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1/03/2012 


5444 SW Dover Ct. 


Portland, Oregon 


  


Members of the Oregon Education Investment Board, 


  


I attended the recent Oregon Leadership Summit. Following a small group workshop on 
education reform, I delved into Oregon’s efforts to create a longitudinal database 
through Project ALDER (Advancing Longitudinal Data for Educational Reform). 


  


Project ALDER is the Oregon Trail for Oregon’s knowledge economy. The depth and 
breadth of Project ALDER is staggering.[1] 


  


Project ALDER is prescriptive. Standardized tests, including “common formative” tests 
will be the data points for data-mining, thrusting more burdens and pressures on 
teachers who are expected to overcompensate for growing poverty. The longitudinal 
database is a costly diversion of the knowledge economy and it infringes on 
confidentiality and civil rights. 


  


It’s been nearly three years since President Obama proclaimed in his first address to 
the Joint Session of Congress, “In a global economy where the most valuable skill you 
can sell is your knowledge, a good education is no longer just a pathway to opportunity 
– it is a pre-requisite.”[2]  


  


The knowledge economy measures its return on investment of human capital, which, no 
doubt, explains the sweeping changes in Oregon’s education governance and public 
education restructured as “a seamless, outcomes-focused system.” Shifted from a 
manufacturing to a service sector economic base, the knowledge economy is seen as 
the latest stage of development in global economic restructuring.[3] 


  



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Manufacturing

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Service_sector

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economic_restructuring





The work of the OEIB follows the tracks that are already laid down by Project ALDER. 
Oregon’s waiver application states the “data elements and data collection for educator 
evaluation systems will support the broader accountability system and continuous 
improvement processes.”  Multiple measures will be used measure student 
achievement and growth, which, in turn will be “significant contributor to the overall 
performance rating of teachers and administrators.”[4] How relevant are these 
reassurances when computerized data drives decision-making? 


  


Oregon was a major beneficiary of the knowledge economy as one of only two states 
awarded three federal grants (totaling nearly $19 million) to help states design, 
implement and enhance Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems (SLDS).[5] 


Project ALDER, the largest award, builds upon the work of the first two grants.  


  


 The Open Source Laboratory on the OSU campus serves as the data warehouse 
merging data from multiple sources. [6] 


 Collaboration between employment , K-12and higher education allows 
systematic tracking of student education progress and workforce outcomes 
(including employment, wages and earnings) over time.  


 A social security number will be necessary to track students through 
postsecondary education and beyond into the workforce. 


  


Project ALDER has firewalls, but we must acknowledge that data can be carelessly 
handled and increasingly mined or hacked for abuse or misuse.[7] The Open Source 
Laboratory depends on contributions to support it. They quote platinum sponsor Google: 
"Google's mission is to organize the world's information and make it universally 
accessible and useful."[8] Could sponsorship by Internet giants breach confidentiality of 
this database in unknown ways? 


  


The Privacy Act of 1974 explicitly states a government agency cannot “deny to any 
individual any right, benefit, or privilege provided by law because of such individual's 
refusal to disclose his social security account number" and requires agencies to provide 
a SSN disclosure notice.[9] 


  


An unnecessary collection of SSNs is a significant vulnerability for young children. 
Identity thieves often target children because they have clean credit histories, and their 







records may be used for years before they realize their identity has been used for 
criminal activities.  


  


A July 2010 report[10] from the Social Security Administration Inspector General 
acknowledged the growing trend among State Departments of Education to establish 
longitudinal databases and include SSNs of K-12 children. While the SSA cannot 
prohibit states or schools from collecting and using SSNs, they concluded "…there are 
many risks associated with schools using SSNs as primary identifiers and we actively 
discourage use of SSNs."  


  


Advocates for Human Rights[11] recommend schools assign a school-generated I.D. 
number to comply with Plyler v Doe and guard the confidentiality of immigration status 
under the Family Education and Privacy Act (FERPA).[12] 


  


The easiest way to decrease an achievement gap is to devalue knowledge with lower 
paying jobs—something recent college graduates are facing.[13] But the best example 
is the teacher, a career that has waned in prestige and compensation for decades. A 
career that seems on the verge of replacement by virtual education. 


  


Parents and taxpayers must see research that demonstrates proven advantages of 
standardized curriculum-based measurement over teachers’ authentic formative 
assessments. Without that, any growth measured in a longitudinal database will be 
flawed—the bitter irony of a knowledge economy that diverts resources toward 
Orwellian ends. 


  


  


Kris Alman 


  


  


  


  







 The following are excerpts from Project ALDER. 


  


During Project ALDER, stakeholder teams will design and implement reports that link 
formative and summative data with functionality that allows users the capability to view 
both types of data at the same time, such as a simultaneous plot of data from EasyCBM 
and OAKS. Access to this information would support a multi-trait/multi-measure 
approach to instructional decisions that would help to ensure data-driven decision 
making is based on measures that have depth and breadth. This also allows for an 
analysis of the relationship between formative assessments, state assessments and 
other measures, which can help schools develop a systematic approach to using 
lowcost, easily accessible data to identifying whether or not students are on track to 
mastering the state content standards. 


  


Project ALDER will add integration with EasyCBM through the new District EasyCBM, 
released in August of 2009, a tool to aggregate CBM data that provides a more robust 
teacher-students linkage (e.g., it allows for multiple teachers in reading and math). 


  


ODE will develop the capability for districts to store information on two user-selected 
formative assessment measures (e.g., DIBELS, AIMSweb – two widely adopted CBM 
systems). In addition, ODE has been developing a standardized criterion-referenced 
kindergarten readiness survey measure. The measure is ready for validation trials and 
will undergo a formal content validity review. 


  


During Project ALDER, ODE will request and store SAT, PSAT, and, where available, 
ACT data at the student level linked by SSID. When not available from a vendor, ODE 
will develop a repeatable systemic approach to attaching an SSID to these data using 
established matching criteria. These data can then be used as part of the operational 
data store for additional information regarding student progress toward college 
readiness and as part of program evaluations. 


  


Transitions to non-Oregon postsecondary institutions will be tracked through 
participation in the National Student Clearinghouse. 


  







Recognizing the political challenges of overcoming pervasive assumptions that the 
linkage is always tied to teacher evaluation and sanctions, Project ALDER contains a 
significant educational factor and relies heavily on building trust and creating a shared 
vision for the use of the linked data. 


  


Collaboration with the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission, an external 
Oregon agency that issues teacher licenses and tracks teacher pre-service and 
inservice activities, will be significantly expanded. 


  


 Oregon Department of Education – US Department of Education 


Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems Site Visit 


August 1, 2011 


Project ALDER: Advancing Longitudinal Data for Educational Reform 


Grant Name: 2009-ARRA Grant – Statewide Longitudinal Data System Recovery Act 
Grants 


Award Number: R384A100053 


Award Amount: $10,475,997 


Performance Period: July 2010 – June 2013 


Project Director: Josh Klein 


Website: http://alder.orvsd.org/ 


Outcomes: 


• Design and implement K-12 teacher-student linkage components that allow 
subsequent reporting to support instructional decision making and potential analysis of 
teacher-level variables that may impact student achievement at the elementary and 
secondary levels. 


• Develop policies, procedures and partnerships needed to expand collection and 
integration of early childhood, post-secondary success and workforce data. 



http://alder.orvsd.org/





• Design and implement an active multi-state and multi-sector data exchange with the 
states of Washington, Hawaii and Idaho through the Western Interstate Commission for 
Higher Education (WICHE). 


• Create a P-20 Operational Data Store (ODS), which consolidates data instead of 
splitting data between current transactional systems and an initial data store. The P-20 
ODS will be designed to decrease the time between data collection and reporting, and 
to support the multi-state and multi-sector data exchanges. 


• Develop a comprehensive statewide data quality plan, including a policy manual with 
associated governance, which builds on Oregon’s strong efforts to date. 


  


  


Project OFAR: Oregon Formative Assessment Resources 


Grant Name: 2009 Grant – Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems 


Award Number: R372A090048 


Award Amount: $3,696,615 


Performance Period: May 2009 – April 2012 


Project Director: Josh Klein 


Website: http://ofar.orvsd.org/ 


Outcomes: 


• Integrate the infrastructure already extant in the Oregon Department of Education that 
supports the statewide assessment data with the University of Oregon's formative 
evaluation system easyCBM, using standardized curriculum-based measurement. 


• Support a large-scale database mining system for researchers across the country to 
conduct empirical investigations on either or both of the longitudinal data sets. 


o Distal measures using annual statewide tests 


o Proximal curriculum-based measures (measures collected monthly or more often) 


• Develop a web-based curriculum for the professional development of teachers-in-
training who are attending one of the seven state institutions of higher education; these 
modules address assessment literacy as well as data-driven decision-making and are 



http://ofar.orvsd.org/





designed to be incorporated into courses offered as part of each institution's teacher-
training program. 


  


Oregon DATA Project: Direct Access to Achievement 


Grant Name: 2007 Grant – Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems 


Award Number: R372A070026 


Award Amount: $4,705,977 


Performance Period: September 2007 – August 2011 


Project Director: Josh Klein 


Website: http://oregondataproject.org/ 


Outcomes: 


• A highly structured module of policies, procedures and curriculum for professional 
development. 


• A comprehensive survey of the data needs of key stakeholders in the Oregon school 
system, from the public, parent and student levels through the school, district, regional 
and state levels. 


• A comprehensive survey of business needs. 


• Creation of an enterprise-wide data architecture that draws from analysis of 
information needs, includes all data elements required for reporting, and specifies a 
data model, data dictionary, business rules, and quality assurance procedures. 


 


[1] http://alder.orvsd.org/sites/alder.orvsd.org/files/ALDER_Grant_Narrative.pdf 


[2] http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Fact-Sheet-Expanding-the-Promise-of-


Education-in-America 


[3] http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economic_restructuring Sociologists affirm a knowledge 


economy ensues in massive public de-investment, privatization, less public accountability and 


greater unevenness in the distribution of resources. 


[4]http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=3475 pages 102-105  



http://oregondataproject.org/

http://alder.orvsd.org/sites/alder.orvsd.org/files/ALDER_Grant_Narrative.pdf

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Fact-Sheet-Expanding-the-Promise-of-Education-in-America

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Fact-Sheet-Expanding-the-Promise-of-Education-in-America

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economic_restructuring

http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=3475





[5] http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/results/?id=381 Oregon DATA (Direct Access to 


Achievement) Project and Project OFAR (Oregon Formative Assessment Resources). The 


DATA Project has run its course and funding for Project OFAR ends in April.  


[6]http://alder.orvsd.org/sites/alder.orvsd.org/files/USED_Site_Visit_Session_Materials_Binder.


pdf p. 83 


[7]http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2011/12/data_breaches_in_2011_carry_un.htm


l 


[8] http://osuosl.org/members 


[9] http://www.justice.gov/opcl/1974ssnu.htm Agencies must also state whether or not disclosure 


is mandatory or voluntary and what uses will be made of the SSN. (Section 7 of the Privacy Act, 


5 U.S.C. § 552a note) 


[10] http://oig.ssa.gov/newsroom/news-releases/social-security-inspector-general-report-


kindergarten-through-12th-grade The U.S. Department of Education does not direct the 


Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems Grant Program to collect them. 


[11] http://www.energyofanation.org/sites/25e1f498-741c-478a-8a08-


aa486d8533a5/uploads/Undocumented_Students__National_.pdf 


[12] http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Plyler_v._Doe A 1982 Supreme Court decision that struck 


down a state statute denying funding for education to illegal immigrant children. 


[13]http://www.heldrich.rutgers.edu/sites/default/files/content/Work_Trends_May_2011.pdf 


Half of recent college graduates are working in jobs that don’t require college 



http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/results/?id=381

http://alder.orvsd.org/sites/alder.orvsd.org/files/USED_Site_Visit_Session_Materials_Binder.pdf

http://alder.orvsd.org/sites/alder.orvsd.org/files/USED_Site_Visit_Session_Materials_Binder.pdf

http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2011/12/data_breaches_in_2011_carry_un.html

http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2011/12/data_breaches_in_2011_carry_un.html

http://osuosl.org/members
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1/3/12 OEIB Meeting 
Agenda Item #3 


 
Process and Timeline for the Recruitment and Selection of the Chief Education Officer 


Adopted by the Oregon Education Investment Board, 12/7/11 
 


1. Governor-appointed team works with DAS to review proposals and select recruitment firm. 
DONE 


 
2. Work team evaluates proposals and selects firm. DONE 
 
3. DAS finalizes contract with firm. DONE 


 
4. OEIB makes public the initial recruitment work plan, Exhibit E of sample contract language 


with firm. Posts on website. DONE 
 
Note: OEIB also adopted the Chief Education Officer job description at its 12/7/11 meeting. 
 


5. Governor recommends to the OEIB the use of a Screening Panel for the recruitment and 
selection of finalists (see Item #6).  
 


