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AGENDA 
 


Meetings will be live video-streamed at http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=3310 
Persons wishing to testify during the public comment period should sign up at the meeting.  


 
1. Welcome and Introductions 


 
2. Adoption of Minutes: Meeting of Nov. 21, 2011 


 
3. Discussion of Governance Issues 


 
4. Early Learning Council 


 Receipt of preliminary report 


 Approval of legislative concepts 
 


5. Report: Chief Education Officer Job Description and Selection Process 
 


6. Public Testimony: Chief Education Officer Job Description 
 


7. Invited Testimony: Education Service Districts  
 


8. Invited Testimony: Chalkboard Project – Results of Public Opinion Research 
 


9. Action Items: 
a. Outline of Report to Legislature  
b. Legislative Concepts for 2012 
c. Promising Practices and Opportunities to be Addressed in 2013 
d. Longitudinal Data Base (Mark Mulvihill) 


 
10. Outreach and Communications  


 
11. Future Meetings 


 
12. Public Comments 


 
13. Adjournment 
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DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Free Association:  “Public Education in 
Oregon”   


What comes to mind when you think of 
education in Oregon?   


 
• “Standards-merit based pay for teachers, not 


years of service.” – Portland 
  
• “Needs to be better.  Academically as well as for 


people not destined for college.” – Medford 
  
• “Underfunded.  Education should preserve all 


basics of our culture – including arts, PE, some 
citizenship principles.” – Bend 
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• “Inadequate and inconsistent funding equals poor quality.” – Portland 
 


• “Bloated with management.  Too many education dollars are not making it to 
the teachers and classrooms.” – Bend 


  
• “Rote; dumbed down.” – Bend 


 
• “Overworked teachers equal a loss of creativity.” - Medford 


 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Disturbing Education Factoids 
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Statements TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


1. Only 2/3 of Oregon students 
graduate from high school with a 
regular diploma (even within five 
years). 


19 4 5 10 


  


2. Community colleges spend 20 
percent of their time on 
remediation—teaching subjects and 
skills students could have mastered 
in high school. 


11 6 1 4 


  
3. Oregon math and reading scores 


have fallen from top tier to middle 
and bottom tier. 


11 2 7 2 


  


4. This generation of Oregon youth 
(age 25-34) is less educated than 
their parents, the US average, and 
students in other developed 
countries. 


39 12 14 13 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Disturbing Education Factoids 
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• “As a non-parent, these are all very 
disturbing.” – Portland 


  
• “It is difficult to choose among the top 


four as they are intimately related.” – 
DHM Panel 


  


• “I am surprised that students are less educated than their parents.  I 
always assume education is getting better.” – Portland 


  
• “Not everyone wants to or should go to college.” – DHM Panel 


 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Ready To Learn Proposal 


Do you support or oppose a plan to assure that every child enters 


school ready and able to learn? Forty percent of children born in 


Oregon are considered at risk: They live in poverty, and may have an 


unstable family, or a parent who abuses drugs or has a criminal record. 


Under the plan, those families and others with needs would have case 


workers—known as family support managers—to get them the support 


and services they need so the children are ready for kindergarten. 
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DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Ready to Learn Proposal 
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TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


Strongly support 4 0 2 2 


Support 13 8 3 2 


Oppose 6 1 1 4 


Strongly oppose 2 0 1 1 


Don’t know/Not sure 3 0 2 1 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Ready to Learn Proposal – Questions 
And Concerns 
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• “Can adding more social workers to an already 
over burdened system really correct the 
problem?...Can we afford the expense?” – DHM 
Panel 


 
• “This plan advocates for children who have no 


control over their circumstances.” – Portland 
  
• “This appears to be a praiseworthy, yet expensive 


unmanageable plan.” – Portland 
 
• “I don’t support government doing more than what they already are 


doing within schools.  It seems to take responsibility from parents.” – 
DHM Panel 
 


• “It sounds like a nice idea in theory, but it will cost more money and now 
the government is giving parenting classes?” – Medford 


  


• “Can you imagine people going into these homes facing stress and 
hostility?  How would you implement these goals?” - Bend 
 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Coordinated Education Spectrum 
Proposal 
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TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


Strongly support 8 4 1 3 


Support 8 3 3 2 


Oppose 6 1 1 4 


Strongly oppose 3 0 2 1 


Don’t know 2 0 2 0 


Q.  Do you support or oppose the creation of an educational system 
that is coordinated across the education spectrum, from early 
childhood through high school and to college and careers? 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Coordinated Education Spectrum 
Proposal – Questions And Concerns 
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• “This statement veered too much on the side 
of college; should be more geared to finding a 
job.” – Medford 


 
• “It struck me we will need a huge bureaucracy 


to cover that span of time.” – Bend 


• “This statement veered too much on the side of college; should be more 
geared to finding a job.” – Medford 


 
• “It struck me we will need a huge bureaucracy to cover that span of 


time.” – Bend 
 
• “I believe the creation of another education bureaucratic organization 


would be a complete waste of money.” – DHM Panel 
 
• “We essentially already have a continuum from K to college.” – Medford 
 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Coordinated Education Spectrum -  
Description 
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Q.  Regardless of how you feel about the proposal, which of these is 
the best description/second best? (2 points for best description; 
1 point for second best description)  


TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


1. Age 0 to 20 2 0 1 1 


2. Pre to 20 5 0 4 1 


3. Pre K to college/career 25 9 6 10 


4. Early childhood to 


college/career 
15 4 4 7 


5. Cradle to career 7 7 0 0 


6. Birth to success 8 2 1 5 


7. Pre-school to graduate 


school 
6 0 5 1 


8. Pre-school to college 12 2 5 5 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Coordinated Education Spectrum - 
Description 
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Q.  Which word best captures the goal?  (2 points for best word; 1 
point for second best word)  


TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


1. Seamless 6 0 2 4 


2. Unbroken 1 0 0 1 


3. Unified 2 0 0 2 


4. Integrated 19 8 4 7 


5. Coordinated 15 6 3 6 


6. Streamlined 0 0 0 0 


7. Networked 8 0 2 6 


8. Continuum 12 3 7 2 


9. Aligned 4 3 1 0 


10.Life-long 7 3 4 0 


11.Collaborated 4 1 2 1 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Proficiency Learning Proposal 
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A new way of teaching and learning is emerging in some Oregon 
classrooms. It has three key parts: 
  
1. More individualized education, where teachers understand the skills 


and knowledge of each student and can offer the support and rigor to 
help them learn at their best rate and pace. 


 
2. More flexible use of time – rather than rigid “seat time” and credits 


earned, students would advance as they master a certain level of 
learning. Ultimately, for example, this could mean more students 
graduate from high school in four years with a year or more of college 
credit, while others would take five years to earn a high school diploma. 
 


3. Better assessments – unlike statewide standardized tests – that help 
teachers determine more often and more accurately where individual 
students are in their learning, and how they can effectively target 
instruction.  This also helps students, and their families, understand 
and take charge of their own education. 


 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Proficiency Learning Proposal 
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TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


Strongly support 15 5 5 5 


Support 10 3 3 4 


Oppose 0 0 0 0 


Strongly oppose 0 0 0 0 


Don’t know/Not sure 1 0 1 0 


Q.  Do you support or oppose this new way of teaching and learning? 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Proficiency Learning Proposal 
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• “I love the idea of rate and pace education.” – 
Portland 


 
• “Yah!  Something that is attainable!” – Bend 
 
• “Sounds wonderful – so good that I wonder what 


downside there may be here – and what has 
prevented such a system from being 
implemented before now.” – Portland 


• “How is this going to be accomplished with huge classes and constant cutting of 
programs and teachers?” – DHM Panel 


 
• “I like the idea of working toward college in high school.” – Medford 
 
• “I like it. If it can be funded and bought into, it will work (I hope).” – Portland 
 
• “Education is only one part of the equation.  This model will only work if it 


includes the social services that some of these kids and their families 
desperately need.” – DHM Panel 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Proficiency Learning Proposal - 
Description 
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Q.  Regardless of how you feel about the new way of teaching, which is the best 
description? (2 points for best description; 1 point for second best description) 


TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


1. Proficiency-based learning 5 0 0 5 


2. Competency-based 


learning 
10 5 4 1 


3. Demonstrated learning 5 2 0 3 


4. Self-directed learning 4 2 0 2 


5. Mastery of skills 16 3 11 2 


6. Proceed at own pace/ 


Proceed at own rate 
4 1 1 2 


7. Learner-created approach 25 7 6 12 


8. Flexible pathways 11 4 4 3 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Teacher Retention 
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Source: DHM Research, November 2011 Source: DHM Research, November 2011 


Q.  Across the country we lose about 40% of new teachers within their first five years. What is 
the most important thing to do to prevent more teachers from leaving? Second most 
important thing?  (FG:  2 points for most important; 1 point for second most important) 


Statements TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


1. Better preparation for the demands of 
the classroom 


15 5 5 5 


2. Better feedback from peers and 
supervisors about the teachers. 


4 1 2 1 


3. Having experienced teachers spend 
time in their classroom and offer them 
advice and strategies. 


12 6 6 0 


4. Providing higher salaries for new 
teachers. 


12 3 4 5 


5. Providing opportunities to earn more 
money for taking on new 
responsibilities and demonstrating 
success with students. 


