setting including the use of SBAC scores for determining 


college and career readiness.  


 Hire HS counselors to keep contact with graduating seniors during the summer following 


graduation (predicted by some to recapture up to 10% of those who are admitted but don’t 


enroll in the fall) 


 Encourage high schools to restrict senior “lockouts” to those taking college classes, parenting 


students, working over 18 hours a week, or other extenuating circumstances. Principal is the 


guardian at the gate 


 Encourage high schools to tighten requirements for Work Experience credit and require 


contracts for teaching assistants and limit numbers 


 Minimally schedule all seniors in the next level of Math and science as a default 


 Place an all out press on maximizing the comprehensive guidance and counseling program 


(CGC) that each school district in Oregon is expected to have to support students' transitions 


throughout school, achievement of the diploma requirements, and preparation for post-high 


school next steps 


 Include indicators on the post-secondary Achievement Compacts that track: 


o How many first-time college students enroll in remedial courses 


o How many remedial students successfully complete/pass their remedial courses 


o How many of those students complete college-level courses 


o How many of those students persist year to year 


o How many of those students earn a degree 
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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD 
Best Practices and Student Transitions Subcommittee 


 
Thursday, December 10, 2013 


10:00 AM – 1 
:00 PM 


 
Meeting Notes 


 
1.0  Welcome & Roll Call 
Members in attendance:  Yvonne Curtis, David Rives, Mark Mulvihill, Kay Toran, Lynne 
Saxton  
 
2.0  Review and approval of the agenda  
Mark made a motion to approve the agenda, Kay seconded the motion and the agenda 
was approved as presented.   
 
3.0  Approval of the October 31st meeting notes 
David made a motion to approve the agenda, Mark seconded the motion and the notes 
were approved as presented.   
 
4.0  Follow up on audit activities & other initiatives 
Vickie Chamberlain reviewed the objectives of the Secretary of State’s audit and shared 
TSPC’s  role in responding to the recommendations.  
Ensuing discussion on clinical preparation focused on  


 Need for “masterful” cooperating teachers and Oregon’s participation in the 
CAEP Alliance on Clinical Partnerships 


 Monitor potential increase in online teacher prep programs via new State 
Authorization Reciprocity Agreement and impact on requests for student teacher 
placements 


 Desire of teachers to retain instructional role with students balanced with more 
use of co-teaching models 


 Need for better incentives that comply with restrictions from Government Ethics 
about direct remuneration  


 May need to re-leverage resources reserved for strengthening TWS to help 
educator preparation programs implement edTPA 


 
Action: Mark recommended that the Subcommittee look at incentives for cooperating 
teachers in light of SB 290. It was agreed that potential work include surveys and focus 
groups to determine what incentives really make a difference for teachers to take on 
this role with an eye to better resourcing of student teaching.  
 
Vickie also reviewed intent and progress of TSPC Licensure Redesign work and advised 
against tying teacher evaluation to licensure.  Discussion ensued regarding the use of 
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data to help inform what kinds of systems will result in outcomes and ultimately drive 
performance.   
 
Action: Vickie will provide a written update on Dual Language Program Standards as 
well as efforts to enhance all new educators’ knowledge and skills in working with EL 
students. 
 
5.0  NW Rural Innovation Network & best practices 
Matthew Eide presented the focus and intent of the NW Rural Innovation and Student 
Engagement Network. The project includes other states besides Oregon and is being 
submitted for review by the Institute on Education Sciences.  Currently the project will 
be limited in its large-scale impact in Oregon and it was noted that the three districts 
selected are not necessarily low-performing.  Members are interested in more 
immediate next steps and determining what we need to do to identify access issues and 
start with what we know works.  
 
Action: Yvonne asked Hilda to follow up with Lynne Saxton to pursue potential 
barriers and/or recommendations that the group should be considering.   
Hilda to send out summary from Chalkboard’s CLASS rural district project. 
 
6.0  Postsecondary practices for English Language Learner student transitions 
Linda Herrera summarized key barriers and identified the following best practices: 


 Offer bilingual orientations 


 Host family engagement activities 


 Connect with local high schools to cosponsor events for students 


 Provide culturally appropriate messaging (radio, TV, etc) 


 Consider targeted use of Oregon Opportunity Grant for those not able to apply 
for PELL grants or work study due to not having US citizenship (others states do 
this) 


 Offer cost effective or cost neutral childcare  


 Engage students outside of classes (evening events for those working, tuition 
waivers in return for students involvement in college leadership initiatives) 


 Make first year experience mandatory for all students 


 Offer career and guidance orientation (offered in Spanish as well as English) at 
no cost 


 Use federal programs (CAMP, TRIO, HEP) when possible to connect to students 


 When students exit programs, they still need services, need to find way to 
continue programs  respectful 