6. Screening Panel role and the Governor’s role are as follows. 
a. Governor appoints a Screening Panel, consisting of OEIB members and others, to 


work with firm. 
b. Screening Panel, assisted by staff from the Governor’s Office, works with firm to 


develop a recommended list of finalists for the Governor. 
c. Screening Panel submits recommended list of finalists to the Governor, consistent 


with the timeline in the recruitment work plan adopted by the OEIB (see Item #8). 
d. The Governor meets with the Screening Panel to review its recommended list of 


finalists.  
e. The Governor may modify the Screening Panel’s list, by adding or deleting names 


and reordering as he chooses. 
f. The Governor forwards his list of recommended finalist(s) to the OEIB for 


consideration, including interviews, and final action. 
g. OEIB acts on Governor’s recommendations but is free to reject his recommendations 


and start the process over if the Board decides it is not satisfied with any of the 
candidates. 


 
7. OEIB takes public comments on the Governor’s recommendation (item #6) and votes on 


whether to approve the recommendation, contingent on possible further modifications per 
Item #8. DONE, ADOPTED BY OEIB WITHOUT FURTHER MODIFICATION. 


 
8. Screening Panel confers with firm and develops a more specific recruitment work plan, 


incorporating Item #6 herein.   
 
9. At its next meeting, OEIB receives a presentation from firm, receives recruitment work plan 


from the Screening panel, takes public comment on the recruitment work plan, and adopts 
the recruitment work plan with any modifications the Board may approve at that time. SET 
FOR 1/3/12 OEIB MEETING.        








1/3/12 OEIB Meeting 
Agenda Item #11 


 


2012 Meetings of the Oregon Education Investment Board 
 


Date and Time Location Key Agenda Items 


Tuesday, Jan. 3 
1:00—5:00 PM 
 


State Lands 
Building 
Salem 


 Presentation by Donna Beegle 


 Presentation by CEdO recruitment firm 


 Action on Governor’s P-20 design plan 


 Outreach plan for January & February 


 Presentation: HB 3418 Task Force 


 Presentation: Quality Education Commission 


 Invited testimony: Karen Gray, ESSC 


 Update on NCLB waiver 


 Intro to 10-year budgeting process 


Tuesday, Feb. 7 
1:00—5:00 PM 


State Lands 
Building 
Salem 


 February session legislation 


 Presentation on 10-year budgeting 


 Tentative: Healthy Kids Learn Better 


 Tentative: Western Governors’ University 


 Update on NCLB waiver 


Tuesday, March 13 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  Invited testimony re: wraparound services: 
Kevin Campbell 


 Tentative: Cradle to Career 


 2013-15 Budget: Outcomes and Indicators 


Tuesday, March 27 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD IF NEEDED 


Tuesday, April 10 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  2013-15 Budget: Outcomes and Indicators 


2nd April meeting Salem or TBD IF NEEDED 


Tuesday, May 8 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  2013-15 Budget Process: Meet with Program 
Funding Team 


Tuesday, June 12 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  


Tuesday, July 10 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD MAY SWITCH TO AUGUST MEETING 


 2013-15 Budget: Meet w/Prog. Funding Team 


Tuesday, Aug. 14 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD MAY NOT BE NEEDED IF JULY MEETING 


Tuesday, Sept. 11 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  


Tuesday, Oct. 9 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD MAY BE MOVED TO LATER IN MONTH 


 2013-15 Budget: Meet w/Prog. Funding Team 


Tuesday, Nov. 13 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  2013-15 Budget Recommendations 


 Action on P-20 Report 


Tuesday, Nov. 27 
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  


Tuesday, Dec. 11 
1:00 – 5:00 PM 


  


 








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. Staff respectfully requests that you submit 25 collated copies of written 
materials at the time of your testimony. Persons making presentations including the use of video, DVD, PowerPoint or overhead projection 
equipment are asked to contact board staff 24 hours prior to the meeting. A request for an interpreter for the hearing impaired or for 
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accommodation should be made at least 72 hours in advance. 


 
 


 


Oregon Education Investment Board 
 


Tuesday, January 3, 2012 
10:30 AM – 5:00 PM 


 
JOHN KITZHABER 


Governor of Oregon  


OEIB Chair 
 


NANCY GOLDEN 


Chair Designee 


 


RICHARD 


ALEXANDER 


 


JULIA BRIM-EDWARDS 


 


YVONNE CURTIS 


 


MATTHEW DONEGAN 


 


SAMUEL HENRY 


 


NICHOLE MAHER 


 


MARK MULVIHILL 


 


DAVID RIVES 


 


RON SAXTON 


 


MARY SPILDE 


 


KAY TORAN 


 


JOHANNA 


VAANDERING 


 


Advisors 


Susan Castillo 


Supt. of Public Instruction 


 


Camille Preus 


Commissioner of 


Community Colleges and 


Workforce Development 


 


George Pernsteiner 


Chancellor of the Oregon 


University System 


 


Josette Green 


Oregon Student Access 


Commission 


 


Staff 


Tim Nesbitt 


 


Land Board Conference Room 
Department of State Lands 


775 Summer Street NE 
Salem, OR 97301 


 


AGENDA 
 


Meetings will be live video-streamed at: 
Oregon Department of Education Video Streaming - Oregon Department of Education 
Persons wishing to testify during the public comment period should sign up at the meeting.  


 
Informational Session 10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 
 
Presentation by Dr. Donna Beegle: Breaking Poverty Barriers for Education 
 
Lunch Break 12:30 PM – 1:00 PM 
 
Regular Meeting 1:00 PM – 5:00 PM 
 
1. Welcome and Introductions 


 
2. Adoption of Minutes: Meetings of Nov. 21, 2011 (corrected), Dec. 1, 2011, Dec. 7, 


2011 and Dec. 12, 2011 
 


3. Chief Education Officer Recruitment and Selection Timeline and Process 


 Dr. Jan Greenwood and Dr. Betty Turner Asher 
Greenwood/Asher & Associates 


 Board Discussion 


 Public Comment on the Timeline and Process 


 Action on Possible Modifications to the Timeline and Process 
 
4. Act on Governor’s Recommendations to Organize the P-20 System 


(Part B of Governor’s Letter of Dec. 1, 2011, with modifications) 
 
5. Outreach and Communications  


 Outreach to Legislators: February Session 


 Community Forums 


 Media 


 Other 



http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=3310





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. Staff respectfully requests that you submit 25 collated copies of written 
materials at the time of your testimony. Persons making presentations including the use of video, DVD, PowerPoint or overhead projection 
equipment are asked to contact board staff 24 hours prior to the meeting. 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@state.or.us . Requests for 
accommodation should be made at least 72 hours in advance. 


 
6. Report from the Task Force on Higher Education Student and Institutional 


Success (HB 3418): How can the work of the Task Force best inform the OEIB’s 
design of achievement compacts and investment decisions for post-secondary 
institutions? 


 Rep. Michael Dembrow, Task Force member 


 Ed Dodson, Task Force Co-Chair 
 


7. Review of the Quality Education Model: How can the Quality Education Model 
and the work of the Quality Education Commission best inform the investment 
decisions of the OEIB? 


 Susan Massey, Chair, Quality Education Commission 


 Brian Reeder, Assistant Superintendnet, Dept. of Education 
 
8. Invited Testimony: Mandate Relief 


 Dr. Karen Fischer Gray, Superintendent, Parkrose School District 
and President, Education Enterprise Steering Committee 


 
9. Update on ESEA/NCLB Waiver 


 Susan Castillo, Superintendent of Public Instruction 


 Ben Cannon, Governor’s Senior Education Policy Advisor 
 
10. Introduction to the 10-Year Budgeting Process 


 
11. Schedule of Meetings for 2012 


 
12. Correspondence 


 
13. Public Testimony 


 
14. Adjournment 


 








Tuesday, Jan. 3, 2012  
Department of State Lands,  
Land Board Conference Room  
775 Summer St. NE, Salem   
1pm - 5 pm Meeting 


Materials packet includes: 


•Agenda  


•Communication Across Barriers handout, Dr. Donna Beegle  


•Process and Timeline for the Recruitment and Selection of the Chief Education 
Officer  


•Greenwood/Asher & Associates - Tentative Search Schedule, Fact Sheet   


•Part B of the Governors letter of Dec. 1, 2011, with modifications   


•Community Forums - Dates and Locations  


•Report from the Task Force of Higher Education Student and Institutional 
Success (HB 3418) PowerPoint Presentation   


•Quality Education Model - PowerPoint Presentation  


•Mandate Relief Testimony, Dr. Karen Fischer Gray  


•Update on ESEA/NCLB Waiver  


•Ten Year Budgeting Process  


•Schedule for Meetings for 2012  


•Minutes  


•Public Comments:  







                                     Mary Daly-Piehl  1, 2, 3   


                                     Kris Alman                                        


                                     Jennifer Schuberth                                       


                                     Dana Hepper, Stand for Children 
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Connecting People


Leadership that makes a difference-
Students living in poverty are the least likely to become educated in the nation. Deep inside, we know our class-
rooms, our curriculum, our teaching and learning strategies, our community partnerships, and even our leadership 
in our schools do  not serve students who live in the crisis of poverty.. An effective leader does not deny crisis they 
illuminate it so real solutions can be found” (Sharif Abdullah, The Power of One). We can not keep doing what we 
have always done and expect different results. Now is the time for action. 


10 Commandments For Educating Students Who Live In Poverty 


	   1. �Power and Responsibility are connected. If you do not personally take the responsibility for 
educating students in poverty, you can not have the power to close the achievement gap.  
It’s in your hands. As Harry Truman said, “The Buck Stops Here.” 


	   2. �Recognize that your interest are connected to interest of the students and families in  
poverty. Understand students and families in poverty are not “other.” They are people  
living in the context of poverty.


	   3. �Be willing to consider what is best for the students and families in poverty first. Consider  
their perspectives and experiences when making leadership decisions. 


	   4. �See students and families in poverty as people who want to learn and have quality lives,  
but may not know how or have the supports to make that happen.


	   5. �Ensure knowledge and partnerships are available to keep staff from being overwhelmed by  
the impacts of poverty on learning.


	   6. �Describe the difficulties and impact of poverty on learning and illuminate for staff how  
inaction or status quo, heightens the challenges for educating students who live  
in poverty.


	   7. �Call upon staff to examine their comfort zones and to implement new ways of reaching out  
sand of educating students who live in poverty. If an educator believes a student can not learn 
because of the impacts of poverty, they do not have a chance. 


	   8. �Leaders must walk the walk to create a school culture committed to educating students in 
poverty-Actions speak louder than words. What behavior do you exhibit that says every child 
can learn and every student will have the education supports to reach their highest potential? 
Do you visit classrooms? Do home visits? Do you select students for special jobs?


	   9. �If a leader can justify writing off one student, we all lose. We can make a difference,  
but only when we believe it, and our actions show it.


	 10. �Policy is supposed to serve, not punish. Examine policy and school rules to ensure  
students are not being punished for poverty conditions.
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Mobilize the Power of People on Your Staff: 
	   1. �Increase awareness of the root problem—If you do not know the problem, you can not come  


up with a workable solution.


	   2. �Professional development—Once staff have the awareness, they need tools and practice. 


	   3. �Create a system that supports implementation of the new teaching and learning strategies- 
including, a feedback loop, partnerships and resources, and accountability.


Build Skills:


	   1. �Conceptual skills–for ensuring poverty impacts are considered in problem solving, policy  
development, and daily routines.


	   2. �Dialectical skills–for understanding how poverty impacts the various parts of the organization 
and how this both/and perspective can serve to reduce dropouts and improve achievement;


	   3. �Collaboration skills–for comprehending how the external environment impacts education  
and building partnerships and resources to eradicate poverty impacts on learning.


Practical Ideas For School Leaders:


EDUCATING STAFF


	 • Provide training and support for all staff and parents. 


	 •� �Clarify policies like homework & how students without homes need support. Don’t fail kids  
who have no hope getting homework completed.


	 •� �Target three staff leaders to participate in poverty training, and recruit them to help with the  
process of educating the other staff members.


	 • �Make staff aware of how students in poverty effect the NCLB statistics and how support  
strategies can benefit. 


BUILDING RELATIONSHIPS


	 • �Build empathy and awareness among staff and encourage them to find some way of connecting 
personally with students and families.


	 • �Facilitate mentoring and building networks of support.


FAMILY CONNECTIONS


	 • �Place family involvement as a high priority. Parents in poverty know their kids best and can  
provide keys to educating them. 
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	 • �Facilitate an in-service meeting among all local agencies that provide support to low income 
families and see how their resources can eradicate the impacts of poverty on learning.


	 • Encourage home visits by staff.


PROGRAM


	 • �Change tardy slips to we’re glad you are here and deal with basic needs like food and when 
they arrive at school


	 • �Develop a new student orientation program with student leaders as mentors. Create a peer- 
mentoring program.


	 • �Maximize the opportunities for students to be successful each free moment of the day. Look at 
your referrals and times you receive the most are times you can use. Capture the time for  
mentoring and support.


	 • �Create a new student/parent interview process asking parents for key relationship information.


	 • �Address the issue of transportation. Dial a Ride volunteers. Keeping in mind insurance and 
board policy. 