13 2 6 5 


6. Providing relevant training to help 
them improve throughout the first five 
years. 


17 7 3 7 


7. Other 10 2 1 7 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Teacher Retention 


17 


• “We ask them to do too much with too much 
education for too little money.” – Portland 


  
• “Get rid of tenure.  This would allow schools to 


get rid of dead wood and keep the younger 
more energetic teachers.” – DHM Panel 
 


• “Higher salaries.  Most are woefully 
underpaid.” – Medford 


  
• “The key is to provide salaries based on a merit system.” – Bend 
  
• “Responsibilities of teachers far outweigh the scope of their jobs.” – DHM 


Panel 
  


• “In all honesty I know a lot of people who shouldn’t be teachers.” – Medford 
  
• “Every teacher I know is asked to do more with less.” – DHM Panel 


 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Student Help 
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Source: DHM Research, November 2011 Source: DHM Research, November 2011 


Q.  Which is the most important thing to do to help students who are furthest 
behind catch up? Second most? (2 points for most important; 1 point for 
second most important) 


Statements TOTAL Portland Medford Bend 


1. Give them more time in the 
classroom 


5 3 0 2 


2. Provide one-on-one tutoring 27 9 13 5 


3. Ensure they have the most 
effective teachers 


17 1 7 9 


4. Requiring parents to be more 
involved 


22 10 5 7 


5. Hold them back in school until 
they catch up 


5 1 1 3 


6. Other 5 0 1 4 







DHM Research | The Chalkboard Project, November 2011 
 


Student Help 
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• “I liked require parents to be involved, but 
I don’t know if it is possible.” – Bend 


  
• “Holding back in the current system 


wouldn’t work, but the concept of kids 
learning at their own rate…means ‘you 
need more time on this.’” – Portland 


  
• “Teach to their learning style.” – DHM Panel 
  


• “I wouldn’t have gotten anywhere in college without tutors.” - 
Medford 


  
• “And provide social service support to at-risk families to stabilize 


children’s homes and life networks.” – DHM Panel 
 







Adam Davis 
 


adavis@dhmresearch.com 
(503) 220-0575  


 
www.dhmresearch.com 
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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD 


December 1, 2011 
OUS Board Room, 1800 SW 6th Ave., Suite 515 


Portland State University Academic and Student Recreation Center,  
               Portland 97207 


 
 


OEIB Members Present 


Gov. John Kitzhaber, Chair; Nancy Golden, Chair Designee; Richard Alexander, Yvonne Curtis, Julia 


Brim Edwards; Samuel Henry; Nicole Maher; Mark Mulvihill; David Rives; Ron Saxton; Mary Spilde; 


Kay Toran; Johanna Vaandering   


 


Advisors Present 


George Pernsteiner, Chancellor, OUS; Susan Castillo, Supt of Public Instruction; Camille Preus, 


Commissioner of Community Colleges; Josette Green, Director, Oregon Student Assistance 


Commission 


 


Members/Advisors Excused 


Matt Donegan 


 


Staff/Other Participants 


Tim Nesbitt  Mgr, Education Investment Proj. Sarah Ames  Communications, Ed Inv. Project 


Ben Cannon  Office of the Governor     


Margie Lowe  Policy Advisor, Ed Invest Proj. Todd Jones  Policy Advisor, Ed Invest Project 


Seth Allen  Executive Support    


 


________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


Welcome and Introductions 
Governor John Kitzhaber opened meeting and welcomed guests. The Governor stated that recent issues should 
not allow us to be distracted from our mission. The people in this room are instrumental to making sure we reach 
our full potential.  
 
He introduced Executive Support staff, Seth Allen. Announced he would be leaving at 2pm. Nancy Golden will take 
over at 2pm. There are some important discussions on management and governance issues, including approval of 
outline of report to legislature and approval of legislative concepts. We’ll be taking testimony later in the meeting 
today. Meeting being webcast and materials posted. 
 
Adoption of Minutes for Meeting of Nov. 21, 2011 
 
MOTION: DIRECTOR RICHARD ALEXANDER MOVES TO ADOPT MINUTES; DIRECTOR MARK MULVIHILL  SECONDS 
THE MOTION. 
 
 
Discussion: 


 Pg. 3 – Director Johanna Vaandering voiced concerns about the funding language (the use of the term 


“incentive funding”) and the need to reflect her statement that this issue needs more discussion.   


 
VOTE: MINUTES ADOPTED WITH CLARIFICATION NOTED 
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Discussion of Governance Issues: 
The Governor presented a letter to the Board with three recommendations related to: 


A. Management/Administration: Chief Education Officer 
B. Governance/Management: Functions, Responsibilities, State Boards and Commissions 
C. Governance/Coordination: OUS and Institutional Boards 
 


A. -  Recommendation: Give the Chief Education Officer the authority and resources needed to organize the 
state's integrated education system from pre-K to college and career (P-20). 
 
1. The Chief Education Officer shall have direction and control over the following positions for the purpose of 
designing and organizing the state's P-20 education system: 


a) Commissioner of Community Colleges and Workforce Development; 
b) Chancellor of the Oregon University System; 
c) Executive Director of the Oregon Student Assistance Commission; 
d) Early Childhood System Director*; 
e) Executive Director of the Higher Education Coordinating Commission (upon 
appointment per SB 242); and, 
f) Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction* (upon appointment per SB 552). 


*Governor has appointing authority under current law. 
 
2. The Chief Education Officer shall direct the positions listed in Section 1 (a)-(f) herein and 
work with the Superintendent of Public Instruction and her designees to design and organize 
the state's P-20educationsystem(see B- Governance/Management). 
 
3. The Governor shall resolve any conflicts that may arise with existing boards and 
commissions which hold the appointing authority over the positions listed in Section 1 (a), 
(b), (c) and (e) herein. 
 
Any changes regarding this recommendation: 


- Board needs time to process all the information. 
- Dec. 5, 2011 is the legislative deadline for concept, but legislative counsel can make changes. 


MOTION: DIRECTOR RON SAXTON MOVES TO APPROVE RECOMMENDATION A; DIRECTOR KAY TORAN SECONDS 
THE MOTION. 
 
Discussion: 


 Language discrepancy: “Direction and control” vs. “shall direct and have  direct report responsibilities” 


 NOTE: The workgroup has the flexibility to work out language inconsistency. 
 
VOTE: MOTION PASSES UNANIMOUSLY 
 


B. - Recommendation: Develop legislation for the 2013 session to complete the organization of the state's P-
20 education system, consolidate boards and commissions and streamline management, and free up resources to 
support teaching and learning. 


MOTION: DIRECTOR RICHARD ALEXANDER MOTIONS TO APPROVE THE STRUCTURE FOR THE WORKGROUP; 
DIRECTOR SAXTON SECONDS THE MOTION. 
 
Discussion: 
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 Need for clarity between the work of the work group versus the Board. 


 Tim Nesbitt clarification: The workgroup, as laid out in Section B, is not intended to be a subject of 
legislation. 


 Need for more time to read documents 


 
Item B continued to the Dec. 7 meeting. 
 


C. -   Proposal: During the interim, the Board develops recommendations for the Legislature to consider, 
concerning an independent governing board for one or more of our universities. The Chief Education Officer will 
work with OEIB, State Board of Education, and those institutions that are interested in moving in that direction, to 
develop recommendations about terms and conditions, authorities and side boards for independent governing 
boards in the OUS system.  


Item C continued to the Dec. 7 meeting. 
 
Early Learning Council 


Pam Curtis, Chair, Early Learning Council distributed, and read thru Recommended Early Learning Components for 
2012 Legislation.  These do not reflect all that the Council will address in its report, just items that could impact 
potential legislation. The Council’s work continues. 
 
Discussion: 


 Opinion was voiced that this is the foundation of what the Board is doing, that this is the part that they 
have to get right. 