 Keep some flexibility in the course schedule 


 Translate resource materials into Spanish 
 


Action:  Hilda to forward Highline Community College article referenced by Linda 
Herrera. 
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Julie Haun and Mirela Blekic presented on the needs of immigrant and refuge students 
in the postsecondary system which they have dubbed as the  “hidden population.”   
They are using a Prior Learning Survey to help identify these students but this does not 
capture the transfer students.   
Barriers that these students are facing include:   


 Difficulty in navigating financial aid 


 Underemployment 


 Cultural transition 


 English fluency in reading, writing and academic texts 


 Need for bridge programs rather than separate classes  
 


Action: Chair Curtis invited Julie to come back in Spring with a tight list of 
barriers/solutions and identified needs that the subcommittee can address. 
It was recommended that HECC be made aware of the needs of immigrant and refuge 
students within their student success work group. 
 
7.0  Update on Kindergarten Readiness 
Jada Rupley and staff presented overview and preliminary results of the recent 
Kindergarten Assessment which involved almost 40,000 children. After an Executive 
Briefing on December 17th  more detailed results can be released.  
Chair Curtis was interested in learning more about the types of programs that children 
were in but the Kindergarten Enrollment Form is inadequate for capturing these data. 
 
Action: Jada will forward research on Self Regulation to the Subcommittee. 
Action:  Chair Curtis asked Jada to return to subcommittee in January to discuss the 
Early Learning Hubs and early findings and to provide recommendations on what 
needs to be added to the Kindergarten enrollment forms in order to have the 
necessary data to learn more about the results from various early learning programs. 


 
8.0  Grades 11-14 Transitions Current Status Report 
Hilda Rosselli reviewed a sheet summarizing current work underway in the state and 
requested that subcommittee members send her any additional edits or additions that 
should be made. Policy and strategic investment recommendations from several of the 
working groups identified will be brought back to the subcommittee in 2014. 
Chair Curtis noted the competing agendas that are placing additional financial pressures 
on districts:  full day kindergarten, full schedules for high school juniors and seniors as 
well as more 11-14 college bearing credit activities.  
 
9.0  Public Testimony 
Swati Adakar from the Children’s Institute testified regarding HB 2013.  She addressed 
the need for capital funds and developmentally appropriate spaces to support full day 
kindergarten and the failure of the Innovation Funds to address this barrier. 
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10.0 Review of Tasks and Next Meeting 


 Monitor potential increase in online teacher prep programs via new State 
Authorization Reciprocity Agreement and impact on requests for student teacher 
placements. 


 Mark recommended that the Subcommittee look at incentives for cooperating 
teachers in light of SB 290. It was agreed that potential work include surveys and 
focus groups to determine what incentives really make a difference for teachers 
to take on this role with an eye to better resourcing of student teaching. 


 Vickie will provide a written update on Dual Language Program Standards as well 
as efforts to enhance all new educators’ knowledge and skills in working with EL 
students. 


 Yvonne asked Hilda to follow up with Lynne Saxton to pursue potential barriers 
and/or recommendations that the group should be considering regarding rural 
community needs and student access   


 Hilda to send out summary from Chalkboard’s CLASS rural district project 


 Hilda to forward Highland article from Linda Herrera. 


 Chair Curtis invited Julie to come back in Spring with a tight list of 
barriers/solutions and identified needs that the subcommittee can address. 


 Alert HECC to the issues and barriers surrounding immigrant and refuge students 
in postsecondary 


 Jada will forward research on Self Regulation to the Subcommittee and more 
details on the Kindergarten Assessment after briefing 12/17/13 


 Chair Curtis asked Jada to return to subcommittee in January to discuss the Early 
Learning Hubs and early findings.  


 
Meeting was adjourned at 1:20 PM. 








A Cohort Analysis of LEP Students—Revised Draft 
January 13, 2014 


 
This analysis follows a cohort of students who were 5th graders in 2004-05.  The focus of the 
analysis is to compare the academic performance and graduation rates of students in the 
cohort who were LEP in the 5th grade with those who were not LEP. The analysis uses data on 
students who were 5th graders in 2004-05, the earliest data currently available that allow us to 
follow the cohort of students through high school. This analysis is descriptive in that it looks at 
basic educational outcomes of LEP and non-LEP students broken down in different ways.  This 
type of analysis is an important first step in understanding basic relationships prior to doing a 
more complex analysis that may identify causal factors that can form the basis for policy 
guidance.  
 