	 • �Implement student led conferences. (Phoenix Talent model.)


	 • �Compile a list of help we need at school and recruit volunteers from the poverty community.


	 • �Create a data bank on students at risk and share with staff. (Recognizing confidentiality issues.)


	 • �Revisit eligibility for activities and athletics and provide support rather than discipline.


	 • �Recruit police, fire, & security to work with students on basic skills.


	 • �Develop a “buddy” phone call system.  When a friend isn’t at school, they can call the home 
from the office and update the student on assignments.


	 • �Sponsor a community night.  Food and Day care provided. Make sure parents in poverty are  
involved in planning.


	 • �Expose students to people who have benefited from education. (e.g., survey your community  
to those leaders that have an alternative school background.)


	 • �Have the school nurse, or community agencies, develop a program to focus on health issues.


	 • �Provide snacks and water before assessment sessions.


	 • Use Title II money to support for staff training.


	 • �Be creative –use Medicaid money, tap local business, build supports and programs for tutoring,  
before and after school programs and other supports to ensure capacity for students in poverty  
to succeed in school.
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   Metropolitan D.C.: jangreenwood@greenwoodsearch.com or (202) 746-6987 
 Dr. Betty Turner Asher, Partner, Vice President & COO 
   Florida: bettyasher@greenwoodsearch.com or (850) 650-2277 


 
Our organization’s partners, principals, consultants, and affiliates collectively represent over 
65 years of experience in global and national executive search.  More than 40 
Greenwood/Asher consultants and affiliates who bring you a cumulative of: 


 Over 1000 searches successfully completed 


 Over 300 years of combined experience in education and nonprofit organizations 


 Over 100 years in organizational consulting and training 


 Over 60 years in health care, including in academic health centers and public health 
agencies 


 26 positions held by consultants and affiliates as CEOs, Presidents, or Senior Executives 


 
GEOGRAPHIC REACH:  Jan Greenwood is based in the Washington, DC metropolitan area.   


Consultants and affiliated consultants have been located throughout the United States: 
Washington, D.C., Virginia, Maryland, Florida, Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee, Colorado, 
Illinois, California, Indiana, Massachusetts, North Carolina, Washington, Texas, Montana, 
Ohio, Minnesota, Nebraska, and Oregon.  


 
EXECUTIVE SEARCH SERVICES: 
 


For education clients, our consultants and affiliates have completed searches for Commissioners, 
Chancellors, Presidents, Provosts, Vice Presidents, Vice Chancellors, Deans, School 
Superintendents, Endowed Chairs, cluster hires, and completed consulting assignments for the 
following types of institutions: 


 


AASCU Colleges and Universities                       K-12 Schools 
AAU Universities       APLU Universities 
Academic Health Centers       Public and Private Research Universities 
Community and/or Technical Colleges       State College and University Systems and 
Independent Colleges and Universities   State Coordinating Boards 


 Historically Black Colleges and Universities       Hispanic Serving Institutions 
 
We have specialists who have completed for example searches for Commissioners, Chancellors, 
Presidents; Provosts; CIOs; Vice Presidents for Health Affairs, Student Affairs, Enrollment 
Management, Advancement, Business/Finance/Administration; Athletics; Deans for Arts and 
Sciences, Engineering, Architecture, Medicine, Pharmacy, Dentistry, Nursing, Health Sciences, 
Social Work, Law, Education, Sciences, Business, HPER, Informatics, Libraries, Visual and 
Performing Arts; Center Directors; Endowed Chairs; and Cluster Hires 


 
For academic health center clients, our consultants and affiliates have conducted executive 
searches including cluster hires and consulting for the following types of positions: 
  


 Executive Vice President for Health Affairs        Center Director  
 Dean of the College of Medicine       Endowed Chair 



mailto:jangreenwood@greenwoodsearch.com

mailto:bettyasher@greenwoodsearch.com





 


 


 


 
© 2009 GREENWOOD/ASHER & ASSOCIATES, INC.  


 


42 Business Center Dr. 
Suite 206 
Miramar Beach, FL  32550 
WEB SITE http://www.greenwoodsearch.com 


PHONE (850) 650-2277 
FAX (850) 650-2272 
E-MAIL jangreenwood@greenwoodsearch.com 
 bettyasher@greenwoodsearch.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
For intercollegiate athletic searches, Alden & Associates, Inc. is our strategic partner and we have 
conducted searches for the following types of positions: 
 


Athletics Director Head Coach 
Senior Associate  Associate 


  
For nonprofit and for profit organizations, our consultants and affiliates have conducted searches 
for example for the following organizations:  
 


            The Conference Board  Aspira 
            Boys and Girls Clubs of America                         Jesse Ball duPont Foundation 
            Independent Sector  Reader’s Digest Association 
 Foundation for Healthier Kentucky  Colleges 
 American Psychological Association  Center for Creative Leadership 
 National Industries for the Blind 


 
For consulting and training, our consultants and affiliates have worked with over 2,000 institutions 
and conducted more than 1,000 studies, workshops, seminars, and/or training sessions.  Examples 
of areas of expertise include: 
 


 Governance Studies  Policy Analysis and Development 
 Institutional Planning  Organizational Structure Studies 
 Board/Directors Workshops  Strategic and Tactical Leadership Initiatives 
 Executive Evaluations  Benchmark Studies 
 Branding  Curriculum Studies 
 Transition Planning and Onboarding  Strategies for Increasing Government and  
 Compensation Studies   Political Support and Funding 


               
WHAT YOU CAN EXPECT WHEN YOU CHOOSE G/A&A: 
 


• Responsiveness from a G/A&A  • Active pursuit of diversity 
 partner and personal attention  • Consulting experience you can trust 
• Successful completion of your assignment • Innovation and flexibility 
• Timely response to your sense of urgency  • Focus on getting the job done 
 24/7 • Cost effective fees 
• A team and partnership relationship • The core values of G/A&A are built into all  
• Ongoing communications throughout the   of our work 
 search and after completion • Our process and products are predictable  
• Use of technology to reduce expenses,   as a result of our branding…our clients  
 allow immediate access to information,   know what to expect 
 and provide a smooth process   
• Expertise in working in freedom of    
 information states   
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Task Force on Higher Education Student and Institutional Success was created by House Bill 3418, 
which was passed by the Oregon Legislature during the 2011 Legislative Session.  The bill outlines the 
membership requirements for the 17-member Task Force with 13 members appointed by the Governor 
and four legislators appointed by the Senate President and Speaker of the House. 
 
This Interim Report is required by the bill, and is based on the first two meetings of the Task Force, held 
in November 2011. The bill requires a final report to be delivered to the Legislature in October 2012. 


 


WHAT THE BILL DIRECTS THE TASK FORCE TO DO 


a) Examine best practices and models for accomplishing student and institutional success, as such 
success is measured by achievement of the mission of higher education set forth in ORS 351.009 
and the policy for community colleges set forth in ORS 341.009; 


b) Consider institutional and statutory barriers to student success and completion of programs; 
c) Examine methods for students to acquire basic skills and career preparation skills; 
d) Review alternative funding options for providing necessary services to students and promoting 


best practices for student success and completion; and 
e) Compare alternative funding options instituted in other states for improving student and 


institutional success. 


WHAT THE TASK FORCE HAS ACCOMPLISHED TO DATE 
 


1. Identify the significant barriers to success:  The “Big Rocks” 
 


The Task Force thoughtfully discussed many barriers facing students and institutions.  It then refined the 
list into a defined set of barriers, which if positively addressed will have the greatest impact on student 
success.  While the list of “Big Rocks” is not exhaustive, it reflects the preliminary thinking of the Task 
Force members and reaches across the educational continuum – from high schools through 
postsecondary institutions.  The most significant barriers include: 


 Insufficient funding and a limited ability for students to pay costs 


 Limited co-curricular activities for students 


 Inadequate high school preparation 


 Insufficient numbers of full-time faculty 


 Limited support services such as advising and tutoring 


 Unclear degree objectives 


 Insufficient support for Career & Technical Education programs 


 Limited data to track students 


 Poor management of transitions between education institutions 


 Limited college going culture in rural areas 


Executive Summary  
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 Insufficient physical infrastructure and instructional equipment to meet student needs 


 Insufficient support for underrepresented communities 


 
2. Identify possible strategies to address the barriers to success 


The Task Force identified a number of programs and activities (some of which are already in place but 
could be able to be implemented more widely) to foster student and institutional success.  These 
programs fall into a number of general categories: 


 New student orientation/first year experiences 


 Instructional innovations 


 Academic interventions (such as early warning systems) 


 Comprehensive and accessible advising 


 Retention activities for specific groups 


 Enriched student learning opportunities 


 Supplemental instruction 


 Precollege activities 


 Diverse faculty 


Over the course of the next year the Task Force will examine best practices, both in Oregon and 
throughout the country, in order to specify, expand and refine this list. 


WHAT THE TASK FORCE PLANS TO DO IN THE COMING YEAR 


HB 3418 outlines the expectations for the Task Force from submission of the December 2011 report to 
the final report due on October 15, 2012. The bill also calls on the Task Force to “submit periodic 
updates to any interim legislative committees related to higher education while completing its tasks and 
preparing its reports.” 


2012 TIMELINE 


The Task Force plans on meeting every other month in 2012. These meetings will include: 
 


January 17-20:   Provide possible testimony during Legislative Committee Days. 
February 2-3:   Participate in the Student Success & Retention Conference with a 


panel presentation by Task Force members. 
March: Achieve agreement on the three to five “Big Rocks” the Task Force 


believes should be addressed.  (“Big Rocks” are those barriers that 
if positively addressed will have the greatest impact and create 
the tipping point for student success.) 


May: Outline the major steps to address the “Big Rocks;” 


Define measures of institutional success. 
June-July: Assess the degree to which institutions in Oregon are 


implementing strategies that address obstacles to student 
success. 
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Develop initial recommendations for high schools, community 
colleges and OUS. 


September: Conduct meetings at selected sites around the state to elicit 
feedback and reactions regarding preliminary recommendations. 


October: Submit the final report to the Oregon Legislature. 


Detailed information of the work of the Task Force on Higher Education Student and Institutional 
Success can be found at http://www.ous.edu/state_board/jointb/sis. 
 


 


 


  



http://www.ous.edu/state_board/jointb/sis
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The Task Force shall, for higher education students and institutions in this state: 
(a) Examine best practices and models for accomplishing student and institutional success, as 


such success is measured by achievement of the mission of higher education set forth in 
ORS 351.009 and the policy for community colleges set forth in ORS 341.009; 


(b) Consider institutional and statutory barriers to student success and completion of 
programs; 


(c) Examine methods for students to acquire basic skills and career preparation skills; 
(d) Review alternative funding options for providing necessary services to students and 


promoting best practices for student success and completion; and 
(e) Compare alternative funding options instituted in other states for improving student and 


institutional success. 


 


 


II. TASK FORCE CHARGE  


The Task Force on Higher Education Student and Institutional Success was created by HB 3418, passed 
by the Oregon Legislative Assembly during the 2011 Legislative Session.  The bill outlines the 
membership requirements for the 17-member Task Force with 13 members appointed by the Governor 
and four legislators appointed by the Senate President and Speakers of the House.  See p. 8 for the Task 
Force Membership. 
 
The bill includes five specific charges to the Task Force:1 
 


Appointments to the Task Force were completed in October 2011. It has held two meetings that serve as 
the basis for this report.  (Meeting agendas are included in Appendices B & C.) 


Under the bill, the Task Force is to offer an initial report to the Legislature by December 1, 2011. A final 
report is due October 15, 2012. 