 Trying to coordinate the hubs where children are: hospitals and schools. Opportunity to do some very 
effective integration with health transformation. 


 Long term goal is that ALL children,( not just those at-risk), connect to the hubs. Prioritizing the high risk 
children by: children of color; children who live at the poverty level; children whose families already 
access state services. 


 Long term goal is that parent education falls under Community Engagement.  Long ways away from that. 
Family and community are pivotal to a child’s ability to learn, but there is no home for parent 
education/engagement in Oregon.  


 Screening: K-12 teachers would be a part of designing the program. 


 Concern that the hubs are organized geographically. The most at risk and ethnic communities don’t 
always organize themselves by geography and can be lost. The hubs are organized geographically, but in 
the details one can see that they do call out the possibility that certain groups may want to be a hub. Not 
designating what that might be. Give communities the opportunity to come out and say that they can do 
these themselves. 


 Trying to infuse the notion that certain ethnic populations are underserved into some of the 
requirements. 


 Deep trust issues and time issues that keep certain ethnic populations from accessing services like Head 
Start, etc. Other states have started programs that are focused on these issues. 


 Culturally sensitive and appropriate heads of hubs. 


 Need for public input. 


 This is a high level summary. What is not included is some very extensive public outreach over the course 
of the last year. 


 Note the importance of sequencing over several years. 


  Identified five developmental domains as an organizing framework. In the process of identifying 
measurements of each of those domains across the age spectrum. Will be starting to figure out what that 
translates into as far as deliverables for services and deliverables for ELC. 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/ELC121Test.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/ELC121Test.pdf
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 Public hotspots/ Input: A lot of excitement about this; has needed to happen for 20 – 30 years; 
trepidation in that this means something different to everybody; change is scary. 


 Going through this with Healthcare as well.  Consuming 17% of GDP. The providers are terrified, because 
they don’t know what the future looks like, but they know the current system isn’t working. Not just 
about politics. It’s about economics. Intersection of policy and politics. 


 
MOTION: DIRECTOR SAXTON MOTIONS TO APPROVE THE LEGISLATIVE CONCEPT; DIRECTOR TORAN SECONDS THE 
MOTION. 
 
Discussion: 


 There were many parents that had input for the ELC report. 
(The Governor excused himself at this point. Nancy Golden assumes duties of the Chair.) 


 Kindergarten Readiness work. 


 Need for more public revenue, not just private funds. 


 1997 Childcare Commission was discussing a few points that have been brought back up 15 years later. 


 There will be time for further discussion. 
 
MOTION PASSES UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Report: Chief Education Officer Job Description and Selection Process  
 
Two deliverables: 


 Interview, evaluate and make a recommendation to the Governor regarding the recruitment firm. Made a 
recommendation to the Gov, based on specific criteria. 


 Create a position description.  


 
Also: 


 Online survey regarding position description. Invites public comments. 


 Two places that needed clarity: The relationship would be between the CEdO and the state’s senior 
education officials; clear set of deliverables and success criteria developed.  


 
Discussion: 


 Separate sign in sheet for public comment. 


 Concern over finding candidates based on criteria that has yet to be fully developed. 


 Recruitment firms said that it wouldn’t be a problem. The description ambiguity would screen out people 
who weren’t interested in a position that included ambiguity within the position.   


 Very clear that the position requires visionary leadership. 
 
Public Testimony: 


 Kris Alman  
 
Invited Testimony: Education Service Districts 
 Rob Saxon Superintendant, Tigard -Tualatin School District  
 Randy Shields, Superintendant, Tillamook School District 


Dennis Dempsey, Superintendant, High Desert Education Service District 
James Sager, Superintendant, NW ESD 


 
Rob Saxton: 


 Robust, regional delivery system is an important component to reach 40-40-20 goal. 


 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/KrisAlman1201Test.pdf
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Public Testimony (Cont’d) 


 Richard Sanders, Executive Director, Oregon Education Association  


Discussion:   


 Paul Rebille holds a position similar to the proposed CEdO position, in Massachusetts. 


 
Invited Testimony: Education Service Districts (Cont’d) 
 
James Sager:  Always had regional delivery systems in Oregon.  ESDs provide equity of opportunity for students 
and efficiencies in services. System has evolved. Dominated by local control across the sectors. Schools are being 
controlled by local school districts that the ESDs serve. Organic interdependency. Connections have been made to 
share good ideas. Believe strongly in seamless K-20 system.  Need to remove the “stoplights” in the system. To 
move forward and achieve common goal, have to do a better job of aligning grid. Need new rules of the road, 
including compacts for student achievement and operational efficiencies. Could include: 


- reduced administrative expenses,  
- increased instructional expenditures, 
- aligning calendars,  
- implementing virtual learning options for grades 6 – 20, 
- joint responsibility for student achievement, 
- better prep for preschool age children. 


Need regional delivery system. Current model supports keeping inefficient systems alive just to keep the money 
flowing. New model drives efficiency, improves quality, and expands opportunity for students. 
Traffic circle document. 
 
Dennis Dempsey:  Need to do business differently. Not enough money. More money back into the classroom.  
Partnered with Chalkboard for a report on regional efficiencies. Report found that High Desert Education Service 
District could do business differently, saved $124K by having one HR Director over many agencies.  The success of 
that inspired them to do something similar in their Technology, Special Education and Business Services. Project 
to save almost $500K this year.  The key is that they are able to do things consistently across the region more 
efficiently and save money.  Example: Sisters School District Superintendant was Special Ed Director, Curriculum 
Director, Title I, etc. They had to cut more money and he ended up adding elementary principal to his workload. 
By moving to the shared services model, this group of districts and ESDs now has someone who can provide 
Special Ed supervision, HR supervision, etc.  Believes it will expand into other areas. Need robust regional service 
provider.  
 
Randy Shields: Exciting time in education.  When you are building systems that have to fit all the districts in the 
state, one of your problems is going to be the difference in size. Last five years Tillamook district student success 
has been four times the state average, and the reason is that they have been able to work together with a 
collaborative approach in the NW region ESD.  Challenge of getting to 40- 40- 20 goal is going to be in rural 
communities. Going to need help. Need efficient and effective way to come together with other districts to share 
resources.  
 
Discussion: 


 We need to have an intentional inter-dependency network.  Need to have a coordination of services. 


 Incentivizing the school districts to spend money in the classroom isn’t working.  How do you get the 
districts to work together in all aspects, i.e., procurement, payroll, warehouse, etc? They are not working 
together as they should be. 


 Some districts are doing it. Some are looking at options to do it. Virtual Technology Department created 
between four ESD’s.  Easier for local communities to get behind a statewide initiative. 


 How aggressive in scaling up islands of excellence?  You have islands of excellence, but not consistency. 


 Samples for Compacts. 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/RichardSanders1201Test.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/ESD1201Test.pdf
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 What other states have been successful with this? 


 Important to pilot test, not mandate from a state level. 
 
Invited Testimony: Chalkboard Project – Results of Public Opinion Research 
Sue Hildick, President of the Chalkboard Project 


 Three focus groups over last three weeks. In Portland, Medford  and Bend.  Held by Adam Davis, Davis, 
Hibbitts & Midghall, inc. 


 PowerPoint presentation by Adam Davis 
Discussion: 


 Were any people of color contacted to be a part of the focus groups? The sample of people was 
representative of the communities where focus groups took place. 


 Reaching out to likely voters. Need to reach out to each and every child.  


 Should standardized testing be used in measuring student achievement?  Heard a lot of concern about 
testing. “Teaching to the test” was a term used a lot.  


 Proficiency would be understood via assessments that might include some standardized testing, but also 
include other very different types of assessment, including ones that are classroom based, that rely on 
teacher judgment. Might include surveys of next level educators. Inserting placeholders for next 
generation assessment. State wide, standard, summative testing is not a full and complete descriptor of 
students progress towards proficiency. 


 Heard words like “professional discretion”, “teacher judgment” in focus groups.  Was important.  Heard a 
real concern about teachers regarding class size, pay.  They only move  as fast as their slowest student.  
They are dealing with issues way beyond their control. More societal problems. A lot of support for 
teachers. 


 Community recognizing the importance of integration with social services.  


 Biggest ah-ha moment: People are very passionate about having a better education system in Oregon, but 
do not have the capacity to pay anything more.  Have to do more with what you already have. Related 
message: Have to do things differently. 


 Role of parents is very important. Be prepared to talk in terms of parent responsibility and helping parents 
contribute. 


 Significant number of people that feel that there is no role for the State to get involved in pre-K. 
 