There were 43,218 5th graders in 2004-05, with 5,391 (12%) identified as LEP.  Overall, 45% of 
students were economically disadvantaged, but among LEP students, the percentage was much 
higher at 68%.  Table 1 shows basic information about the cohort of students.  Students in this 
cohort would be expected to graduate from high school by the end of the 2011-12 school year.   
 
 


Table 1: Cohort of 5th Graders in 2004-05 


    


 
LEP Not LEP Total 


    Economically Disadvantaged 3,678 15,973 19,651 


Not Economically Disadvantaged 1,713 21,854 23,567 


    Total 5,391 37,827 43,218 


 
 
Table 2 shows the outcomes for students in the cohort at the end of 2011-12.  Over the 7-year 
period, 959 LEP students and 6,026 non-LEP students left the cohort by transferring to private 
schools in Oregon or to schools outside of Oregon or due to the death of the student.  This left 
an “intact” cohort of 4,432 LEP and 31,801 non-LEP students at the end of the 2011-12 school 
year.  
 
  







 


Table 2: High School Outcomes of Cohort of Students in 5th Grade in 2004-05 
 4 Years After Starting High School 


      


 
LEP in 5th Grade 


 


Not LEP in 5th 
Grade 


 


 
Number Percent 


 
Number Percent 


 
       Regular Diploma in 4 Years 2,888 65.2% 


 
23,255 73.1% 


 GED 84 1.9% 
 


1,562 4.9% 
 Other Credential 133 3.0% 


 
701 2.2% 


 Still Enrolled 580 13.1% 
 


2,507 7.9% 
 Dropped Out 747 16.9% 


 
3,776 11.9% 


 
         Total Intact Cohort 4,432 100.0% 


 
31,801 100.0% 


 


       Exited Cohort--Private High School/Home School 47 
  


398 
  Exited Cohort--High School Outside Oregon 178 


  
960 


  Exited Cohort--Exited Prior to High School 731 
  


4,643 
  Deceased 3 


  
25 


  


         Grand Total 5,391 
  


37,827 
   


The table shows that the 4-year graduation rate for LEP students, at 65.2%, was 7.9 percentage 
points lower than that of non-LEP students and that the dropout rate and continuing 
enrollment into fifth year of high school for LEP students explains most of that difference. 
 
Table 3 takes a more detailed look at the LEP students in the intact cohort. It shows that 39% of 
the students who were in LEP status as 5th graders in 2004-05 had exited LEP status by the time 
they started high school in 2008-09.  Those that exited had a graduation rate of 75.8%,  2.7 
percentage points higher than the rate for non-LEP students (Table 2). The dropout rate for 
those LEP students was actually lower than it was for non-LEP students, 11.2% compared to 
11.9%. 
 


Table 3: LEP Student Outcomes by LEP Exit Status 
    


         


 
Exited Before HS 


 
Exited During HS 


 
Did Not Exit 


 
Number Percent 


 
Number Percent 


 
Number Percent 


         Regular Diploma in 4 Years 1,300 75.8% 
 


780 66.7% 
 


808 52.2% 


GED 44 2.6% 
 


17 1.5% 
 


23 1.5% 


Other Credential 26 1.5% 
 


26 2.2% 
 


81 5.2% 


Still Enrolled 152 8.9% 
 


208 17.8% 
 


220 14.2% 


Dropped Out 192 11.2% 
 


138 11.8% 
 


417 26.9% 


         Total Intact Cohort 1,714 
  


1,169 
  


1,549 
  







For LEP students who exited LEP status during high school, the graduation rate was 66.7% and 
the dropout rate was 11.8%.  Much more dramatically, for students who did not exit LEP 
status within 4 years of starting high school, the graduation rate was only 52.2% and the 
dropout rate was 26.9%.  
 
Together, the information in Tables 2 and 3 indicate that LEP students who achieve English 
proficiency prior to entering high school do as well or better than non-LEP students on the 
measures of graduation rates and dropout rates.  At the other extreme, students who are 
unable to become proficient in English prior to finishing high school have much poorer 
outcomes on both measures. 
 
Table 4 shows high school outcomes for LEP students broken down by economically 
disadvantaged status.  Table 5 shows similar information for non-LEP students. For LEP 
students, economically disadvantaged students perform only slightly worse than students who 
are not economically disadvantaged for both the graduation rate and dropout rate.  For non-
LEP students, the differences are much larger, with economically disadvantaged students 
having a graduation rate that is 17 percentage points below that of students who are not 
economically disadvantaged, and a dropout rate that is nearly twice as high.   
 