 


RELATIONSHIP OF THE TASK FORCE TO OTHER LEGISLATION PASSED DURING THE  
2011 LEGISLATIVE SESSION: 


A number of significant bills were passed during the 2011 Legislative Session that focused on improving 
educational attainment and educational quality in Oregon.  These include: 
 
SB 909:  Establishes the Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB), which is charged with overseeing 
the creation of a unified public education system that begins with early childhood services and 
continues from kindergarten to postsecondary education.  The OEIB is to ensure that early childhood 
services are streamlined and connected to public education from kindergarten through grade 12, and 
that public education from kindergarten through grade 12 is streamlined and connected to 
postsecondary education.  Under SB 909, the OEIB will recommend strategic investments in order to 
ensure that the public education budget is integrated and is targeted to achieve the education outcomes 
established for the state.  The OEIB is also charged with providing an integrated, statewide, student-


                                                 
1 HB 3418, Section 1(2)(a-e). Retrieved from: http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3400.dir/hb3418.en.pdf 


Task Force Charge  



http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3400.dir/hb3418.en.pdf
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based data system that monitors expenditures and outcomes, in order to determine the return on 
statewide education investments.  In addition the OEIB is to appoint a Chief Education Officer. 
http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0900.dir/sb0909.en.pdf  
 
SB 242:  Changes the Oregon University System from status as a state agency, and establishes the State 
Board of Higher Education and the Oregon University System as a public university system.  SB 242 
establishes the Higher Education Coordinating Commission (starting July 1, 2012) to guide the 
coordination and transitioning of students as they move from high school to community colleges and 
universities. 
http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0200.dir/sb0242.en.pdf  
 
SB 253:  Establishes in state statute the 40-40-20 goal—to ensure that by 2025 at least 40 percent of 
adult Oregonians have earned a bachelor’s degree or higher; at least 40 percent of adult Oregonians 
have earned an associate’s degree or postsecondary credential as their highest level of educational 
attainment; and the remaining 20 percent or less adult Oregonians have earned a high school diploma, 
an extended or modified high school diploma or the equivalent of a high school diploma as their highest 
level of educational attainment.  (In effect, 100 percent of all Oregonians would attain a high school 
diploma.) 
http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0200.dir/sb0253.en.pdf  


        
                                      Figure 1 – The 40-40-20 Goal 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 
SB 254:  Charges the Joint Boards of Education to develop statewide standards for dual credit 
programs, which are to be implemented by public high schools, community colleges and state 
institutions of higher education within the Oregon University System. The standards must establish the 
manner by which students can earn course credit both for high school and for a community college or 
state institution of higher education within the Oregon University System.   
http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0200.dir/sb0254.en.pdf   
 
HB 3521:  Establishes the Transfer Student Bill of Rights and Responsibilities and charges the Joint 
Boards of Education to develop standards related to the ability of students to apply credits earned 
through courses of study at community colleges to baccalaureate degrees awarded by state institutions 
of higher education.  
http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3500.dir/hb3521.en.pdf   


 40% of adult Oregonians have earned a 
bachelor's degree or higher (now 30%)  
 
 40% of adult Oregonians have earned an 
associate’s degree or postsecondary credential 
(now 18%) 
 
 20% of all adult Oregonians have earned at 
least a high school diploma, an extended or 
modified diploma, or the equivalent of a 
diploma (now 42%) 



http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0900.dir/sb0909.en.pdf

http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0200.dir/sb0242.en.pdf

http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0200.dir/sb0253.en.pdf

http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/sb0200.dir/sb0254.en.pdf

http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3500.dir/hb3521.en.pdf
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The work of the Task Force on Higher Education Student and Institutional Success will be undertaken in 
the context of these bills. 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Student success may be a factor in a number of the bills passed during the 2011 session.  Figure 2 seeks 
to provide an example.  The Task Force will focus on recommending actions that will achieve student 
success, while there will likely be interaction between the OEIB and the Task Force on agreed upon goals 
for student success. 


Creating a unified and coordinated education system.  The Task Force will add value to the important 
11-14 grade level segment of the education continuum and the transition across the institutional 
boundaries between high schools, community colleges and universities. 
 
Operating in a world of achievement compacts.  The Task Force will help the OEIB by defining what 
student success is and creating a menu for what works that can be adopted and emulated by districts 
and postsecondary institutions. 
 
Developing the Education Budget.  While this is primarily the responsibility of the OEIB, the Board will 
hear from the Task Force on the following questions: 


 Are there programs that should be funded to achieve student success?  (Conversely, what can 
be eliminated?) 


 Are there incentives that will help students succeed in transitioning across the institutional 
boundaries? 


 What investments need to be made to assess student outcomes?  


Implementing Achievement Compacts.  In the “tight/loose” world of achievement compacts, the Task 
Force will provide helpful advice to the OEIB on what should be considered as student and institutional 
success as it refines the achievement compacts over time: 


SB 253 (40-40-20) 


Figure 2: the various education bills passed 
during the 2011 Legislative Session 
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 What factors should be considered for achievement compacts? 


 What elements should ultimately become incentives, investments and expectations when 
districts and institutions under-achieve? 


 The Task Force will identify members to act as liaisons with the OEIB.  
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III. TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP 
 
 


Ed Dodson, Co-Chair 
Chemeketa Community College Board of Directors, retired teacher and administrator 


Jim Francesconi, Co-Chair 
State Board of Higher Education member since 2007 and attorney with the law firm of 
Haglund, Kelley, Horngren, Jones, & Wilder LLP 


Jackie Altamirano 
Mount Hood Community College student, President of the Associated Students of MHCC 


June Chrisman 
Chief Human Resources Officer, Providence Health and Services, Oregon Region  


Ben Eckstein 
University of Oregon student, President of Student Government, former member of Oregon 
Student Assistance Commission 


Jon Eldridge 
Vice President for Student Affairs, Southern Oregon University 


Betty Fung 
Oregon Institute of Technology student 


Beth Gerot 
Co-Owner, Woodruff Nursery and Landscapes 


Dr. Connie Green 
President, Tillamook Bay Community College 


Dr. G.L A. Harris 
Associate Professor, College of Urban & Public Affairs, Portland State University 


Juliet Long 
Instructor and Department Chair, Computer Science, Rogue Community College 


Dr. Rosemary Powers 
Professor of Sociology, College of Arts & Sciences, Eastern Oregon University 


Dr. Ed Ray 
President, Oregon State University 


 


The President of the Senate and Co-Speakers of the House have appointed two  
members each: 


Sen. Mark Hass (D-Tigard)  


Sen. David Nelson (R-Pendleton) 


Rep. Michael Dembrow (D-Portland) 


Rep. Mark Johnson (R-Hood River)  


 


Task Force Membership 
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Task Force Staff: 
 


Dr. Cam Preus 
Commissioner 
Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development 
Camille.Preus@state.or.us  
(503) 947-2433 


Dr. Sona Andrews 
Vice Chancellor of Academic Strategies 
Oregon University System 
Sona_Andrews@ous.edu  
(503) 725-5707 


Jock Mills 
Governor’s Education Investment Project 
Jock.Mills@state.or.us  
(541) 737-0725 


Anna Teske 
Oregon University System 
Anna_Teske@ous.edu  
(503) 725-5707 


 
 
 
 
  



mailto:Camille.Preus@state.or.us

mailto:Sona_Andrews@ous.edu

mailto:Jock.Mills@state.or.us

mailto:Anna_Teske@ous.edu
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IV. WHAT DOES STUDENT SUCCESS LOOK LIKE?   
 


WHY IS STUDENT SUCCESS IMPORTANT? 


There is a direct link between educational attainment and individual and regional economic prosperity.  
People with an associate’s degree earn at least $8,000 more per year than people with a high school 
diploma.  Those with a bachelor’s degree earn $17,000 more. Over the course of a lifetime, a degree can 
mean hundreds of thousands of dollars in additional income for a household. Postsecondary education 
also leads to broad civic, economic, and societal benefits that are critical to Oregon's advancement and 
prosperity in an increasingly competitive world economy. Having an educated and competitive citizenry 
and workforce will in turn attract more employers, both public and private, to the state. By the end of 
this decade, more than 60 percent of jobs will require a college education. Four-fifths of jobs paying 
$50,000 or more will require at least a bachelor's degree to be competitive. Most of the remaining one-
fifth will require an associate's degree or postsecondary training. Over one-third of lower wage jobs will 
require some postsecondary education.  
 
Just getting into college will not provide Oregon’s residents access to the higher-wage jobs of the future 
and the economic benefits they provide, – they have to successfully complete college. 


WHAT DOES STUDENT SUCCESS LOOK LIKE?  


The Task Force brainstormed the definition of student success and thought broadly without being 
fettered by the constraints of current measurements.  They identified the following elements of student 
success, encompassing both individual and system characteristics. 
 
Workforce Preparation and Advancement 


 Create a workforce that meets Oregon’s needs 


 Attract outside business to Oregon 


 Provide workforce needs specific to STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering & Math) 


 Enable real world understanding 


 Foster the ability to work in teams /collaborate 


 Find a rewarding career  


Lifelong Learning  


 Create the ability and willingness among citizens to learn in every stage of life 


 Think critically, conduct research, and apply this work to the needs of the state and the 
community 


 Take the responsibility for self-management 


 Take personal ownership of learning 


 Make education a meaningful goal in life 


 Master effective oral, writing and quantitative skills 


What Does Student Success Look Like?  
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Civic Participation and Cultural Competence 


 Participate in democracy 


 Be culturally competent 


 View society as a systematic/structural rather than an individualistic perspective 


 Promote and support the value of education in one’s community 


Quality Education 


 Focus on quality and content learned using multiple means of assessment beyond grades 


 Help raise expectations 


 Develop broader, flexible thinkers and active listeners 


 Make educated decisions 


 Be creative and innovative 


 Develop skills in self-directed learning and assessment of goals 


 Recognize education to be a public good 


Access to Higher Learning and Completion 


 Understand career pathways 


 Create the capacity to deliver and enroll in critical courses (through to completion) 


 Ensure that completion is not deterred by remediation or a student’s ability to pay 


System Savvy  


 Understand the systems/institutions that deliver educational services 


 Have access to support 


 Know how (and when) to ask for support 


 Know how to navigate the higher education culture 


 Be able to identify academic and personal support systems 
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V. BARRIERS TO STUDENT SUCCESS 


Individual cases of student attrition are not attributable to a single factor, but rather a complex set of  
barriers.  In the broadest categorization, there are two types of barriers to student success: 
 


1) Barriers to access to postsecondary education, and 
2) Barriers to completion of a postsecondary degree. 


 
Student success depends on being able to identify and remove those barriers.  The Task Force 
developed a preliminary list of barriers that, if not addressed, prevent students from succeeding.  These 
barriers affect different students to differing degrees.  The list below is not exhaustive, but does reflect 
the broad range of factors that either individually, or in combination, cause a student to be unsuccessful 
and/or frustrated enough to drop out or stop out for a given time. While all students may be affected by 
these barriers, the barriers tend to have a compounding effect on students coming into postsecondary 
education without strong support systems and skills. 


BARRIERS TO STUDENT SUCCESS IDENTIFIED BY THE TASK FORCE  
(Items are not in any specific order.) 
              


A. FINANCIAL BARRIERS 


 
Ability of Students and Families to Pay 


 Insufficient financial aid 


 Financial struggles 


 Financial aid rules 


 Displaced worker rules that are over proscriptive and provide only limited support 


 High tuition costs 


 Insufficient understanding about how to apply for financial aid 


 Institutionally imposed “holds” on student registration due to small fines (library, parking, etc.) 


 Non-tuition related expenses (textbooks, room and board, etc.)  


 Insufficient understanding in high school about cost and the adverse impact of incurring debt 
both in the short term and long term 
 


Insufficient Funding 


 Insufficient state resources to support public education 


 Lack of access to tuition equity (resident tuition for children of undocumented workers who 
meet high school graduation and other residency requirements) 


 Insufficient funding for programs such as ASPIRE and GEAR-UP which seek to create a college 
going culture  


 Insufficient availability of work-study funds and need-based aid such as the Oregon Opportunity 
Grant 


 


Barriers to Student Success 
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B. SUPPORTIVE ENVIRONMENT BARRIERS 


 
Inadequate Student Support Services 


 Insufficient wrap around support services such as tutoring, counseling services, career centers, 
health and wellness services, disability services, orientation programs, etc. 


 Not enough advising staff 


 Not feeling one’s culture or identity is present or understood on campus 
 


Learning Support 


 Insufficient capacity to support student needs, including distance learning 


 Need to better link and leverage other support services for success (for example, writing 
centers, peer mentoring, distance learning resources, community members, etc.) 


 Insufficient professional development support of faculty and staff directly engaged in student 
learning (training on course management systems, new pedagogies, and other technologies) 


 Over reliance on part-time faculty (recognizing their value, but also recognizing the importance 
for students to connect with full time faculty) 


 Insufficient access to textbooks and high cost of textbooks 


 Lack of recognition of different student learning styles 


 Insufficient tools that adequately assess student skills 


 
Role Models/Mentoring 


 Lack of faculty who reflect student diversity (culture, ethnic) 


 Low retention of diverse faculty 


 Insufficient faculty time for one-on-one sessions with students 


 Need for instructors to create an encouraging environment for all to succeed 
 


C. TRANSITION BARRIERS 


 
Preparation in High School 


 Amount of time in postsecondary settings that students must spend on remediation because 
they were inadequately prepared while in High School 


 High school dropout rate 


 Insufficient availability, funding, simplicity and understandability of accelerated learning 
programs – process is too complicated and involves too much paperwork 


 Shortage of teachers in PK-12 STEM (Science Technology  Engineering and Math) and ESL  
(English as a Second Language) 


 Need to better connect colleges of education with PK-12 workforce needs 


 Mechanisms for community colleges and universities to connect with PK-12 to better prepare 
students to move through PK-20 pipeline 


 Insufficient numbers of counselors and inadequate counseling and guidance for students while 
in high school  


 Insufficient  interaction between high school faculty and postsecondary faculty 
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Transfer and Articulation 


 Lack of clear pathways for transfers of credit from one institution to the next in a manner that 
ensures courses will count toward majors 


 Insufficient alignment between high schools, community colleges, and four-year institutions in 
terms of course transferability, learning outcomes and achievement 


 Need for Associate of Science transfer degrees 


 Insufficient student and faculty awareness of transfer options and requirements 
 


D. ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEMS BARRIERS 


 


 Limited systems for tracking of student progress 


 Lack of unified advising systems from high schools through postsecondary levels 


 Insufficient early warning systems 


 Lack of statewide longitudinal data system 


 Cumbersome or restrictive institutional policies related to grievance procedures, expectations of 
faculty, etc. 