Action Items: 


a. Outline of Report to Legislature, Summaries of Strategies  
Discussion: 


 C, last bullet point: Not all Oregonians who pursue education beyond high school may not be trying to 
achieve a degree.  They may be just updating skills for their present job. May be too narrow. 


 Develop more detail regarding a principle that speaks to the support of teachers. II. Summary of 
Strategies, 3rd bullet. 


 C. Outcomes: What are we calling the learning stages? 


  II. Summary of Strategies, 2nd bullet: Something to be said about the inputs that the state can be 
putting out in the community, so it’s just not outcomes. 


 III. Phase One, B, Framework: Speak to what the ESDs said today about networking -- that the state 
can set up to share best practices among like districts. 


 Rather unique mission of community colleges needs to be noted. Both workforce development pieces 
as well as the AA degree. 


 Outcomes: All Oregonians or Oregon children? 


 Compacts: Be clear that we are responsible because we provide the funding. 


 Feedback from districts regarding: number of days cut / class size / programs cut. 


 Have 40-40-20 strategies at the beginning so that the other strategies are coming out of it. 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/ChalkboardEdMessaging.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/ReportOutline.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/SummaryOEIBStrategiesandPlan.pdf
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 Longitudinal Data System: Most people will think that is information about students vs. a system that 
is not student based. Will be called out. 


 Achievement Compacts: be clearer about dropdown regarding K-12 districts. 


 Phase I, part B, Connections: Why are these beneficial collaborations not happening? Identify the 
barriers that remain. 


 Be clear about the set amount of time available to return this report, and that it is an organic 
changing document. 


 
b. Legislative Concepts for the 2012 Session  
Discussion: 


 Want to move forward with the concept today for Achievement Compacts and Governance Changes. 


 The compacts are intended to be between the state and school districts for K12, as well as the state 
and the Oregon University System at the post secondary level, rather than with individual schools. For 
K12, school level data will continue to be available at the school level in the report cards (under 
redesign) that will be issued annually by the state. On a philosophical level, the Achievement Compact 
is meant to represent the relationship between the state and the schools. In the Oregon system, 
schools are governed locally. The state’s primary intersection with schools is at the district level and 
with school boards. The state isn’t involved very meaningfully at the school level. The CEdO and this 
Board couldn’t be very meaningfully involved by sifting through the thousands of compacts that 
would be produced by every school. At the University System, the compact will be with the system, 
but with subcompacts from the OUS to the individual institutions.  In the instance where some 
institutions may be governed by their own boards, then they would be in a compact between the 
OEIB and their own boards. 


 
MOTION: DIRECTOR MULVIHILL MOTIONS TO APPROVE THE CONCEPT; DIRECTOR YVONNE CURTIS SECONDS THE 
MOTION. 


Discussion: 


 Critical Placeholder for discussion regarding the out of school youth. Who signs the compact on their 
behalf? Who is responsible for them?  Most districts don’t have a retrieval program because they 
don’t have anything to offer those young people. 


 Language may be needed to insure that they get funded adequately. 


 Placeholder: What is the role of social services, and are we going to think outside the box to 
encourage the other state wide entities that should play a role in this? 


 Funding is a legislative role. 


 Explanation of “a waiver of Division 22 reporting requirements” needed. 
 


VOTE: THE MOTION PASSES UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Outreach and Communication: 


 
Todd Jones, Policy Advisor, OEIB Staff 


 Promising Practices and Opportunities to be Addressed 
 
Sarah Ames, Communications, OEIB Staff 


 Online survey update: 5000 participants, 700 pages of comments 


 Outreach: 
- Regional meetings. Important to have conversations from practitioners from all over and all 


levels. 
- Regional meetings being married with scheduled meetings. Not an add-on. 
- Bring in a broader range of people. Families. 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/LegConcepts121.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/12111PromisingPracticesSummaries.pdf
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FUTURE MEETINGS: 
  Tentatively set for Dec. 7th.  Still waiting for January dates. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 


- Mary Daly-Piehl, parent and coalition member 
- Jennifer Schuberth,  Assistant professor, PSU, Founding member of CORE (Calling Oregon to Reinvest 


in Education)  
- Steve Buel, taxpaying citizen, 43 year school teacher 
- Mary Lou Hennrich, Health Kids Learn Better  


 
Chair Golden adjourned the meeting at 5:02. 
 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/OEIBDec1SchuberthTestimony.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/HealthyKids1207Testd.pdf
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Healthy Kids Learn Better Coalition 
Working to reduce physical, social and emotional barriers to learning 


 


"Without fundamentally changing our approach, I believe it's impossible to 
achieve our long-term objectives of making sure that every high school 
graduate is college ready."- Governor Kitzhaberi 
 


Health and Education are Interdependent 


The Healthy Kids Learn Better Coalition (Coalition) agrees with the above quote.  In order to succeed, 
Governor Kitzhaber’s ambitious education agenda will need to address the needs of the whole child.   
 
This biennium, the Governor’s primary focus is on health and education.  Linking these progressive 
agendas make sense.  Evidence shows that there is a profound connection between a student’s health 
status and educational achievement.ii Additionally, students who suffer from the greatest health 
disparities are also disproportionately represented among the lowest academically achieving 
students.iii,iv,v,vi,vii,viii,ix 
 
The Coalition understands that the time to address health related barriers to learning is now.  
Addressing these barriers for all children and youth is imperative to the Governor’s health and 
education initiatives.  Including a health focus in educational planning, policy, and implementation for 
the K-12 population is as important as addressing it for the early childhood population.  School 
environments that promote healthy bodies and minds—through data-driven and evidence-based 
policies and practices, and on-site access to primary care and other health care services—fosters 
school readiness every day.  Leading national education organizations recognize the close relationship 
between health and education, as well as the need to foster health and well-being within the 
educational environment for all students.x,xi,xii,xiii 
 
Therefore, the Coalition respectfully submits the following proposals regarding implementation of SB 
909 to the Oregon Education Investment Board for inclusion in its recommendations to the legislature.  
 


1) Coordination: Ensure that partnership and coordination between education and health are included 
at both state and local levels. 
 


2) Healthy Environment and Workplace: Provide support for students and school personnel to 
practice and model healthy behaviors.  
 


3) Data Collection and Analysis: Include indicators of student health and wellness as a measure 
of student achievement. 
 


4) Access: Assure onsite access to health services in every school to support learning readiness. 
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Specific evidence-based recommendations for each of the above items are detailed below.  
  
1) Coordination:  Partnerships and coordination are critical to ensuring efficient and effective removal 


of health-related barriers to learning.  


 Create a robust and outcome driven School Health Unit housed in the Public Health Division 
(PHD) and an equivalent School Health Unit housed in the Office of the State Superintendent 
of Instruction, Department of Education (DOE). 


 Form a State School Health Council composed of school health advocates, the PHD School 
Health Unit, and the DOE School Health Unit to assure collaborative practices and policies that 
will improve student health and educational achievement.  


 Integrate health concepts into pre-service and professional development requirements (i.e. 
Continuing Education Units) for teachers as part of continual licensure.  Such training could 
include information about available health resources for students and staff, how to integrate 
health education into other academic curricula, and evidence based actions that can be carried 
out routinely in classrooms modeling healthy eating and active living for both short and long 
term health and academic achievement.  


 Integrate health objectives and outcomes into School and District Improvement Plans. 


 Establish a qualified, dedicated health liaison/coordinator in every district to be the main point 
of contact for public health and other health programs wishing to connect with schools.  The 
liaison will promote student health services, policies and supports to address health-related 
barriers to learning. 


 Similar to Oregon’s health care reform work which mandates that Coordinated Care 
Organizations “provide services and supports as close as possible to where members reside ,”xiv 
ensure that existing local school health partners and structures are utilized while also building 
higher level infrastructure through DOE, PHD, and the State School Health Council.  
 
Rationale: 


 Dedicated and well targeted resources are needed to support effective and strategic 
school health and education policies and practices. 


 A multi-component, comprehensive approach is most effective at improving student 
health and academic success. This approach works with school and community partners, 
uses school data to drive decision-making, and focuses on evidence-based strategies.xv 


 
2) Healthy Environment and Workplace: Students need a safe and healthy environment in order to 


learn, and healthy staff are critical to building a healthy school community and decreasing the cost 
of health insurance for local school districts. 


 Administrators provide evidence-based opportunities for school personnel to practice and 
model healthy behaviors, with support from the State School Health Council. 


 Capacity at the state and local level is increased to ensure that existing school health laws are 
implemented. (For a list of existing school health laws, go to the Coalition website at 
www.cffo.org/hklb and click on the Resources button.) 
 