 


Table 4: LEP Students by Economically Disadvantaged Status* 


      


 
Ec. Disadvantaged 


 
Not Ec. Disadvantaged 


 
Number Percent 


 
Number Percent 


      Regular Diploma in 4 Years 1,996 65.0% 
 


892 65.5% 


GED 58 1.9% 
 


26 1.9% 


Other Credential 97 3.2% 
 


36 2.6% 


Still Enrolled 385 12.5% 
 


195 14.3% 


Dropped Out 535 17.4% 
 


212 15.6% 


      


 
3,071 


  
1,361 


 


      * Status in 5th Grade 
      


  







Table 5: Non-LEP Students by Economically Disadvantaged Status* 


      


 
Ec. Disadvantaged 


 
Not Ec. Disadvantaged 


 
Number Percent 


 
Number Percent 


      Regular Diploma in 4 Years 9,214 62.3% 
 


14,041 82.5% 


GED 965 6.5% 
 


597 3.5% 


Other Credential 469 3.2% 
 


232 1.4% 


Still Enrolled 1,765 11.9% 
 


742 4.4% 


Dropped Out 2,372 16.0% 
 


1,404 8.3% 


      


 
14,785 


  
17,016 


 


      * Status in 5th Grade 
      


The focus on economically disadvantaged students in tables 4 and 5 shows that LEP students 
perform slightly better than those who are non-LEP on the graduation rate and slightly worse 
on the dropout rate.  This suggests that it is language proficiency attainment, not economic 
disadvantage, that is the primary challenge for LEP students. 
 
Tables 2 through 5 look at the outcomes for students after 4 years of high school.  Table 6 
below presents results for that same cohort of students after a 5th year in high school in which 
students who did not receive a regular diploma or some other credential had the opportunity 
to do so.  Table 7 compares the results after this 5th year to those after the 4th year. 
 


Table 6: High School Outcomes of Cohort of Students in 5th Grade in 2004-05 
5 Years After Starting High School 


     


 
LEP in 5th Grade 


 


Not LEP in 5th 
Grade 


 
Number Percent 


 
Number Percent 


      Regular Diploma in 5 Years 3,175 71.9% 
 


24,430 77.2% 


GED 115 2.6% 
 


1,965 6.2% 


Other Credential 157 3.6% 
 


831 2.6% 


Still Enrolled 146 3.3% 
 


635 2.0% 


Dropped Out 821 18.6% 
 


3,801 12.0% 


        Total Intact Cohort 4,414 100.0% 
 


31,662 100.0% 


      Exited Cohort--Private High School/Home School 54 
  


442 
 Exited Cohort--High School Outside Oregon 190 


  
1,077 


 Exited Cohort--Exited Prior to High School 730 
  


4,619 
 Deceased 3 


  
27 


 


        Grand Total 5,391 
  


37,827 
 







 


Table 7: Comparison of Outcomes for the Cohort After 4 Years and After 5 Years 


          


 
LEP in 5th Grade 


 
Not LEP in 5th Grade 


 
4-yr 5-yr Change 


% 
Change 


 
4-yr 5-yr Change 


% 
Change 


          Regular Diploma 2,888 3,175 287 9.9% 
 


23,255 24,430 1,175 5.1% 


GED 84 115 31 36.9% 
 


1,562 1,965 403 25.8% 


Other Credential 133 157 24 18.0% 
 


701 831 130 18.5% 


Still Enrolled 580 146 -434 -74.8% 
 


2,507 635 -1,872 -74.7% 


Dropped Out 747 821 74 9.9% 
 


3,776 3,801 25 0.7% 


          Total Intact Cohort 4,432 4,414 -18 -0.4% 
 


31,801 31,662 -139 -0.4% 


 
 
Tables 6 and 7 show that a 5th year in high school has benefits for both LEP and non-LEP 
students in terms of increasing the number of students receiving a regular diploma.  
However, a large number of LEP students who return for a 5th year end up dropping out.  Of 
those remaining in the intact cohort, nearly 18% (74 of 416) ended up dropping out.  For non-
LEP students, only 1.4% dropped out. 
 
Finally, Table 8 presents 4-year graduation rates for LEP students by the number of years they 
spent in LEP status.  Recall that, because of data limitations, our cohort is comprised of students 
who were in LEP status in the 5th grade in 2004-05. Thus, the earliest cohort for which we have 
high school graduation data.  This means that our analysis does not include data on LEP 
students who exited LEP status prior to 5th grade.  And since our cohort is students who were 
LEP students in the 5th grade, for students who did not exit LEP status we have data only for 
students who spent at least 8 years in LEP status. As we collect more years of student-level 
data, we will be able to evaluate students who exit LEP status in earlier grades as well. 
  