 Seemingly unnecessary paperwork for Career and Technical Education programs of study 
 


E. PERSONAL BARRIERS 


 
Life Issues 


 Difficulties faced when balancing the need to work, attend classes, study and complete 
assignments 


 Family responsibilities 


 Inadequate childcare 


 Physical and mental health 


 Disabilities 
 


F. CAPACITY BARRIERS 


 
Insufficient Co-Curricular Activities/Spaces 


 Inability for non-traditional students to participate in co-curricular activities based on schedules 
and commitment level 


 Lack of community spaces for underrepresented students  


 Insufficient space for group work and students to gather 
 


Limited Capital Facilities 


 Not enough classrooms 


 Insufficient equipment/technology 


 


Offerings 


 Not enough lower division seats to ensure adequate student progress 


 Lack of classes 
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 Inability to offer classes at frequency and times needed 


 Access issues due to geographic limitations  
 


G. ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTION BARRIERS 


 
External Perceptions/Involvement 


 Perceived lack of “value” or “image” for some degrees/certificates (example, social sciences, 
arts and humanities) 


 Insufficient cultural appreciation and familiarity with the benefits of a postsecondary degrees 
and certificates 


 Insufficient involvement of the larger community in promoting postsecondary education and 
encouraging those in their community to pursue postsecondary degrees 


 Negative peer pressure 


 Limited public awareness about the value of postsecondary education 


 Insufficient citizen understanding that state investments in education provide a public good and 
not a private good 


 
Campus Climate 


 Need for unified and coordinated minority/majority communities 


 Lack of diversity 


 
H. CURRICULUM BARRIERS 


 
Clear Degree Objectives/Progress 


 Students lacking a defined focus 


 Poor class scheduling 


 Insufficient relevancy of education to “real life” 


 Limited realistic opportunities available to students 


 In sufficient numbers of high demand classes 


 Inflexibility of Carnegie unit dictating credits hours, duration and start/end of offerings, etc. 


 


REFINING THE BARRIERS 


To further refine this list, the Task Force identified the “Big Rocks” —those barriers that if positively 
addressed will have the greatest impact and create the tipping point for student success.  The Task Force 
considers these to be the most significant challenges or issues that education institutions—high schools 
through postsecondary institutions—will need to address in order to make progress in student and 
institutional success.  This list is not exhaustive, but reflects the preliminary thinking of the Task Force 
members. 
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BIG ROCKS 
(Items are not in any specific order.) 


 


 Insufficient funding and a limited ability for students to pay costs:  Part-time and full-
time students have limited ability to pay and institutions lack funding.  Both 
contribute negatively to student success. 


 Insufficient co-curricular activities:  Those students who are fully engaged in 
experiences and activities outside the classroom are most likely to succeed. 


 Insufficient high school preparation and counseling:  Students who enter community 
colleges and universities without the necessary educational base are least likely to 
succeed; students who are not exposed to the potential of a postsecondary education 
while in high school never expand their horizons beyond a high school diploma. 


 Too few faculty:  Limited full-time faculty resources result in limited course offerings, 
unmanageable class sizes, additional advising, mentoring and career guidance all 
create significant barriers to successful degree completion.  Insufficient support 
services such as advising and tutoring:  Without advice and mentorship students have 
a difficult time navigating among classes within institutions, and face even steeper 
challenges when navigating between high schools, community colleges and four year 
universities. 


 Unclear degree objectives:  When students are not clearly focused on degree and 
career objectives, they are less likely to complete their degrees.  


 Insufficient support for Career & Technical Education programs:  These programs 
address the needs of employers while reaching into non-traditional student 
populations.  CTE programs are clear pathways for high school students to transition 
to college but with funding cuts at the high school level and lack of education 
surrounding CTE related careers, students are unaware of the rich job environment 
and opportunities that exist in these areas 


 Lack of good data on students:  Without student level record data students, advisors, 
and administrators cannot make informed, strategic decisions specific to each 
student’s courses and degrees. 


 Poor management of transitions:  High schools, community colleges and four-year 
universities need to work together to ensure that credits are transferred to the 
maximum benefit of students. 


 Limited college going culture in rural areas:  The rate of rural Oregonians going to 
college ranks far below the rest of the state which limits their ability to participate in 
Oregon’s economy. 


 Insufficient physical infrastructure and instructional equipment to meet students’ 
needs:  Oregon’s high schools, community colleges and four-year universities lack the 
capacity to reach Oregonians in need of educational services. 
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VI. WHAT WE ARE ALREADY DOING IN OREGON  


The Oregon Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development and the Oregon University 
System (OUS) have invested in specific, evidence-based practices that increase retention and completion 
outcomes across the state. Colleges and universities have implemented strategies that embody 
retention principles critical for student achievement. These strategies include First Year Experience 
programming, academic interventions, early alert activities, advising, and retention activities focused on 
specific student groups. The following is a sample of student success practices in place throughout 
postsecondary education in Oregon. 


NEW STUDENT ORIENTATION/FIRST YEAR EXPERIENCES (FYE) 


The first year of college, and especially the first few weeks of the first term, is pivotal to a students’ 
academic career.  Students whose first experiences are positive and supported are more likely to persist 
toward their goals. FYE interventions are intended to achieve long-term success by integrating students 
into a college’s academic and social communities from the start. 
 


Sample Best Practice in Action 


Tillamook Bay Community College and Oregon Coast Community College are in the process of 
implementing the On-Course curriculum, a nationally recognized First Year Experience model shown 
to increase student retention. The course teaches faculty to empower and engage students to 
become active, responsible learners by using learning-centered strategies such as curricular initiatives 
that increase early student engagement. By better preparing students at the beginning of their 
academic experience, the colleges expect to increase term to term retention, resulting in long term 
certificate and degree completion. 


 
Sample Best Practice in Action 


University of Oregon has Freshman Interest Groups (FIGs) that consist of a group of 25 freshmen who 
are co-enrolled in two General Education classes, and also in a one-credit seminar. FIG seminars are 
taught by the same faculty who teach the General Education courses and student assistants 
collaborate with faculty to create the seminar syllabus. The purpose of the seminar is to find 
connections among the ideas in the main courses. FIG students have consistently out-performed non-
FIG students academically, even when matched for high school statistics such as GPA or SAT scores. 


 


INSTRUCTIONAL INNOVATION, SUPPORT AND ACADEMIC INTERVENTIONS 


Faculty engagement and academic interventions are proven to build direct relationships with students. 
These relationships support learning, promote the development of academic and career skills and 


provide an understanding of the institutional culture.2  
 
 
 


                                                 
2 Beal, P. E., & Noel, L. (1990). What works in student retention? Princeton, NJ: The American College Testing Program. 


What are we already doing in Oregon? 
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Sample Best Practice in Action 


Rogue Community College math classes have the highest attrition rate of all courses; in academic 
year 2010-11, 30 percent of students earned a non-passing grade. Sixty percent of entering students 
place in Algebra I on a college placement test, requiring them to take at least two remedial math 
courses before they can earn any college credits. For these students, success or failure in remedial 
courses will facilitate either their transition into college-level work or transition into the end of their 
college career. The Math Learning Community incorporates a formal math curriculum, math anxiety 
curriculum, student success tracking, and integrated support services. 


 
Sample Best Practice in Action 


Eastern Oregon University offers tutoring resources coordinated through the Learning Center and 
available to all students on both a scheduled and walk-in basis. Certain courses, particularly those in 
math and science, may have a dedicated program of support. For example, most developmental math 
courses are accompanied by a Math Excel program, which provides regularly scheduled tutoring 
sessions to all students enrolled in those particular math courses, and is often required. 


 
EARLY WARNING AND INTERVENTION ACTIVITIES 


Students encounter various transitions and potential pitfalls all along the educational continuum. 
Proactive, early interaction with students encountering academic difficulty is imperative to improving 
student success and retention.  Early warning programs offer an array of tools focused on supporting 
and empowering students to reach their educational goals. 
 


Sample Best Practice in Action 


Umpqua Community College has implemented an intrusive intervention strategy to increase student 
success rates in online and face-to-face courses that have low pass rates. The initial emphasis was on 
courses in the computer information systems program and included faculty and peer tutor 
interventions. The focus of the work was to develop a prototype, and implement strategies that 
actively support student persistence in first-term classes where failure has a large multiplier effect of 
increasing the likelihood of failure in subsequent courses. 


 


Sample Best Practice in Action 


Oregon Institute of Technology has an Early Warning program that is designed to identify and 
intervene with students who are at-risk of “stopping out” or otherwise not meeting their educational 
goals. The program assess entry and continuing success indicators for all new students to the campus 
and identifies and assists students as they work to meet their academic program. It provides pre-
term, mid-term, and post-term student assessment, working closely with faculty, advisors and others 
to maintain a successful program for the student. 


 
ADVISING 


National studies have shown that college students are taking longer to complete associate’s and 
bachelor’s degrees. One reason for this trend is that students may not be receiving adequate academic 
advising thus leading to the earning of excess courses which may not apply to a degree. To counter this, 
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institutions offer advising using a variety of delivery methods and techniques to better inform students 
of their pathway to a degree or credential. 
 


Sample Best Practice in Action 


Mount Hood Community College has an Appreciative Advising program that involves early 
engagement of students in a meaningful, structured way to connect with them, discover their past 
successes and challenges in education, to learn their dreams, and then to design and deliver an 
academic plan that does not allow the student (or the institution) to settle for less than the student’s 
potential. 


 


Sample Best Practice in Action 


Portland State University has invested $1 million in support of the institution’s academic advising 
initiative to include the hiring of 13 additional professional advisers and other infrastructure. New 
advisers have been placed in several academic departments and each receives ongoing training on 
student success strategies. 


 


RETENTION ACTIVITIES FOR SPECIFIC GROUPS 


College students are a very diverse group. Today’s undergraduates represent an array of ages, 
ethnicities, academic backgrounds and life experiences. In order to serve the essential requirements of 
students who may be more at-risk of academic difficulties, institutions offer specialized programs and 
focused services to support students’ attainment of their educational goals. 
  


Sample Best Practice in Action 


Clackamas Community College offers online advising services to bolster persistence of a cohort of 
reintegrated veterans. 


 
Sample Best Practice in Action  


Southern Oregon University runs a Federally funded Ronald E. McNair Program (TRiO). This program 
is designed to ensure that the student scholars receive their Bachelor Degree, enroll in graduate 
school, and have the knowledge, skills, and background preparation that are required to successfully 
complete a doctoral (PhD) program. Nationally, students from low-income backgrounds are eight 
times less likely to complete a bachelor degree than non-disadvantaged students however the 
statistics for students participating in McNair programs reveal extremely high rates of baccalaureate 
matriculation and enrollment into graduate school programs, and these rates are much higher than 
rates for comparable populations who have not participated in the McNair program. 


 


SUPPLEMENTAL INSTRUCTION 


Supplemental Instruction (SI) is an academic assistance program that uses regularly-scheduled, informal 
review sessions in which students compare notes, discuss readings, develop organizational tools, and 
predict test items.  Students learn how to integrate course content and study skills while working 
together.  The sessions are facilitated by “SI leaders,” students who have previously done well in the 
course and who attend all class lectures, take notes, and act as model students. 
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  Sample Best Practice in Action  
 
 
Oregon State University offers Supplemental Instruction (SI) to students taking high-risk courses (such 
as college algebra or anatomy and physiology). The program offers group tutoring sessions (called 
study tables) that increase students’ course performance and comprehension by integrating how-to-
learn with what-to-learn.  Attending SI sessions helps students to become actively involved in the 
course as they work with their peers to process course work, supplementary readings, and lecture 
notes. 


 
PRECOLLEGE ACTIVITIES 


These initiatives are often offered to historically underrepresented students during summer breaks in 
the high school academic year.  The goal of the activities is to socialize students to college and facilitate 
the transition from high school to college.  
 


Sample Best Practice in Action 
 
 
 
 
 


Western Oregon University has a program for early outreach to middle schools. For first-generation-
to-college students and family, the transition to college is a challenging combination of academic and 
social changes.  For many first-generation students, initial matriculation to WOU may be the families’ 
first formal experience on any college campus.  As a result, WOU has instituted a program of middle 
school and early high school hosted visits which include campus tours, conversations with faculty, 
workshops, and student panels.  The goal is to demystify college and provide students with realistic 
experiences and expectations about college. 
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VII.  POSSIBLE STRATEGIES/BEST PRACTICES UNDER CONSIDERATION 


Students and institutions will be limited in their progress until effective strategies to address the barriers 
are in place. 
 