Rationale: 


 Scientific reviews have documented that school health programs can have positive 
effects on educational outcomes, as well as health-risk behaviors and health 
outcomesxvi,xvii,xviii,xix 



http://www.cffo.org/hklb
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 Work places that adopt at least three wellness strategies for a year, on average, reduce 
medical costs by 26 percent, sick leave by 27 percent, and workers’ compensation costs 
by 32 percent.xx 


 
3) Data Collection and Analysis:  Data that helps policymakers, health and education providers 


understand the correlated health and educational needs of the “whole” child or adolescent allow 
for targeted interventions to address health related barriers to learning.     


 Include student wellness indicators as a measure of student achievement. 


 The data system that is developed per Section 1(c) of SB 909 will track health supports in 
schools, e.g. the existence of SBHCs, Community School programming, school nurses, and any 
other health-related support to the school, (e.g. the Healthy Active Schools program in 
Multnomah County).  


 Mandate schools to participate in the Oregon Healthy Teens Survey administered by PHD and 
support schools to use the resulting data in school improvement planning as part of the data 
system developed per Section 1(c) of SB 909. 


 
Rationale 


 Data allows for high quality school health and education programs and policies to be 
strategically planned, effectively implemented, and reliably evaluated.xxi 


 
4) Access:  Access to health services in schools fosters students’ readiness and ability to learn every 


day, supporting the academic success of students. 


 Implement ORS 336.201 (Student to Nurse Ratio) prior to 2020. This law requires one nurse for 
every 750 students and requires smaller student to nurse ratios for medically complex and 
medically fragile students. 


 Continue support of School-Based Health Centers (SBHCs) to ensure access to quality health 
and mental health services to students.xxii This effort dovetails with Oregon’s health care reform 
efforts which mandate that Coordinated Care Organizations “provide services and supports in 
nontraditional settings that are accessible to families, diverse communities and underserved 
populations.” xxiii  


 Increase capacity for school health prevention, early identification, and onsite oral and mental 
health services to address unmet health care needs. 


 Institutionalize school-based methods to identify uninsured students and to link them with 
insurance coverage such as the Healthy Kids program in order to ensure ongoing access to 
health care. 
 


Rationale 
 


 Adolescents with poorer general health are less likely to graduate from high school on 
time and attend college or post-secondary education than healthier students.xxiv 


 The profile of students in Oregon schools has changed. The number of children with 
chronic illnesses and/or special health care needs has increased dramatically over the 
past decade. Students are coming to school with increasingly complex medical problems, 
technically intricate medical equipment, and complicated treatments. xxv  
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 My name is Dr. Jennifer Schuberth, I’m an assistant professor in Religion at PSU. 
I am also a founding member of CORE: Calling Oregon to Reinvest in Education.


 At an October forum at PSU on how the OEIB will affect quality in higher 
education, Ben Cannon, the governor’s education policy advisor, said, “a move towards 
this outcomes focused funding system, actually creates a real opportunity” for faculty 
concerned about growing class sizes and issues of quality, “because it will require the 
state and the investment board to establish what are the core purposes of education 
and then put the dollars behind them.”   Cannon acknowledged that at the policy level, 1


we only have pretty blunt tools, such as rates of completion of degree. These tools may 
play a role in investment decisions, but we also know that student-faculty relationship 
lead to better outcomes and these relationships are precisely where the dollars are not 
being spent at Portland State. 


 A quality higher education requires time, it requires that professors have a 
manageable workload so that they can meet with students and provide feedback on 
their work. This interaction has been shown to be even more important for non 
traditional students who make up the majority of PSU’s student population.   Quality 2


higher education requires that students not have to work two jobs and be in debt for the 
rest of their lives to get that education. You can’t get much out of class if you’re too tired 
to do the reading or you have to miss half your classes because of overtime. 


 Too often students and faculty are pitted against one another. The narrative has 
been that higher quality will mean higher tuition. But tuition has been increasing along 
with class sizes, while labor conditions and faculty salaries have been declining. We 
need to question this narrative in light of what’s happening on the ground. The money is 
not being used to provide students with quality higher education and therefore we 
cannot assume that higher tuition will simply lead to higher quality.


 Last year, Portland State University posted record breaking reserves: 19.8% of 
operating revenues or $54 million.   They are now projecting that they will end FY2012 3


with reserves totaling 18.5% of operating revenues, or $49 million.   OUS recommends a 4


reserve of between 5-15%. In the face of record tuition increases, faculty pay cuts, 
increased class sizes, and increased course loads, faculty and students have 
repeatedly asked in private and public forums why this money, which is unrestricted, is 
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not being used for instruction and faculty research. The administration has repeatedly 
told students and faculty—many of whom, like me, have degrees in finance, statistics or 
economics—that they don’t understand budgets. Last spring, the AAUP faculty union 
brought in an expert, Dr. Howard Bunsis, who holds a JD, as well as an MBA, and PhD 
from the University of Chicago, to audit PSU’s own financial statements; Dr. Bunsis’ 
research found huge surpluses that could be used for instruction and a decline in the 
university’s overall financial commitment to teaching.   The university responded to this 5


presentation by quibbling over numbers and engaged in an ad hominem attack both in 
writing and during private meetings in which they questioned Dr. Bunsis’ credentials.   6


They never answered the basic question of why more money couldn’t be spent on 
instruction.

 
 Then, on November 16th, during an AAUP collective bargaining meeting, which 
included three student representatives, the faculty and students again brought up the 
reserve. The administration said they couldn't tell them the composition of the reserve 
because the new Vice President for Finance and Administration is so new that she 
doesn't have that level of knowledge yet. The administration essentially told the 
bargaining team that they had plans for the money, they just couldn't give them any 
details. The faculty and students have been asking these questions for months and the 
administration still cannot, or will not, answer them.


 Portland State University is a public institution and its operations are being 
financed more and more by student tuition and fees. Students, faculty and the citizens 
of Oregon have the right to know how their money is being spent. However, access to 
budgets after the money has been allocated does us no good. Faculty and students 
need to be part of the decision making process from the very beginning and Portland 
State University’s administration needs to reallocate funds in order to fulfill its core 
mission of educating students and conducting academic research. 


 We know where some of the money has been going; administrators’ salaries 
have been increasing and more administrators have been hired in the past few years. 
The other place this money is going is into real estate. PSU certainly needs more space 
as its student population grows, but  40% of the proposed new construction is for 
commercial properties.   We need to ask what effect this kind of real estate investment, 7
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which means long term debt obligations, is having and will have on the quality of 
education at PSU. In California and many other states, we’ve seen universities enter 
into risky real estate deals that have been financed by student tuition dollars. These 
risky deals often have the promise of research funding attached to them.   In 2010, the 8


University of California finally acknowledged that its $3.5 billion in research revenues 
translated into a $720 million net loss, once overhead was factored in.   These huge 9


losses mean that state money and student tuition dollars were used to subsidize private 
research. Portland State’s proposal for a Sustainability Center building is one such 
example of a risky investment that is supposed to bring in research dollars, but has the 
potential for major losses.   Recently, Portland city commissioners Fish and Fritz 10


questioned the city’s financial commitment to the project because of its risks.   Before 11


we build sustainability centers, which in this case will benefit private companies, we 
need to create a sustainable educational environment, one which practices sustainable 
labor practices and doesn’t bury students in debt. 


 Ultimately, the most economically sound and the most socially just solution is free 
higher education for all Oregonians who qualify. However, we understand that is not 
possible at this moment and not the job of this board. What we are asking is for the 
state to help students and faculty play an active role in the decision making process at 
our own university. As an education investment board, we would like you to direct PSU 
to invest a higher percentage of its budget into instruction and research that is not 
privately owned. We believe the following steps are necessarily, but not sufficient, to 
maintain quality at PSU:



a. Freeze tuition and fees, with the goal of eventually decreasing them.

b. Cap class sizes. We suggest no more than 36  for lower level courses, based on 


general education (PSU’s “university studies”) course caps, and no more than 25 for 
upper division courses.   Online course should have no more than 25 students, and 12


15 for writing intensive courses.  
13


c. Require that at least 80% of the faculty be hired as full time employees.   Currently, 14


over 40% of courses are taught by adjuncts, many of whom are working at 2 or 3 
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other colleges without benefits, do not have office space, cannot advise students 
about majors or classes, and are often not available to write recommendations.



d. Require that after three years of employment, faculty are put on 3-plus year rolling 
contracts, in order to ensure continuity of programs and availability of faculty for 
student advising, recommendations, and other work that requires a long term 
commitment by and to the university. Southern Oregon University already employs 
such contracts.   
15




We are requesting that the Oregon Education Investment board intervene into PSU’s 
investment decisions because the current allocation of resources is leading to a lower 
quality of education for all our students, including many Oregonians. Faculty and 
students have attempted to address issues of tuition increases, workload, faculty hiring 
practices, and budget concerns with the administration in multiple venues. At November 
15th press conference the day before a student walk, the administration told student 
reporters that PSU’s administration couldn’t address their concerns and that they should 
speak to their legislators. We are doing that and we hope that this board will help faculty 
and students change the direction of our university, because if it continues on its current 
path, we are headed towards a degree mill in which students pay a great deal for a 
piece of paper that signifies little. 
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�  The forum can be viewed at: http://orcore.org/oeibforum.html1


�  From resource and data page at CORE: http://orcore.org/resources.html 
2


• Joe Cuseo. "The empirical case against large class size: Adverse effects on the 
teaching, learning, and retention of first-year students." The Journal of Faculty 
Development, Volume 21 (1) Jan 2007. Scholar reviews 60+ research articles on 
effects of class size on retention. Findings: The research reviewed in this 
manuscript indicates that large class size is a contextual variable that has 
generally adverse effects on student learning, mediated primarily by lowering 
students' level of engagement (active involvement) with the course instructor, 
with classmates, and with the subject matter.