Table 8: LEP Graduation Rates by Years in LEP 
Status 


   Students Receiving Regular Diplomas 
     


 
Students Who Exited LEP Status  


 
Students Who Did Not Exit LEP Status  


Time in LEP Status Graduates Total Students Grad Rate 
 


Graduates 
Total 


Students Grad Rate 


        1 Year 15 18 83.3% 
 


      


2 Years 35 49 71.4% 
 


      


3 Years 58 76 76.3% 
 


      


4 Years 68 85 80.0% 
 


      


5 Years 141 196 71.9% 
 


      


6 Years 320 406 78.8% 
 


      


7 Years 317 425 74.6% 
 


      


8 Years 229 329 69.6% 
 


61 114 53.5% 


9 Years 207 284 72.9% 
 


85 162 52.5% 


10 Years 177 261 67.8% 
 


36 90 40.0% 


11 years 154 222 69.4% 
 


58 107 54.2% 


12 Years 100 152 65.8% 
 


95 176 54.0% 


13 years 53 83 63.9% 
 


385 716 53.8% 


 
 
As we might predict, students who spend less time in LEP status—that is, those who become 
proficient at English relatively more quickly, generally graduated from high school in 4 years. 
In stark contrast, students who spend 8 or more years in LEP status but still do not exit 
graduate from high school at dramatically lower rates. 
 
The next steps in our analysis will be to evaluate other cohorts of students to determine if the 
results were found for this cohort are consistent across other cohorts, and then to do a more 
complex student-level analysis that brings in more detailed data for student and school 
characteristics that can help provide insights that can be a guide to policymakers in developing 
programs that can better serve LEP students.  
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AN INITIATIVE OF FOUNDATIONS FOR A BETTER OREGON 


 
Institutional Capacity of Rural Districts: Strengths 


 Less bureaucracy  


 Lower pupil-teacher ratio  


 Lower drop out rates  


 Greater fiscal effort  


 Greater parental involvement  


 Greater community support for school district  


 
Key source: Stephens, E.R. (1999). Expanding the vision: New roles for educational service 
agencies in rural school district improvement. Charleston, WV: AEL, Inc.  
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Institutional Capacity of Rural Districts: Challenges 


 Fewer management support systems  


 Greater per pupil cost  


 Higher number of teachers teaching outside major specialty at 
secondary level  


 Less breadth and depth in secondary program (especially in science, 
math, languages)  


 Fewer programs for students with disabilities  


 Less availability of telecommunication technology and/or access to 
broadband  


 Less fiscal capacity  


 Less specialized space and equipment for science, math, languages  


 Less availability of planning support services  


 Fewer evaluation support services  
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Instructional Support Capacity Needs 


Assist with curriculum development process  
 Planning and writing customized standard-based lesson plans for classroom 


implementation to meet local needs  
 Identifying web-based instructional resources  


 


Explore models of best practice for teaching and learning 
 Identifying and implementing best practices for standards-aligned teaching 


strategies  
 


Programs for at-risk children 
  Identifying proven best practices to serve at-risk children in a rural school district 


to meet or exceed state requirements  


 


Enhance instruction (i.e., content specific techniques, materials)  


 Content specific curriculum, instructional strategies in mathematics, English, 
science, and history, to meet student learning needs  


 
Key source: Layman, R. (2000). Important and needed instructional support services of Regional Educational Centers as perceived 
 by school division superintendents in Virginia. University of Virginia.  
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Examples of Rural Capacity Limitations 


Implementing federal and state curriculum standards 
• Low capacity to develop instructional classroom materials, train 


teachers, monitor implementation, or evaluate results (e.g., No or 
limited Director of Instruction & Assessment)  


 


• Limited access to content specialist because district can only afford 
to hire a generalist  


 


• Inadequate time and resources for principals and teachers to 
develop necessary materials  
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Examples of Rural Capacity Limitations 


Enhancing teacher quality  
• 80% of principals and teachers lived in neighboring 


county  


• Teachers hired away after they were upgraded  


• Teacher out of classroom to receive training, with limited 
pool of qualified subs available, then upgraded teacher 
leaves in 3 years, with the result that the district must 
start over with another teacher  


• If teacher not living in county, means teacher can take 
another job and likely not have to move, will reduce 
commute time, and likely will receive higher pay  
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Examples of Rural Capacity Limitations 


Supporting technology initiatives 
 Limited district capacity in terms of technology infrastructure and 


staff to implement state technology initiatives (i.e., state testing, 
interactive web site, curriculum materials, online course work)  


Increasing data use capacity 
  No funded position in district for data analysis (i.e., student 


assessment data)  


 Tasks must be performed at school level, usually by the most 
capable volunteer  


 Limited ability to warehouse data on numerous state initiatives 
implemented in the school division over several years (“what 
works”)  


 Giving value to perceived compliance reports  
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Examples of Rural Capacity Limitations 


Providing leadership for school improvement  


 Unrealistic demands on principal to accomplish all the 
initiatives, with no assistant principal to share the workload  


 Limited capacity to support school leaders (i.e., principal and 
lead teachers) during early stages of implementing a new 
state initiative  


 Limited capacity to recruit and retain principals for high 
poverty rural schools, especially if they choose to live outside 
the district because of undesirable housing and other 
amenities  
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Summary of Common Themes 


 Slow, rushed or incomplete implementation is likely 
associated with rural capacity limitations.  