Students who drop out of the educational pipeline lose their initial fiscal investment and 
those who leave before completion of their program are more likely to hold significant 
debt loan and be less likely to repay those loans.  But perhaps the most important thing 
students lose is time. Students who leave school often lose valuable “life” time; time 
spent where little is gained.  We understand that education has an opportunity cost to 


it, but we often forget that the cost is only repaid to those who complete. 3 
 
Student retention and persistence is complex, and there is no single strategy that works for every 
institution and for every student.  What works for one student or one institution may not necessarily 
work for another.  The Task Force identified a preliminary set of strategies that have the potential for 
improving student success. These strategies affect students at many points along the educational 
continuum, including high school, and require proactive interventions at the postsecondary level. 


STRATEGIES FOR STUDENT SUCCESS IDENTIFIED BY THE TASK FORCE 
(Items are not in any specific order) 
 


 Develop a first term experience and student support program at all community 
colleges 


 Develop and share innovative Information Technology practices for student success 
(blackboard tools, etc.) 


 Reach out early to all high school students to provide meaningful postsecondary 
information  


 Provide more targeted funding to specific student success strategies while seeking to 
reduce administrative costs 


 Increase diversity of the faculty and create an inclusive environment to support  their 
success 


 Increase awareness and support for Career and Technical Education programs starting 
in high school though college 


 Improve professional development and mentoring for all faculty/instructors to ensure 
quality faculty (with emphasis on new and incoming faculty) 


 Improve professional development and mentoring for managers/administrators to 
ensure quality decision making 


 Connect employers to students through internships, scholarships, cooperative work 
experience programs, etc. 


                                                 
3 Swail, W. (2006, January).  Seven guiding questions for student retention.  Student Success: Educational Policy institute.  pp. 1-
2.  Retrieved from http://www.educationalpolicy.org/pdf/StudentSuccess_0601.pdf 


Possible Strategies/Best Practices  
under Consideration  



http://www.educationalpolicy.org/pdf/StudentSuccess_0601.pdf
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 Increase investments in Accelerated Learning Options and other opportunities for 
high school students 


 Increase cross communications among K-12, Community Colleges and OUS 
institutions to ensure that student progress is not impeded at the program level  


 Develop a marketing and public campaign to support higher education by promoting 
a college going culture and ensuring an educated citizenry 


 Increase flexible scheduling for non-traditional students 


 Focus on the results/outcomes not on reports 


 Increase ASPIRE, GEAR-UP and other mentoring programs to increase college going 
culture 


 Follow through on HB 3521 “Transfer Student Bill of Rights and Responsibilities” (i.e. 
reverse transfer and degree audits) 


 Combine low skill preparation with applied learning  Oregon Pathways for Adult 
Basic Skills (OPABS) and Career Pathways 


 Create incentives for employers and students to undertake long-term connections to 
clearly identify the skills and knowledge required for success as students and as 
employees 


 Build out data system to better track students and provide students and institutions 
with necessary data 


 Implement Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) with an arts emphasis 
(STEAM) 


 Look at maximizing and bundling tools to share across institutions 


 Examine prior learning assessments to determine if they still meet learning outcomes 
for success 


 Look for ways to include private sector capacity 


 Limit tuition increases to make higher education for Oregonians not only accessible 
but affordable 


 Ensure faculty salaries are in alignment with industry and or other institutions in 
order to draw quality candidates and retain them 


 Increase advising/placement/cohorts 


 Increase high-quality distance learning delivery 


 Create a statewide degree audit system to help students understand how their credits 
apply to different schools and programs prior to transfer to complete their certificates 
and degrees 


 Create programs that help students near completion complete 


 Find ways to rewarding faculty for teaching success to avoid uneven emphasis on 
research success 


 Increase  resources for instruction by reducing administrative costs in order to ensure 
adequate classroom resources and eliminate any disproportionate costs for 
administrative functions/administrators 


 Educate students in K-12 about student debt issues 


 Consider income based student debt repayment 


 Redirect, where possible, unrestricted funds to support instruction and advising 
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 Provide fixed term faculty with multiyear contracts instead of one year contracts to 
provide greater stability and incentives 


 Reduce the use of contingent/part-time faculty to ensure that students have access to 
tenured and tenure track faculty 


 Reduce the teaching load and class sizes for faculty to allow for greater interaction 
with students and ensure quality does not erode 


 Eliminate redundancies and organizational silos that impede efficiency and use those 
resources for instruction; flatten all organizational silos wherever possible  


Over the course of the next year the Task Force will examine best practices, both in Oregon and 
throughout the country, in order to expand and refine this list.  
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VIII. WORK PLAN FOR 2012 


House Bill 3418 outlines the expectations for the Task Force between the submission of the December 
2011 report and the final report due on October 15, 2012. These include: 


 Facilitate discussions with key higher education stakeholders at the institutional and board 
levels; 


 Hold public hearings throughout this state to gain input on its tasks;   


 Review work done by previous committees and Task Forces in this state, as well as by relevant 


professional organizations and other states;4 


 Interact with the OEIB on achievement compacts and outcomes funding models and metrics; 


 Review alternative funding options for providing necessary services to students and promoting 
best practices for student success and completion; and 


 Compare alternative funding options instituted in other states for improving student and 
institutional success. 


The bill also calls on the Task Force to “submit periodic updates to any interim legislative committees 


related to higher education while completing its tasks and preparing its reports.”5 
 
To accomplish these tasks and complete its final report, the Task Force plans on meeting every other 
month in 2012, with work conducted by staff from the Oregon Department of Community Colleges and 
Workforce Department and the Oregon University System in between the meetings. 
 
Pending invitation by the relevant committees, the Task Force will be prepared to address the legislative 
committees during the January 18-20, 2012 committee days.  It does not intend to recommend specific 
legislation for consideration during the February 2012 Legislative Session, but may provide testimony 
supportive of legislative recommendations from the Oregon Education Investment Board. 


2012:  PLANNED ACTIVITIES FOR THE TASK FORCE ON HIGHER EDUCATION STUDENT AND 


INSTITUTIONAL SUCCESS 
 


January 17-20: Possible invited testimony for Legislative Committee Days. 
February 2-3: Student Success & Retention Conference, Portland Sheraton:  


Panel presentation by Task Force members of the interim report 
to conference attendees. 
(http://oregoncssa.org/wordpress/?cat=10 )  
May include possible meeting of the Task Force. 


March: Achieve agreement on the three to five “Big Rocks” the Task Force 
believes should be addressed.  (“Big Rocks” are those barriers that 


                                                 
4 HB 3418, Section 1(3)(a-c). Retrieved from: http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3400.dir/hb3418.en.pdf  
5 HB 3418, Section 1(10)(c). Retrieved from:  http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3400.dir/hb3418.en.pdf  


Work Plan for 2012  



http://oregoncssa.org/wordpress/?cat=10

http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3400.dir/hb3418.en.pdf

http://www.leg.state.or.us/11reg/measpdf/hb3400.dir/hb3418.en.pdf
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if positively addressed will have the greatest impact and create 
the tipping point for student success).  


May: Compare alternative funding options instituted in other states for 
improving student and institutional success. 


Begin to outline the major steps that institution appropriate 
action to address the “Big Rocks.” 


Define Measures of institutional success. 
June-July: Assess the degree to which institutions in Oregon are 


implementing strategies that address obstacles to student 
success. 


Develop initial recommendations for high schools, community 
colleges and OUS. 


September: Conduct meetings at selected sites around the state to elicit 
feedback and reactions regarding preliminary recommendations 


October: Submit final report to Oregon Legislature. 
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IX.  APPENDICES 
 


A.   House Bill 3418  


B.   November 7, 2011 Agenda  


C.   November 18, 2011 Agenda 
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APPENDIX B 
 
November 7, 2011 Agenda 
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APPENDIX C 
 
November 18, 2011 Agenda 
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APPENDIX D 
 
MATERIALS PROVIDED TO TASK FORCE MEMBERS 
 
All Task Force materials below are available at http://www.ous.edu/state_board/jointb/sis  
 


1. Testimony to House Subcommittee on Higher Education, March 29, 2011 


2. Senate Bill 909: Oregon Education Investment Board 


3. House Bill 3521: Transfer Bill of Rights and Responsibilities 


4. Senate Bill 253: 40/40/20 Goals 


5. House Bill 242 summary 


 


REPORTS:  
 


6. Senate Bill 909 Work Group PowerPoint  


7. Postsecondary Quality Education Commission Scenarios for Achieving the 40% 40% 20% Goal in 


Oregon, May 2010 


8. Postsecondary Quality Education Commission Report, November 2008 


9. Transforming Student Achievement in Oregon’s Community Colleges 


10. OUS Institutional Student Retention Updates, November 2010 


11. University of Texas – El Paso and El Paso Community College Reverse Transfer:  Program 


Overview, October 2011 


12. Hardwiring Student Success.  By the University Leadership Council, 2009 (not available on  


website) 


13. Oregon Learns: The Education Agenda and the Oregon Education Investment Board. October 


2011. http://www.oregon.gov/Gov/docs/2011_09_30-General_SB909PPT.pdf?ga=t 


 
ARTICLES:  
 


1. Colleges Try to Unlock Secrets to Student Retention: Experts examine findings for keys to school 


success. By Caralee J. Adams 


2. High-Impact Educational Practices from High-Impact Educational Practices: What They Are, Who 


Has Access to Them, and Why They Matter by George D. Kuh, (Washington, DC: AAC&U, 2008).  


3. Validation Theory and Student Success: The UTEP Story. By Donna E. Ekal and Sand¡a Rollins 


Hurley 


 


 



http://www.ous.edu/state_board/jointb/sis

http://www.oregon.gov/Gov/docs/2011_09_30-General_SB909PPT.pdf?ga=t

http://www.edweek.org/ew/contributors/caralee.adams_3652335.html
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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD 
*DRAFT* 


January 3, 2012 
Department of State Lands,  


775 Summer Street, NE, Salem, OR 97301 
 
 


OEIB Members Present 


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


Brim Edwards; Samuel Henry; 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 


Nicole Maher; 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 


Gary Cordy    


 


________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


1. Welcome and Introductions 


Governor John Kitzhaber opened meeting and welcomed guests.  He mentions that Director Matt 
Donegan will be on conference call and Director Nicole Maher is out due to illness.  He will be leaving 
between 3:00 and 3:30, at which point Director Nancy Golden will take over.  Thanks the Board for all 
the work to get the report into the Legislature before the Dec, 15th deadline.  Delighted at the 
unanimous support for the recommendations within the report and looking forward to discussing item 
number five on the Agenda, Outreach and Communications.  Reminds member that we will be trying to 
fill the Chief Education Officer position by April.  Re-emphasizes the importance of coming out of the 
meeting with a clear action plan for the upcoming legislative session, including the critical step of 
reorganizing the resources for building out the P-20 system. 
 


2. Adoption of Minutes 


Motion:  Director Alexander moves to adopt the Amended 11/21/11 minutes, the 12/1/11 minutes, the 
12/7/11 minutes and the 12/12/11 minutes; Director Henry seconds the motion. 
 
Discussion: 


 Director Ron Saxton mentions that in the 12/12/11 minutes he is both Not Present and Voting. Has been 
corrected. 
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3. Chief Education Officer Recruitment and Selection Timeline and Process 


Dr. Jan Greenwood  Dr. Betty Asher from Greenwood/Asher & Associates 
Dr. Jan Greenwood introduces herself. Hopes that the presence of the firm’s principal officers confirms the 
priority that they place on this. Introduced documents. a) Contact Sheet b) Statement about the firm. c) tentative 
search schedule. Two expectations from today. 1)Clarity of your expectations of the person. Where they’ve been, 
what they have accomplished.  2) Expectations about the process.  So when they leave today both parties will be 
on the same page regarding the market that they are going to be recruiting from as well as the process they are 
going to be using. When they leave, they will do several things: 


1) Place Advertisements – mostly online ads.  You will get candidates from three places: a) ad responses, b) 
nomination, c)market outreach 


2) Develop a pool. 
3) Prospect review meeting. Reviewing top candidates with you. 
4) Round One interviews 
5) 360 degree reference procedure- includes supervisors, peers and subordinates. 
6) Round Two interviews 
7) Round Three interviews 


Will use the criteria the OEIB has given when they start the recruitment. 
Discussion: 


 Director Richard Alexander: How a candidate breaks free elegantly from his/her current employer by 
April?  Greenwood: The late April , early May date wouldn’t necessarily be a start date.  Twenty years ago, 
people wanted six months to a year to disentangle themselves from their current position.  These days, 
they often leave within a two week period.  Each candidate will have their own unique situation that will 
be addressed.  Director Alexander then suggested that the type of person that they are looking for may 
not be the type of person that could walk away from a job with two weeks notice. Greenwood says that a 
lot of people today understand succession planning.  Asher:  It is not uncommon for a person to accept an 
offer but not be available for another 30, 60 or 90 days, but in the meanwhile take on the responsibilities 
of a consultant. 


 Director Ron Saxton: Can they predict what the pool will look like?  School Superintendants? University 
leaders? Business people?  Who is going to apply for this job? Greenwood thinks that it is going to depend 
a lot on what is discussed in this meeting.  Where are your ideal candidates coming from?  Where is it 
being advertised?  For example: Higher Ed journals will receive more responses from Higher Ed, etc…  
Nominations are encouraged from everyone.  Both as sources or potential candidates. Your pool will 
reflect the criteria that you lay down. Most likely responses will come from people involved in P-20. 
Director Saxton hopes that the pool includes those who are stars in the education system, but also 
includes those who come from less conventional sources.  Greenwood says that that is a common “want” 
these days. 