• Chapman, Lauren and Larry Ludlow, "Can Downsizing College Class Sizes 
Augment Student Outcomes?: An Investigation of the Effects of Class Size on 
Student Learning." The Journal of General Education. 59.2 (2010). Findings: 
"Neither student nor instructor variables individually or collectively were able to 
completely negate the negative effects of larger classes. Therefore, while 
increasing class sizes, especially during these times of increased education 
costs, presents a relatively seductive and easy way to save money, it may 
introduce a burden to learning that is difficult for students and instructors to 
overcome despite their best efforts."



• Dillon, Michael and E. C. Kokkelenberg, "The Effects of Class Size on Student 
Achievement in Higher Education: Applying an Earnings Function." Binghamton 
University State University of New York, June 2002. Finding: Student grades are 
negatively impacted as class size increases. 



• Keil, Jack and Peter J. Partell, Office of Budget and Institutional Research, 
Binghamtom University, "The Effect of Class Size on Student Performance and 
Retention at Binghamton University." Finding: There is a negative relationship 
between class size and retention at Binghamton University.



• Shoemaker, Judy, DUE/Research & Evaluation, UC Irvine, "Overview of Class 
Size Research." Findings: "Smaller classes are more effective when the goals 
are problem-solving, critical thinking, long-term retention, and attitude toward the 
discipline." Also, "research has shown that the following types of students benefit 
most from small classes: most able, those with low motivation, those with high 
affiliation needs, beginners in the subject matter, students from low economic 
backgrounds, and those predisposed to learn facts rather than apply or 
synthesize."



�  http://www.pdx.edu/budget/financial-reports-and-budget-exhibits: See PSU Financial 3


Reports - Current Unrestricted Funds by College - Fiscal Year 2010-11
�  http://www.ous.edu/state_board/meeting/dockets: "Agenda and Materials for the Nov. 4


4th OUS Board meeting,” page 7.
�  Link to Dr. Bunsis’ report: http://orcore.org/resources.html#bunsis 5







�  Link to PSU’s official response to Dr. Bunsis’ report: http://www.pdx.edu/news/6


legislature-cuts-university-funding-what-it-means-for-psu
�  Portland State Magazine, Fall 2011. “Prepared for Growth”:  http://pdx.edu/magazine/7


magazine/news/prepared-growth
�  Joel Norris, “The Crisis in Extramural Funding,” Academe, Nov-Dec 2011. 
8


http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/academe/2011/ND/Feat/norr.htm 

UC San Diego oceanographer explains why the prevailing idea that universities can 
sustain themselves by seeking extramural funding, especially in the sciences, is false 
from an economic perspective, and disastrous from a research and educational 
perspective. 
�  Chris Newfield, “Still Unmaking the Public University,” Huffington Post, March 25, 9


2011.

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/christopher-newfield/still-unmaking-the-
public_b_840727.html

In the summer of 2010, the University of California finally acknowledged that its $3.5 
billion in research revenues translated into a $720 million net loss, once overhead was 
factored in. This article explains why private funding does not make up for public 
funding at universities, as well analyzes how administrators use tuition to fund risky 
investments and research that benefit private companies. 
�  Andrew Giegerich, “Oregon Sustainability Center turns to corporations for financial 10


help.” Sustainable Business Oregon. April 9, 2010. http://
www.sustainablebusinessoregon.com/articles/2010/04/
oregon_sustainability_center_turns_to_corporations_for_financial_help.html

This article explain the potential costs related to PSU partnerships with private 
companies. Among the most alarming issues mentioned is the high rent costs, which if 
not able to be recouped, could essentially lead to PSU subsidizing private rents with 
tuition money. The other other issue that has raised concern around the nation is the 
ownership of the research performed in the building. “Even though the building is 
constructed with public funds, companies could nonetheless demand that any research 
done within the building remains confidential.” 
�  Denis C. Theriault, “Worst-Case Risk Scenario for Oregon Sustainability Center: 11


Millions Bled from City Budget.” Portland Mercury, Sept. 21, 2011.

http://blogtown.portlandmercury.com/BlogtownPDX/archives/2011/09/21/worst-case-
risk-scenario-for-oregon-sustainability-center-millions-bled-from-city-budget

This article explains why the city of Portland is questioning the Sustainability Center. It 
does not address PSU’s financial commitment, but shows that there is concern about 
the commercial viability of the project. If the project is not commercially successful, PSU 
tuition dollars could be diverted to support the debt obligations and pay rent for space 
that is at least $7 dollars/sq. feet above prime downtown real estate prices (estimate 
from email exchange with Monica Rimai, VP Finance and Administration, PSU). 
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�  While research does not provide us with the “perfect” number of students, from 12


personal experience and research(see endnote 2), these numbers are offered as a 
starting point. The argument that sciences should have large lecturers should also be 
challenged, in that universities such as MIT are moving away from large lecture courses 
and seeing higher rates of success amongst students. For a school like PSU, this can 
mean higher retention rates. See Sara Rimer, “At MIT, Large Lectures are Going the 
Way of the Blackboard.” NY Times, January 12, 2009. http://www.nytimes.com/
2009/01/13/us/13physics.html?_r=2

“The physics department has replaced the traditional large introductory lecture with 
smaller classes that emphasize hands-on, interactive, collaborative learning....Already, 
attendance is up and the failure rate has dropped by more than 50 percent. M.I.T. is not 
alone. Other universities are changing their ways, among them Rensselaer Polytechnic 
Institute, North Carolina State University, the University of Maryland, the University of 
Colorado at Boulder and Harvard. In these institutions, physicists have been pioneering 
teaching methods drawn from research showing that most students learn fundamental 
concepts more successfully, and are better able to apply them, through interactive, 
collaborative, student-centered learning.”
�  Concerning online course sizes see: Laura Pappano, “Before Signing On: A 13


Checklist.” NY Times, Nov. 4, 2011. http://www.nytimes.com/2011/11/06/education/
edlife/before-signing-on-a-checklist.html?_r=1&emc=eta1
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�  While we recognize that there may be a value in having adjunct faculty who have 14


expertise outside of the university, AFT, the adjunct faculty union, has reported that this 
group is a very small minority of those hired by PSU. The majority of faculty are hired 
below .49 so that the university does not have to provide benefits. For research 
concerning full time faculty and student success, see http://orcore.org/
resources.html#fulltime and:



•  Ehrenberg, R.L. and Zhang, L. (2004). "Do Tenured and Non-Tenure Track 
Faculty Matter?" National Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper No. 
10695. Findings: As proportions of full-time nontenured and part-time faculty 
increased, the graduation rates at these schools decreased and effects were 
greater at public than at private institutions. The study found that better faculty-
student ratios were associated with higher graduation rates. The authors also 
found that a higher proportion of contingent faculty is not associated with greater 
external research volume for full-time tenure-track faculty. While larger 
proportions of contingent faculty may be financially lucrative to institutions, these 
data indicate that students do not reap similar benefits.



• Jaeger, Audrey J. "Contingent Faculty and Student Outcomes." Academe, 
November-December 2008.  
Findings: In each institutional type analyzed, the effect of exposure to part-time 
faculty, such as postdoctoral researchers, adjunct professors, and part-time 
lecturers, on student outcomes, was negative.