 


 People, systems, and resources are often at a premium in 
rural districts.  


 


 When rural districts serve as “farm teams,” replenishing local 
capacity is a continual challenge as teachers and leaders are 
recruited out.  


 


 Assistance with specific needs (e.g., training in the use of 
identified promising practices), support from intermediate 
units, and strategies to augment capacity may help improve 
rural implementation.  
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• Achievement and graduation rates are average 


 Post secondary transition data is less promising.  


  


 


 


 


What does the data say? 


Issue… 


• Where does the motivation to engage in reform come 
from? 


• How do we build capacity to support educators in rural 
school districts? 
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Lessons Learned  
Initial Assumptions 


• Development of local human 
capacity 
 


• On-going, differentiated and job-
embedded professional 
development 


 
• Shared leadership 
 
• Alternate career pathways is an 


incentive to maintaining quality 
work force 
 


• Attitude of reform/readiness from 
local leaders and district needs 


New Learning 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


• Supplemented human capacity is 
essential for successful 
implementation 


• Redesigning the professional 
learning delivery model is needed 


• Regional Networking will support 
some capacity needs 


 • New incentives are needed to 
maintain quality work force  


• Where does the attitude to reform 
come from?  


• Prioritizing and differentiating the 
roll out of initiatives is needed 
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Maybe…. 


• We consider a differentiated approach to reform in 
rural areas based on capacity needs 
• Redesigning reporting expectations 


• Reframing assumptions about time 


• Designing new approaches to implementation 


• Creating incentives to change and be leaders in the region 


• We consider structure and functions of the ESDs 


• We link education improvement and community 
development 


 Learning can not be rushed 
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584-066-0015 


Knowledge Skills and Abilities for Dual Language Specialization 


 


(1)(a) A Dual Language specialization may be indicated on any TSPC Basic, Standard, Initial or 


Continuing Teaching License with a second language endorsement so long as the educator 


qualifies for the specialization by demonstrated completion of a Commission-approved program 


for Dual Language specialization. 


(b) Once the specialization is earned and placed on a license, the retention of the specialization 


will be dependent upon ongoing professional development or other specific activities directly 


related to the Dual Language specialization. 


 


(1) Language: The dual language teacher knows, understands, and applies theories of first and 


second language acquisition to their practice. Dual language teachers are able to communicate in 


two languages at a high proficiency level to carry out their instructional and professional 


responsibilities. The dual language teacher: 


 


(a) Knows two or more languages and is professionally proficient in at least two languages; 


(b) Understands societal perceptions of languages and its impact on cultural and academic 


identity;  


(c) Knows first (L1) and second language (L2) acquisition and development theory and the 


interrelatedness and interdependence between L1 and L2 that results in a high level of 


multilingualism and multi-literacy; 


(d) Understands how the student’s first language proficiency (listening, speaking, reading, and 


writing) transfers to an additional language; and 


(e) Knows the similarities and differences between aspects of L1 and L2 structures including: 


phonology (the sound system), morphology (word formation), syntax (phrase and sentence 


structure), semantics (meaning), and pragmatics (context and function). 


 


(2) Culture: The dual language teacher should know, understand, and use major concepts, 


principles, theories, and research related to the role of culture, cultural groups, and identity to 


construct a supportive learning environment for all dual language students. The dual language 


teacher: 


 


(a) Knows the benefits of multilingualism and multiculturalism in a global society; 


(b) Understands that systemic, institutional, and individual socio-cultural and historical forces 


affect cross-cultural interaction; 


(c) Understand the impact of social injustice on the lives of students and families;  


(d) Knows the importance of the socio-cultural and historical context of diverse students, 


families, schools and communities; and 


(e) Understands the importance of student cultural and academic identity development and how 


development will vary depending on the individual student’s background and experiences. 
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(3) Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction: The dual language teacher knows, 


understands, and uses evidence-based practices and strategies related to planning, implementing, 


and managing instruction in dual language classrooms. The dual language teacher: 


(a) Understands the characteristics, goals, benefits, and limitations of various types of 


multilingual education models and programs; understands research related to the effectiveness of 


various multilingual (bilingual) education models; and understands features that distinguish 


additive versus subtractive multilingual education programs; 


(b) Knows how to identify potential linguistic and cultural biases of pedagogies, curricula, and 


assessments when determining classroom practices; 


(c) Knows how literacy develops in two languages and how it influences instructional planning; 


and 


(d) Knows how content knowledge and literacy develops in two languages and how it influences 


instructional planning. 