 Director Mark Mulvihill: What is challenging and exciting about this position.  Greenwood: Because it is a 
brand new position, you will attract people that are less risk adverse.  Candidates will be more creative, 
who want to leave a mark.  Have entrepreneurial spirit.  Closely aligned with the Governor’s vision. Asher: 
You will find people who really like to build and have good track records with program development.  The 
states budgets have affected the way Higher Ed executives have dealt with their budgets.  Some are 
always gasping for air, others have figured out how to move beyond and bring resources in.  This will 
affect how they will target potential candidates. 


 Director Kay Toran:  a) how they plan to target candidates with a rich diverse background, and b)how will 
they find candidates who have experience regarding the Achievement Gap. 


a) Greenwood: Part of the diversity will come from their expectations. Past experiences showed 
that sometimes they have to open up their expectations in order to attract a diverse pool of 



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

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

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/GreenwoodAsherdoc.pdf
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candidates.  That can lead to very productive results.   Their candidate pools are known for being 
very diverse. 
b) Asher: They will be reaching out to people with experience in reform.  They have filled 
positions before where an understanding of the Achievement Gap was needed, and they would 
be going back to those people as candidates and as sources. Greenwood adds that they use a 
behavioral assessment methodology that looks for details in a statement. (What was your role? 
What process did you use? What did you achieve?) 


 Director Hanna Vaandering : What strategies will be used to make sure that the candidate brought to 
them is a “collaborator” that can work with parents, students, educators and community and business 
leaders? Greenwood: You would look for things in their background that suggests they have had to 
collaborate.  You don’t know for sure until you do referencing. Director Vaandering : Do they have a very 
stringent test for that since it is important to them. Greenwood: The referencing is a real test. Research 
on effective leaders states that the best evidence is through referencing. 


 Director Alexander: Do they recommend site visits when a small group goes and spends the day with 
them and their peers. Greenwood: They reserve all options for the Board if they think it is necessary.  
Testing, private investigators, etc. 


 Director Vaandering: Elaborate on the testing.  Greenwood: Past Boards have used personality testing and 
profiling. 


 Greenwood: Asks the Board for input regarding the recruitment. 


 Governor suggested three things: 1) You have to have someone that is a consensus builder and a 
collaborator. 2) Someone who is willing to lead. Willing to take risks, fall down a few times and learn from 
the experiences. 3) Someone who has the capacity to envision the world, not as it is or as it was, but as it 
ought to be. Not allow their thinking to be constrained by current statutory, regulatory or political 
restraints. 


 Director Vaandering: They should have education experience so they know what it takes to educate a 
child. 


 Director Henry: Looking for “Wonderwoman”.  Someone who has had experience in all the sectors. 
Someone who understands P-12, Community Colleges and Higher  Education.  Then asks what the options 
are if they bring back all white males as candidates? 


 Greenwood: They have never had a search that ended with all white males. They will track diversity 
relative to their outreach, relative to the application pool, relative to those the panel wishes to interview, 
relative to those who wish to have referencing.  So at every step, the panel will be reviewing.  If any point 
the diversity is not at the expected level, they will recruit more. 


 Director Mulvihill: This person will be on a very quick learning curve and with very high expectations.  
Although it would be wonderful to have someone who has experience at each one of those levels, he 
feels that that would be a stretch.  Suggests finding someone that can recognize talent and build a team 
around himself.  This person is going to have to be a quick learner, and be savvy with identifying talent to 
achieve the vision that they establish. 


 Director Curtis: The design for the system may not look like anything the candidate has created anywhere 
else, but has had some experience with those kinds of tasks. 


 Director Rives: Should be someone who really understands the mission of public education.  They may be 
a star in other fields, but we’re not talking about widgets or numbers here, we are talking about student 
success and achievement. 


 Director Mulvihill: Candidates need to be financially sophisticated and understand that what they are 
looking for is a connection between the state investment in education and education results. 


 Greenwood as: How will you know this is your person when you meet her? 


 Director Vaandeing: She would know if the candidate was able to walk in to a room full of educators and  
“own” the room. They would be able to talk about the issues that are important and share their passion 
for public education. 


 Greenwood finishes the presentation by giving out their contact information.  
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 Tim Nesbitt asks if that is an invitation to the public. 


 Greenwood:  Absolutely, and she expects that people from all over the state will nominate individuals 
either as sources or as potential candidates.  Potential candidate= Prospect.  Would not be surprised if 
they generate up to 100 nominees. 


There was no one signed up for public comments regarding the Chief Education Officer recruitment. 
 
The Governor asks Gary Cordy if there are any changes or if the Board should reaffirm the process at this point.  
Gary Cordy agrees.  There was nothing different from the Dec. 7th meeting as far as the approach for the process. 
Need a “belt and suspenders” approach for this process to assure that you maintain the ability to hold an 
(executive session) at the end. 
Director Saxton: Doesn’t want to lose a good candidate because they couldn’t be here (available) in April or May.  
The right person may need more than a couple of weeks notice.   
Governor wants to be sure the search committee has the flexibility to make those judgments. 
Gary Cordy says that the Board needs to formally reaffirm the recruitment process. 
Governor reflects for the record that although there was no public testimony, at this point in time, our search firm 
has encouraged the public to contact them.  The contact information is available on the website and he 
encourages your input into this selection process. 
 
Motion: Director Henry moves to reaffirm the search process that the Board adopted on Dec. 7, 2011. Director 
Toran seconds the motion. Motion passes. 
 


4. Act on Governor’s Recommendations to Organize the P-20 System 


(Part B of Governor’s Letter of Dec. 1, 2011, with modifications)  
The Governor reads verbatim the primary directive to the OEIB from Senate Bill 909: 


“…overseeing unified public education system that begins with early childhood services and continues 
through public education from kindergarten through post secondary education…” 


The Governor says that this is a critical task that has to be done at the state level, formed by local educators.   The 
principals in Part B are very important and important that we get it right going forward.  Is the board comfortable 
with the modifications? 
 
Discussion:  


 George Pernsteiner references Part B of the Governor’s Dec. 1, 2011 letter, Section 2 (a).  Do we really 
need to say for investment specifying the outcomes desired.  Is that a separate function?  He suggests 
specifying outcomes.   


 Nesbitt: Board is established for the purpose of ensuring that all public school students in the state reach 
the education outcomes established by the state, implying that by legislation, the outcomes are 
established as well as by Board action to accomplish those outcomes.  The 40-40-20 outcomes is an 
example of an outcome established for the state. 


 Director Vaandering : If there are going to be achievement compacts, we have to be able to set those 
outcomes.  That it is the Board’s role to set the outcomes. 


 The Governor says that if this body agrees on the achievement compacts, then they have to specify what 
those outcomes are. And, along with that, what outcomes can be reasonably achieved with the resources 
available? The point of the achievement compacts is to set outcomes that are much more detailed than 
40-40-20. 


 Pernsteiner  looks ahead to 2013 session: Do we have all the right principles to be able to explain why the 
choices were made the way they were in the legislation.  Is it enough to say investment, or do we specify 
the outcomes and make the investment? Needs to be clear enough as the legislation is evolving for 2013 
so that the agenda can be moved in future sessions. 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/1312OEIBMeetingGovernorLetterSectionB.pdf





 


Oregon Education Investment Board 1/3/12   5 
 


 Director Mulvihill: Chancellor Pernsteiner’s  point is well taken, but thinks  that it is well articulated in the 
reports and executive summary.  Not sure that it is well called out in the Part B of the Governor’s Dec. 1, 
2011 letter.   Reads it as a process memo.  The Governor agrees that that is how it was intended. 


 Director Saxton: Not letting a governance structure be an obstacle to the results the Board wants.  Not 
sure where the change in 2 (d) came from but he preferred the language recognized instead of 
emphasized. Nesbitt: During conversations on Dec. 7, it was agreed that the word recognized wasn’t 
strong enough. Achievement compacts will emphasize the importance as well as the independent role of 
local boards. Director Saxton: This work group will be guided by a principal, and the principal should be 
“results for students”.  Director Curtis: When talking about governance, we can’t forget that school 
boards make up a very large part of that. Understand how that works and how to get it to continue to 
work under new governance.  


 Director Brim-Edwards: Suggests language change:  “The representatives of the boards and commissions 
and the executive identified in Section 3, herein, shall work to inform the work group towards combining 
and aligning the functions … “  Otherwise there isn’t a process of condensing or streamlining.  


 The Governor summarizes work done: 
o 2(b) – Streamline and consolidate governance and management to improve decision making and 


maximize resources to support student success. 
o 3 & 4 - The representatives of the boards and commissions and the executives identified in 


Section 3 herein shall inform the workgroup in its effort  to combine and align the functions of 
their systems and agencies and those of the Higher Education Coordinating Commission and 
arrive at a recommendation for a single entity coordinated structure to carry out these functions. 


 Director Vaandering wants to make sure that we are not “throwing the baby out with the bathwater.” 
That the changes we are making really are in the best interest of the students. 


Director Saxton moves to accept changes  in sections 2(b), 2(d), 3 and 4 in Part B of the Governor’s letter of 
Dec.1, 2011. Director Mulvihill seconds the motion. The motion passes unanimously. 
 
Director Alexander moves to adopt Part B of the Governor’s letter of Dec.1, 2011. Director Mulvihill seconds the 
motion. Motion passes unanimously. 
 


5. Outreach and Communication 


Tim Nesbitt, Sarah Ames , Todd Jones 
Outreach to Legislators – Nesbitt:  Iand others on your staff have had 30+ one on one meetings or phone 
conversations with members of the legislature. Presenting to interim policy committees in both House and 
Senate.   
Community Forums – Todd Jones: One page outline for community forums. 
 
Discussion: 


 Director Mulvihill is concerned that there are no meetings in Eastern Oregon. Jones says that we will make 
that happen. 


 Director Henry likes the idea, and would like some sort of data back. Jones says yes. 


 Director Mulvihill asks if it would be possible to align some of the questions asked in the Chalkboard 
presentation with the community forums.  Jones: The prompts were chosen because they are very 
general, but we will go back and look. 


 Director Curtis wants to be sure that there is outreach to poverty stricken areas and areas with high 
minority populations.  The Governor agrees and wants to make sure there is real outreach. Jones: Already 
reached out and will continue to do so. 


 Will there be coordination on the part of the board regarding who will be representing the board at each 
meeting? 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/OutreachDatesToddJones.pdf
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 The Governor would like feedback regarding strategies for reaching diverse populations. 


 


6. Report from the Task Force on Higher Education Student and Institutional Success (HB 3418) 


Rep. Michael Dembrow, Task Force member 
Ed Dodson, Task Force Co-Chair  
PowerPoint presentation 
 
Discussion: 


 Director Rives: Appreciates the differentiated goals for different institutions, and the incremental steps. 
What can we do with existing resources and what substantial things could we do with more? 


 Director Curtis: Appreciates the work done on barriers. Need to find a way to address those in the 
achievement compacts otherwise we are going down the same road. Maybe there is a way to measure, 
not only the outcomes for students, but the progress on the strategies we have used. 


 The Governor: In developing the compacts we should also keep in mind how to identify the barriers in the 
regions and partner with other entities. 


 Ron Saxton: Limited college culture is not a strictly rural phenomenon. Many communities around Oregon 
that have a limited college going culture. Rep. Dembroe: One of the challenges with the rural students is 
that they may not have a college nearby, so they also have to think about relocation. Different note: A lot 
of overlap between the barriers that students face. Very similar. Don’t want to create silos for the 
solutions. 


 Julia Brim-Edwards: Regarding common barriers, combined data. Rep. Dembrow: The students/parents 
could access this system. 


 Director Vaandering: Tests are not only indicator if a student will learn given the opportunity. When 
creating a database, how do we collect data that will really help us ensure that everyone has a path to 
success? 


 


7. Review of the Quality Education Model 


Susan Massey, Chair, Quality Education Commission 
Brian Reeder, assistant Superintendant, Dept. of Education 


 Massey: There is some anxiety about where we would land after it’s all sorted out. The QEMs functions 
should continue. Independent of the political system.  


 Reeder: The QEM was built in 1997-98 for a sense of what resources it would take if all of our schools 
used best practices to meet the education goals that are in statute. Defined by getting roughly 90% of 
students to hit state benchmarks.  Last 7-8 years, put a little more detail into the model s it could be a 
useful tool for policy makers. 


PowerPoint presentation 
 
Discussion: 


 Director Vaandering: It is important to know best practices and what it would cost.  


 Governor:  Does the large 90% number take into account everything that attributes to the achievement 
gap before children even get to school? Reeder: Because we look at the demographics of the student 
population we are indirectly taking that into account. Governor: If you are focusing on things that happen 
in the classroom and best practices, you are assuming that all barriers can be dealt with in the classroom.  
Is that a false assumption? Reeder: I agree. The model starts out in kindergarten. 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/PresentationforOEIBversion123011.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/QECPresentation.pdf
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 Director Mulvihill: Another success story when looking at the uphill climb for performance is the increase 
in the benchmark standards. 