• Jaeger, Audrey and M. Kevin Eagan. "Examining Retention and Contingent 
Faculty Use in a State System of Public Higher Education." Educational Policy. 
June 13, 2010. Findings: The study found significant negative relationships 
between retention and high levels of exposure to part-time faculty persisted 
across three of four institutional types. Retention seems to be positively impacted 
by full time faculty teaching first-year "gatekeeper" or introductory courses. The 
study, unlike many others, takes into account different types of contingent faculty 
(part time, full time non-tenured, etc.) as well as different types of schools 
(doctoral, masters, etc.).



• Long, Bridget Terry and Eric Bettinger, "The Increasing Use of Adjunct Instructors 
at Public Institutions: Are we Hurting Students?" (2006) In Ronald Ehrenberg, Ed. 
What's Happening to Public Higher Education. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press 
for the American Council on Education. Findings: While adjuncts may teach 
effectively in many fields, students who have more adjunct instructors during their 
first semester are less likely to persist into their second year. 



• Umbach, P. (2007). "How Effective Are They? Exploring the Impact of Contingent 
Faculty on Undergraduate Education," The Review of Higher Education, Winter 
2007, Volume 30, No. 2, pp. 91-123. Findings: The researchers found that 
contingent faculty, particularly part-time faculty, have less time to interact with 
students, fewer opportunities to use active and collaborative learning techniques, 
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�  Many fixed term faculty have been on one-year non-renewable contracts for 5+ years, 15


some 10 or more. While these faculty are given benefits, their tenuous employment 
status leaves them open to dismissal without cause, as well as leads to constant 
turnover. See endnote 14 for resources on the importance of full time faculty. Examples 
of the importance of long term faculty include familiarity with resources, involvement in 
long term curriculum discussions, and availability for recommendations and advising 
over the course of students‘ studies.   
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Discussion Draft: Outline for OEIB Report to the Legislature (Due 12/15/11) 


 


Transmittal letter from Governor 


 


 


 


 


 


 


A. Background, Need for Change and Examples of Excellence 


 Declining test scores and educational attainment (Compare low HS graduation rate 


to…) 


 Examples of excellence from testimony and outreach (…more HS students than ever 


before graduating with college credit) 


 How we fund education now 


 


B. Long-Term Goal of 100/80 (40/40/20) 


 Goal of 100/80 and excerpts from “Oregon Learns” 


 Why it is important 


 Gaps for each segment 


ALSO: Charts from earlier reports on where we stand 


 


C. Outcomes  


 All Oregon children enter kindergarten ready for school 


 All Oregonians move along the learning pathway at their best pace to success 


 All Oregonians graduate from high school and are college and career ready 


 All Oregonians who pursue education beyond high school achieve a degree or 


certificate and are ready to contribute to Oregon’s economy 


[Modified from state’s 10-year budget team recommendations.] 


 


D. Challenges 


 Poverty and economic inequality 


 Persistence of racial achievement gaps 


 Demographic changes 


 Constrained resources 


(Test correlation between declines in test scores and attainment over the last decade 


vs. funding levels – on a per student, inflation-adjusted basis?) 


 Need to do better with the resources we have 


 


E. Principles 


 We can do better with the resources we have. This is evident in the islands of 


excellence we see around the state. All districts get the same dollars per student, but 


I. Introduction 


 Vision 


 SB 909 Deliverables 


 







some get better results, as measured by graduation rates, test scores and post-


secondary success. 


 Our goal is 40/40/20. We recognize that we can’t get there with current resources, 


nor can we get there with current systems of funding and delivery. But we must move 


forward with the resources we have, improve as we go and identify how much 


progress can be accomplished with improvement and how much will require new 


resources. By doing better, we make the best case for more resources, and we will 


be better able to use those resources to accomplish our 40/40/20 goals. 


 We are committed to success for all learners – all racial and ethnic groups, 


economically disadvantaged students, English language learners and students with 


disabilities. [Strategy #1] 


 We recognize that all students learn at their own pace and that individualized 


teaching and learning can best meet the needs, achieve the potential and create a 


culture of lifelong learning for all students. [Strategy #7] 


 


 


 


 


 


 


o   


 Equity for all learner groups (Does this deserve a separate category?) 


o Examples of success (Tigard-Tualatin)  


o New ideas 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


A. Strategy: Create a seamless P-20 system  


 Education Investment Leadership: OEIB and Chief Education Officer [Strategies #2, 


12] 


o Membership and role of OEIB  


o Chief Education Officer role, hiring update  


 Focus on early childhood [Strategy #2] 


 


B. Strategy: Focus investments on outcomes 


How we fund education now, vs. new Education investment framework 


 Outcomes and Indicators [Strategy #1] 


II. Summary of Strategies 


 Create a seamless P-20 system 


o Requires reorganization of governance and state supports 


o CEdO 


 Focus investments on outcomes 


o Outcomes and state’s new approach to budgeting 


o Achievement compacts – concept and elements, incl. attention to 


learning stages 


o Tight-loose 


o Local control Focus on learning stages and momentum points, not silos 


 Build system-wide standards, guidance and support 


o Importance of longitudinal data system 


o Standards and assessments 


o Wraparound services 


 Develop a plan to get to 40/40/20 by 2025 







 Achievement Compacts [Strategy #8] 


o Concept, framework and elements 


 Tight-loose and local control [Strategy #5] 


o Critical role of local/district boards 


o Regulatory relief (EESC/ODE work) [Strategy #5] 


 Importance of momentum points and use of investments to accelerate progress for 


all learners across the continuum [Strategies #4, 7] 


  Budget redesign 


o Stabilized baseline for capacity funding [Strategy #9] 


o  Incentivize innovation and the adoption of best practices over time [Strategy 


#10] 


C. Strategy 3: Build system-wide standards, guidance and support 


 Longitudinal data system [Strategy #6] 


o Return on investment 


o Build out to inform classroom instruction  


 Establish common standards and assessments [Strategy #6] 


 Relevance of proficiency-based approaches [Strategy #7] 


 Need for, potential approaches to, wraparound services [Strategy #3]  


 


D. Strategy 4: Develop 40/40/20 Plan 


 Develop plan to achieve high school and college completion goals by 2025 [Strategy 


#12] 


o Phased and adjusted over time 


o Aligned with strategies for investment and support 


o Informed by and drives to best practices and new ideas (See Agenda for 


Excellence) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Phase One  


 


A. Early Childhood Services and Governance 


 Merging, redesigning or improving EC services and aligning with outcomes. 


 Plan beginning 6/30/11 


 Early identification of children at risk and establishment of family support managers. 


 Consolidating, aligning and coordinating children’s services programs. 


 Kindergarten readiness assessments  


 Contracting practices 


ALSO: Sidebar on Gladstone 


 


III. Timeline and Next Steps 


 Phase One (through February 2012) 


 Phase Two (March 2012 – 2013) 


 







B. Achievement Compacts 


 Requirement for receipt of state fund in 2012-13 


o K-12 districts 


o ESDs 


o Community colleges 


o Oregon University System 


o OHSU medical, dental and nursing education programs 


 Framework 


o Completion (learning stages, diplomas, certificates and degrees) 


o Quality (validation of knowledge and skills) 


o Connections (to workforce, economy, civic society) 


o Responsibilities across the P-20 system 


 Sample Compacts 


 


C. K-12 and Next Generation Accountability System 


 Assessing K12 Student Progress 


o Momentum points at stages of student learning 


o Next-generation assessments 


o Federal accountability 


 NCLB Waiver Application for 2012-13 


ALSO: Chart of lower income vs. higher income achievement under OAKS, 5-year grad 


rates disaggregated 


 


D. Post-Secondary Education 


 “Bring more college-level work into the high schools, e.g. dual credit 


 Assessing post-secondary student progress  


 Governance (post-sec EQC, OSAC, HECC) 


 Task Force on Higher Education Student and Institutional Success 


 HECC 


Also: Sidebar on Eastern Promise, college-going rates disaggregated 


 


E. 2012 Legislation 


 Achievement Compact 


 Mandate relief 


 Early Childhood Plan (ODE) 


 Governance (Beginning with Higher Education Coordinating Comm.) 


 


Phase Two  


 


F. An Agenda for Excellence 


 A look ahead to a list of examples by learning stage and learner group 


o Existing practices that are working well now that can be expanded, brought to 


scale 







o New ideas to investigate 


 Examples for 11-14 learning stage 


o Existing: Expand ASPIRE to create college-going culture 


o New: Guarantee full affordability for first two years of college for high school 


graduates who enroll in post-secondary institutions immediately after 


graduation.  