 


(4) Assessment: The dual language teacher should understand the complexity of assessment to 


inform instruction for students’ learning in multiple languages. Teachers should know how to 


assess language skills, literacy and content in both languages of instruction. The dual language 


teacher: 


(a) Knows how to assess learners’ prior knowledge to facilitate their acquisition of language and 


literacy in the second language; 


(b) Understands the necessity to use multiple measures to assess language, literacy and content in 


L1 and L2; 


(c) Understands the role of formative assessments in literacy and the content areas in both L1 and 


L2, and how to use results to design and differentiate instruction; and 


(d) Knows the potential linguistic and cultural biases of assessment instruments. 


 


(5) Professionalism: The dual language teacher knows and understands current and emerging 


trends in educational research. Acts as a resource and advocate for multilingualism and 


collaborates with students, their families, the school community and educational professionals in 


order to meet the needs of multilingual students.  The dual language teacher: 


(a) Knows and understands that advocacy requires knowledge of one’s own cultural background 


and self-reflection;  


(b) Knows how to access the most relevant dual language resources for the benefit of students 


and families; 


(c) Understands the importance of leadership within the school, district, and community; 


(d) Recognizes their role as an advocate in elevating the benefits and status of multilingualism; 


and 


(e) Understands the history and policies of multilingual education and the dual language field. 


 


(6) Community & Family Engagement: The dual language teacher knows, understands and uses 


principles, theories, research and application related to the role of family and community 


engagement to construct a supportive and inclusive learning environment for all students. The 


dual language teacher: 
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(a) Understands the value of engaging students, families, and community members in 


contributing to an inclusive learning environment; 


(b) Knows that students, families, and communities bring multiple funds of knowledge and 


assets;  


(c) Understands that all families bring cultural and linguistic variations and the importance of the 


teachers’ role in being culturally and linguistically responsive; and 


(d) Understands their role and responsibility to create alliances for the empowerment of families 


and communities. 


 


 


Stat. Auth.: ORS 342 


Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 – 342.430; 342.455-342.495; 342.553 


Hist.:  
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584-018- 0101 


Knowledge Skills and Abilities for English Language Learner Proficiencies for All General 


Educator Preparation Programs and Faculty 


 


Purpose of the Standards: It is the Commission’s policy that it is every educator’s 


responsibility to meet the needs of English Language Learner students. As such, accreditation 


and educator preparation requirements should support the demand for well-prepared educators to 


work with second language learners of all ages. The standards adopted below apply to pre-


service candidates and current workforce teachers, administrators, personnel service educators 


(counseling, psychologists and social workers) and educator preparation program (EPP) faculty.  


Finally, these standards will only succeed with on-going collaboration between K-12 and EPPs 


to achieve these goals. 


 


(1) Language: Candidates, educators and higher education faculty know, understand, and use the 


major concepts, theories, and research related to the nature and acquisition of language to 


construct learning environments that support English Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) and 


bilingual students' language and literacy development and content area achievement. Candidates, 


educators and higher education faculty: 


 


(a) Understand concepts related to academic versus social language, oracy versus 


literacy, and grammatical forms and linguistic functions; 


(b) Are familiar with characteristics of students at different stages of second language 


acquisition and English Language Proficiency (ELP) levels; 


(c) Recognize the role of first language (L1) in learning the second language (L2); and  


(d) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language 


acquisition. 


 


(2) Culture: Candidates know and understand the major concepts, principles, theories, and 


research related to the nature and role of culture and cultural groups to construct learning 


environments that support ESOL and bilingual students' cultural identities, language and literacy 


development, and content area achievement. Candidates, educators and higher education faculty: 


 


(a) Understand the impact of culture on language learning;  


(b) Recognize and combat deficit perspectives and views on second language learner 


students;  


(c) Understand that learners’ skills, knowledge and experiences should be used as 


resources for learning; and 


(d) Understand how one’s own culture impacts one’s teaching practice. 


 


(3) Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction: Candidates, educators and higher 


education faculty know, understand the use of standards-based practices and strategies related to 


planning, implementing, and managing ESL and content instruction, including classroom 
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organization, teaching strategies for developing and integrating language skills, and choosing 


and adapting classroom resources. Candidates, educators and higher education faculty: 


 


(a) Are familiar with different ESOL program models for language acquisition English 


Language Development (ELD) and content pedagogy (sheltered & bilingual models); 


(b) Incorporate basic sheltered strategies (e.g., visuals, grouping strategies, frontloading, 


and explicit vocabulary) appropriate to learners at different levels of English language 


proficiency within a gradual release of responsibility model; 


(c) Are familiar with state English Language Proficiencies standards, and are able to 


develop lessons that include both content and language objectives; and 


(d) Incorporate primary language support within instruction. 