 


G. Budget Redesign for 2013-2015 


 New budget model, 10-year horizon 


 Incentives for outcomes and innovation 


 


 


SIDEBARS: Proven Practice (Islands of Excellence) and Promising Opportunities 


(Rather than working these into the narrative, propose to include them in the report as side bar 


stories, illustrating the abstract themes) 


 Eastern Promise – 10-14 collaboration to promote college access, success 


 Tigard-Tualatin Response to Intervention – district-to-district scaling up of early 


intervention practice around key momentum point 


 Gladstone early childhood center – comprehensive support for early learners, with 


bridge into K-12 school 


 Western retention efforts/Hispanic graduation initiatives – effective investment in degree-


attainment 


 


Appendices 


 Four fact sheets on early learning, K-12, CC, OUS 


 Membership of OEIB 


 Chief Ed Office Job Description 


 Legislative concepts 


 Outreach and communications 













Summary of Oregon Education Investment Board Strategies and Plan #2 


 


Strategy Advice  Next Steps Leg. 


1. Focus state funding for all 
educational institutions on defined 
outcomes. 


Distinguish outcomes funding from 
proficiency funding? 
Take into account the challenges 
faced by different institutions with 
different student populations. 


Begin with Achievement Compacts in 2012-13 – 
see #8. 
Address in further detail in 2013-15 budget plan – 
see #9 & #10. 


2012 
2013? 


2. Develop a unified 0-20 system, from 
birth to post-secondary education, 
for all Oregon learners. 


Also address in governance. 
Note national review of Head Start. 


Early Childhood Plan – organization, streamlining 
and K readiness benchmarks eff. 6/30/12. 


 
2012 


 


3. Ensure success for all learners, incl. 
racial/ethnic, economically 
disadvantaged, limited English 
students and students with 
disabilities.  Provide wraparound 
services beyond traditional 
educational programs. 


Recognize impacts of poverty Consider involvement of community service 
providers and use of community compacts. 
Note relevance of EC catchment areas. 
Invite presentations by ELL Collaborative, Donna 
Beegle and Oregon Leadership Network. 
 


 


4. Identify the stages of learning that 
equate to the most critical 
momentum points along the 0-20 
continuum and use these to inform 
measures of progress toward the 
defined outcomes. 


Reconcile differences. Clarify 
terminology. 
Change “ready to learn” to “ready 
for school.” 
 


Schedule report on focus groups for Dec. 1.   
 


5. Establish a tight-loose relationship 
between the state as investor and 
our educational institutions as 
providers of education.  


Clarify no loss of local control. 
Make sure student needs are 
addressed when considering 
repeals, waivers and suspensions. 
Don’t make things tighter for CCs.  


Identify further relief from regulatory reporting 
and put into effect in 2011-12 and 2012-13.  
Schedule report from ODE work group at 12/7 
meeting. 


 
2012 


6. Build out and support the 0-20 
system over time. This will require 
new system-wide capacities, such 
as the longitudinal data base, 
establish common standards and 


Proceed with initial phase of data 
base to inform investment 
decisions and build out to inform 
classroom instruction (e.g. 
formative ass’ts). 


Data Base Plan: 


 System operative by 6/30/12, with ROI for 
early childhood and K-12 by that date 


 Develop long-term plan in 2012to inform 
teaching and learning.  


2013? 







assessments across the continuum, 
and support for innovation and best 
practices. 


Address funding from Project Alder 
and SB 909. 
Address everything required to 
make it happen. 


7. Establish a learner-focus for the 0-
20 system; encourage individualized 
learning and proficiency-based 
advancement. 


Help build momentum and 
excitement, but don’t impose on 
districts. 
Capture individual growth. 
Tap the intrinsic motivation of 
learners. 
Support job-embedded 
professional development. 
Revise terminology. 


Tie into standards and ass’ts for advancement, e.g. 
Eastern Promise (scheduled for presentation on 
Dec. 7). 
 


 


8. Establish achievement compacts to 
create partnerships with our 
educational institutions and to 
focus state and local roles on our 
defined outcomes and measures of 
progress. Connect to 40/40/20 
goals. 


Explore community compacts with 
parents, local gov’ts and 
community service providers. 
 


Establish as condition of receiving state funding in 
2012-13 for all K-12 districts, ESDs, community 
colleges, OUS and OHSU professional schools. 
Discuss framework at 12/1 meeting. 
Testimony from ESDs at 12/1 meeting. 
Address OHSU piece. 
Continually refine and improve in later years. 


  
 
 
 


2012 


9. Stabilize a baseline of sustainable 
funding to create common capacity 
for all institutions. 


Consider connection to QEM.  
Address in budget design in 2012. 


2013 


10. Design and implement models for 
state funding to incentivize 
innovation and the adoption of best 
practices over time. 


Consider resources for innovation 
and inter-district supports. 
Address greater flexibility in 
exchange for funding. 
Note differences by sector, e.g. CCs 
and funding for completion. 


Invite presentation from ten-year budget group. 
  
Address in budget design in 2012. 


2013 


11. Develop a 40/40/20 plan that sets 
goals, builds on common capacity, 
incorporates best practices and 
adapts over time as performance is 
assessed and rewarded. 


Need more conversations with 
communities and educators. 
Build a culture of achievement. 


Refine, develop next draft in 2012 
Refine again based on results of 2012-13 
Achievement Compacts and continually thereafter 


 







 


12. Consolidate and streamline 
governance structures to improve 
decision-making. 
 


Form should follow function; will 
take time. 
Donegan/Spilde  recommend: 


 Bd of Ed & OUS Bd remain 
intact 


 OUS moves forward with local 
board option 


Nesbitt recommends: 


 Info reports from Chancellor, 
CC Comm. & OSAC ED to the 
OEIB & CEdO 


 Look at QEC, PSQEC  and OEIB 


 Look at OSAC and HECC in 13-
15 


Some members int’d  in further 
actions now. 


Governor will appoint Work Group at next mtg. 
Interest in more immediate discussion 
See Deliverables 3(d),(e), (f) & (g)  


2012/ 
2013? 


 


 


Questions: 


 


 Do we need additional strategies? 


 


Issues that need more discussion: 


 


 Role or the QEM. 


 


 Relationship of funding to past decade’s decline in achievement. 


 


 Impacts of poverty and how best to address. 


 


 Community compacts and wraparound strategies. 







Deliverables in SB 909 


 


Deliverable SB 909 Reference Next Steps Leg. 


1. Appoint a Chief Education Officer to perform duties 
determined by the OEIB; 


Sect. 2 Take testimony on job description at Dec. 
1 mtg. Approve job description and launch 
national search by Dec. 7 


 


2. Submit a report to the Legislature by 12/15/11. Sect. 6 Task drafters, appoint reviewers, approve 
outline by Dec. 7 


 


3. May propose legislation for:  Sect. 6(2)   


3. a. allowing the OEIB to carry out its duties;: Sect. 6(2)(a) Establish Achievement Compacts in 12-13 2012 


3. b. Merging, redesigning or improving early childhood 
services and aligning with child-centered outcomes;  


 
Sect. 6(2)(b) 


Early Learning Council will address in Dec. 
report 


 


3. c. Implementing early childhood services, including: Sect. 6(2)(c) “         “         “         “  


  identification of at-risk children and families;  “         “         “         “  


 establishment of family support managers;  “         “         “         “  


 ensuring that contracts with providers require 
measured progress, goals and payments based 
on success; 


 “         “         “         “  


 establishing kindergarten readiness assessm’ts;   “         “         “         “  


 early learning benchmarks, and the collection 
and evaluation of data; 


 “         “         “         “  


3. d. Merging State Board of Ed and State Board of Higher 
Ed and transferring their duties to OEIB by 6/30/12; 


Sect. 6(2)(d) To be informed by SB 909 Work Group 
members’ (Donegan/Spilde) report 


2013? 


3.  e. Transferring the duties of the State Commission on 
Children and Families to the OEIB by 6/30/12; 


Sect. 6(2)(d) Recommended to move to ELC, along with 
Child Care Commission 


2012 


3. f. Requiring the OUS Chancellor, Commissioner for 
Community College Services and the Executive Director 
of OSAC to function under the direction and control of 
the Chief Education Officer by 6/30/2; and, 


Sect. 6(2)(e) To be informed by SB 909 Work Group 
members’ (Donegan/Spilde) report 


2012/ 
2013? 


3. g. Consolidating, aligning and coordinating programs for 
youth development and training. 


Sect. 6(2)(f) Early Learning Council will address in Dec. 
report 


2012? 


4. Ensure that the statewide data system is operating on 
or before 6/30/12. 


Sect. 7 Based on SB 909 Work Team report  







 