 


(4) Assessment: Candidates, educators and higher education faculty understand issues of 


assessment and use standards-based assessment measures with ESOL and bilingual learners of 


all ages. Candidates, educators and higher education faculty: 


 


(a) Understand the role of language in content assessments; and 


(b) Implements multiple and varied assessments that allow learners to demonstrate 


knowledge of content regardless of language proficiency level.  


 


(5) Professionalism: Candidates demonstrate knowledge of the history of ESL teaching. 


Candidates keep current with new instructional techniques, research results, advances in the ESL 


field, and public policy issues. Candidates use such information to reflect upon and improve their 


instructional practices. Candidates provide support and advocate for ESOL and bilingual students 


and their families and work collaboratively to improve the learning environment. 


 


(a) Understands the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and 


(b) Understands the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language 


Development specialists. 


 


(6) Technology: Candidates, educators and higher education faculty use information technology 


to enhance learning and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates, educators 


and higher education faculty: 


 


(a) Demonstrate knowledge of current technologies and their application in ESOL; 


(b) Design, develop, and implement student learning activities that integrate information 


technology; and 


(c) Use technologies to communicate, network, locate resources, and enhance continuing 


professional development. 


 
 








 


 


DUAL LANGUAGE 


 


The demand for qualified educators in dual language or immersion classrooms is growing at a 


rapid rate. The supply of qualified educators has not kept pace with the growing demand.  


Districts have assigned or conditionally assigned educators into the classrooms to meet the 


growing demand.  


 


Oregon has not established knowledge, skill and competencies for educators for immersion or 


dual language classrooms.  A stakeholders group initiated by Portland Public Schools and Lewis 


and Clark College formed a partnership to begin the work of identifying the knowledge and 


competencies for educators in immersion and dual language classrooms.  The initial steering 


committee was expanded to include additional districts with immersion and dual language 


programs and institutions of higher education developing dual language preparation programs. 


 


The steering committee developed a draft set of domains and objectives for immersion or dual 


language educators. The draft standards were developed based on research of best practices in 


several other states. The committee held a working session with other interested stakeholders to 


receive feedback on the draft competencies.  The feedback provided great clarification along 


with the strong support for the initial draft standards. 


 


Based upon the competencies recommendation of the steering committee, rules were drafted to 


establish competencies for dual language educators. The steering committee would also 


recommend the establishment of a specialization for dual language educators. 


 


The draft rules were submitted to the commission and were approved to be sent to hearing at the 


November 2013 commission meeting.  The commission will consider adoption of the rules at the 


March 2014 meeting.  If the rules are adopted, institutions of higher education can seek approval 


for dual language educator preparation programs.  


 


 


ELL STANDARDS FOR ALL EDUCATORS AND FACULTY 


 


TSPC, Oregon Department of Education, public and private higher education in partnership with 


some school district representatives have been working on an off for over two years to identify 


knowledge, skills and competencies general education educators need in order to meet the 


educational needs of all English Language Learners (ELL) in Oregon p-12 classrooms. 


 


The stakeholders group was asked for feedback on the recommendations. The feedback was 


positive and supportive, with input on clarification or strengthening of the recommended 


language.  In addition, the stakeholders group identified next steps for implementation of the 


recommendations.  Some of the key points made by stakeholders include: 


 


 It is every educator’s responsibility to meet the needs of ELL students; 


 Accreditation requirements should support the recommendations for all EPP programs. 







 Like the current public school workforce, is critical for EPP faculty to have professional 


development to support the recommended competencies for educators. 


 The recommendations should apply to pre-service and current workforce teachers, 


administrators, personnel service educators (counseling, psychologists and social 


workers) and EPP education faculty. 


 It is necessary to have on-going collaboration between K-12 and EPPs to achieve these 


goals. 


 


The recommendation from the collaborative effort was put into rule form for consideration at the 


November 2013 meeting of the commission.  It was proposed moving the draft rules to hearing 


with possible adoption at the March 2014 meeting.  The agenda item was tabled at the request of 


institutions of higher education who questioned the necessity of EPP faculty being included in 


the requirement. Additionally, it was questioned how the commission would expect EPP provide 


evidence of compliance.  It is an expectation that programs provided data as part of the program 


review process that candidates in programs demonstrate these competencies.  Currently, EPPs 


must provide evidence faculty are modeling “best practices” in teaching as part of the unit 


accreditation process. 


 


  
 


 


 
 