 Director Vaandering : Regarding “what is tested, matters”. What matters is that our students can move on 
and be successful.  


 Director Curtis: What has been sacrificed in order to continue to get the gains in the light of decreased 
funding? Might be a helpful piece of the picture. Reeder: QEM as a lot of data that can answer questions 
like that. Course level data / etc…  


 Reeder: The Commission has been going into the field and speaking with teachers and principals about 
what they are doing in their buildings. Then we use the data to identify schools that are doing well despite 
the challenges. Trying to find out what they are doing that is working:  


o Continuity of teaching over the grades 
o Clear focus on improving achievement at the school building level 
o Teachers that are committed to their students, not just their  subject area 


 Duncan Wyse, longest standing member of the QEM. Wants to stress the set of tools available to the 
board.  Interactive aspect of it. You can go look at every school in Oregon and see how they are spending 
their money and what their performance is. Things that didn’t work as well as they should have: 


o The ability to apply it across the continuum 
o Needs to be integrated into the budgeting process itself 
o Rethink the model of the high schools. They based original model off a school that perhaps wasn’t 


working. 


 Nesbitt: Can you look at high school completion rates? Are the scores we see (in PowerPoint) adjusted for 
drop-out rates? Reeder: Percentages of all the students who took test. High school drop- out wouldn’t 
have taken the test so they aren’t in there. We can look at completion rates. Also, with National Student 
Clearing House, we can see what degrees our students achieve in post secondary education. Where they 
are enrolled, how long they are enrolled. Director Henry: Can we track statewide what high schools were 
successful in graduating Latinos, where they went for post secondary education, and where the successes 
have been? Reeder: That is correct. 


 Chair Golden: As we talked about achievement compacts, we have talked a lot about providing support to 
the schools that need support, and it sounds like you can help fill in what that support looks like. 


 


8. Invited Testimony: Mandate Relief  


Dr. Karen Fischer Gray, Superintendant, Parkrose School District and  
President, Education Enterprise Steering Committee 
 
Discussion: 


 Director Brim-Edwards: Examples of unnecessary mandates? Gray: Division 22 Assurances. The 
reporting of those is burdensome. Smaller districts can be overwhelmed. Looked at 100 mandates 
and found 15 – 20 that seemed unnecessary. 


 


9. Update on ESEA/NCLB waiver 


Susan Castillo, Superintendant of Public Instruction 
Ben Cannon, Governor’s Senior Education Policy Advisor 
Document 
 
Castillo: States have been urging Congress to make changes in No Child Left Behind. Now focused on a college 
ready/work ready agenda for students. President Obama offered the waiver option under conditions that: 



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/ESEACCLBWaiverUpdate.pdf
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- Continue working towards the college ready / work ready standards 
- Working to updating and improving the assessment systems 
- Identify the lowest and highest performing schools 
- Plan for how you will be supporting your lowest performing schools. How will you hold 


them accountable? 
- Implement a rigorous educator evaluation system in your state 
- Engage citizens of the state regarding the application. 


Cannon: Waiver application released Dec. 20th. Feedback by Jan. 10th.  Oregon will submit to the federal 
government before the end of January. Not a competitive effort. Optimistic that we will be successful. Cannon 
reads/walks  through the ESEA/NCLB waiver document . 
 


10. Introduction to the 10 – Year Budgeting Process 


Tim Nesbitt 
 
Nesbitt references the 10 – Year Budgeting Process document. More detailed presentation at the Feb. 7th 
meeting.  New key element is the appointment of Program Funding Teams. At least one member of OEIB is 
requested to be part of the funding team. 
 


11. Schedule of Meetings for 2012 


Tim Nesbitt 
Nesbitt reads / walks through schedule for 2012 Meetings document 
 


12. Public Testimony 


 Mary Daly-Piehl  1,2,3 


 Kris Alman 


 Jennifer Schuberth   


 Dana Hepper, Stand for Children 


 Roger Bassett 


Discussion: 


 Director Mulvihill: Two presentations on the importance of discipline data. Support that and the 
mention of PBIS.  


 Hepper: Important to consider regarding the number of suspensions and expulsions is the 
disparate impact of the suspensions and expulsions specifically by race. The disproportionality 
piece is worth digging into. 


 Director Vaandering: Sometimes we are not proactive in finding out what is going on. We wait 
until there is a problem. 


Last Discussion Points: 


 Director Curtis: Regarding final reading of the Oregon Learns report. Couple of things to keep in 
mind: 


o Did not address leadership to the extent that it needs to be discussed. 
o How we describe our students of color or our ELL students. Do a better job next time of 


how we (the board) talk about that because we know language is so important. 
o Develop more understanding in the area of race and poverty, and issues of language and 


how those cross over. 



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

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/MemotoOEIBRe10YearBudgetFINAL.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/1312FutureMeetings2012.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/DalyPiehlTestimony2.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/DalyPiehlTestimony1.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/DalyPiehlTestimony3.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/1312AlmanTestimony.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/SchuberthTestimonyJan3.pdf

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/StandForChildren1312.pdf
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o Addressing needs for ELL students. 
o Be aware of deficit language. 
o Recommends David Bautista as a great resource. 


Chair Designee Golden adjourns meeting. 


 


 
 
 


 


    
 


 
 
 


 
 








     OEIB TESTIMONY ABOUT MANDATE RELIEF  
                 1/3/12 


INTRODUCTION: 


Greetings, Oregon Education Investment Board... 


My name is Karen Fischer Gray and I am the superintendent 
of schools for the Parkrose School District and the Chair of 
the Education Enterprise Steering Committee. I am also a 
Commissioner with the City of Portland’s Planning and 
Sustainability Commission. Thank you for asking me to 
speak with you today about the work of the EESC with 
regards to mandate relief. First just a little bit of history of the 
EESC.  


HISTORY OF EESC: 


The Oregon Education Enterprise Steering Committee 
(EESC) came into existence with the passage of HB 3184. 
The 2005 legislation refined the role of Education Service 
Districts by identifying four areas in which ESDs must 
provide regionalized core services to component districts. 
These four areas are:  
 
-- Programs for children with special needs 
-- Technology support  
-- School improvement services                        
-- Administrative and support services 


One of the group's first actions was to commission two 
studies--known as Annenberg and Gibson--to provide insight 
into the most efficient and effective way to execute the intent 
of the law. The recommendations from the resulting Road 
Map identified a need for ODE, ESDs and local districts to 
partner in an effort to increase statewide capacity for school 



http://www.oregoneesc.org/system/files/ENTERPRISE+ROAD+MAP-Version+3.doc

http://www.oregoneesc.org/system/files/ENTERPRISE+ROAD+MAP-Version+3.doc





improvement. These partnerships were deemed necessary 
to create a true statewide system of support for school and 
student improvement. EESC is a collaborative partnership 
for the development of state wide systemic change. It also 
includes a member of the Governor’s Office and has 
included membership from higher education partners.  


Some of our most recent work has been working in 
partnership with ODE, school districts and ESDs on the 
development of School Improvement systems such as the 
Data Project, Data Warehouse and recently, Scaling Up or 
the science of implementation. This brings me to today’s 
work.   


TODAYS WORK 


Since last year, the EESC has been involved in Mandate 
Relief. We began by reviewing the work of SB 800 which 
was passed earlier this year and which started to move us 
towards greater flexibility and less redundancy for school 
districts. While SB 800 repealed 28 mandates and SB 26 
removed one, it cannot stop there. We are grateful to those 
that worked on that bill so diligently and happy it was 
passed. However, there is much more to do.  
 
As we proceed to establish achievement compacts in 2012-
13, it will be reasonable to provide greater flexibility and 
relief from unnecessary regulatory burdens for our 
educational institutions. This is consistent with the “tight-
loose” model of oversight in which the state will be tight on 
defining and securing its educational outcomes but loose in 
determining how our educational institutions are expected to 
achieve those outcomes. Senate Bill 800 (2011) made 
significant progress in reducing outdated and redundant 
regulations affecting our K-12 school districts. But more can 







be done to reduce reporting requirements and to continue to 
review existing regulations for modification, suspension or 
repeal. That is what EESC is doing. EESC is also adding 
more partners to review this work such as COSA, OSBA, 
and OEA. At a recent meeting of the Funding Coalition, 
statewide superintendents and COSA gave their support to 
the EESC to continue the work of mandate relief. On 
December 8, 2011, OEA and OSBA representatives met 
with the EESC to further the discussion on mandate relief 
including the eCIP and Division 22 Assurances.  


Superintendent Susan Castillo and the Oregon Department 
of Education are reviewing Division 22 reporting and the 
Continuous Improvement Plans requirements of school 
districts, with the goal of offering additional, and much 
anticipated relief. A previous house bill required that the 
state improve the eCIP and we are doing that in a manner 
that will help school districts improve education while being 
less time consuming and burdensome. These efforts are 
aligned with the initiation of achievement compacts, so that 
school districts are given more leeway to focus their efforts 
on the goals and objectives of those compacts.  


In closing, the EESC has developed a list of mandates 
recommended for repeal or amendment, which has formed 
the basis for a bill that is currently being put forward by the 
House Education Committee in the February session. The 
bill looks different from our recommendations because that is 
how the process works-people add their ideas to the work 
already in front of them. Statutory changes are needed in 
order for school districts to do the work of school districts 
that is in providing high quality, high standard, culturally 
responsive education for all students. We don’t need to be 
buried under a mountain of duplicative reports and at times, 
irrelevant mandates.  Thank you.  







 


 


 


 


  


 


 


 













TASK FORCE ON HIGHER 
EDUCATION STUDENT AND 
INSTITUTIONAL SUCCESS  


(HOUSE BILL 3418) 
Presentation for OEIB 







HB 3418:  The Task Force Charge 


The Task Force shall, for higher education students and institutions in this 
state:  


(a) Examine best practices and models for accomplishing student and 
institutional success, as such success is measured by achievement of the 
mission of higher education set forth in ORS 351.009 and the policy for 
community colleges set forth in ORS 341.009;  


(b) Consider institutional and statutory barriers to student success and 
completion of programs;  


(c) Examine methods for students to acquire basic skills and career 
preparation skills;  


(d) Review alternative funding options for providing necessary services to 
students and promoting best practices for student success and 
completion; and  


(e) Compare alternative funding options instituted in other states for 
improving student and institutional success. 
 







Task Force Members 
 


Governor appointees 


Ed Dodson, Chemeketa Community College Board of Directors, retired teacher and administrator. Co-chair 
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Why the Work of the Task Force is 
of Interest to OEIB 


• Task Force recommendations have a direct link 
to the goals and achievement compacts for 
community colleges and universities 


• Task Force recommendations have an indirect 
(but important) link to the achievement goals 
of high schools 


• Some of the Task Force recommended 
strategies will require funding 







The Task Force Interim Report 


Identified the 12 most significant barriers 
currently affecting student success  


– Insufficient funding and a limited ability for students to pay costs  


– Limited co-curricular activities for students  


– Inadequate high school preparation  


– Insufficient numbers of full-time faculty  


– Limited support services such as advising and tutoring  


– Unclear degree objectives  


– Insufficient support for Career & Technical Education programs  


– Limited data to track students  


– Poor management of transitions between education institutions  


– Limited college going culture in rural areas  


– Insufficient physical infrastructure and instructional equipment to meet 
student needs  


– Insufficient support for underrepresented communities 


 







Listed more than 40 strategies, actions and steps that 
can help attain student success (here are close to half of 
them) 
 


• Develop a first term experience and student support program at all community colleges  


• Build out data system to better track students and provide students and institutions with 
necessary data 


• Combine low skills preparation with applied learning Oregon Pathways for Adult Basic Skills 
(OPABS) and Career Pathways 


• Connect employers to students through internships, scholarships, cooperative work experience 
programs, etc.  


• Create a statewide degree audit system to help students understand how their credits apply to 
different schools and programs prior to transfer to complete their certificates and degrees  


• Create programs that help students near completion complete 


• Focus on the results/outcomes not on reports 


• Follow through on HB 3521 "Transfer Student Bill of Rights and Responsibilities" (i.e. reserve 
transfer and degree audits) 


• Implement Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) with an arts emphasis (STEM)  


• Improve professional development and mentoring for all faculty/instructors to ensure quality 
faculty (with emphasis on new and incoming faculty)  







Examples of Strategies (continued): 
 


• Increase advising/placement/cohorts 


• Increase ASPIRE, GEAR-UP and other mentoring programs to increase college going culture 


• Increase awareness and support for Career and Technical Education programs starting in high 
school through college 


• Increase cross communication among K-12, Community Colleges and OUS institutions to 
ensure that student progress is not impeded at the  


• Increase diversity of the faculty and create an inclusive environment to support their success  


• Increase flexible scheduling for non-traditional students 


• Increase investments in Accelerated Learning Options and other opportunities for high school 
students  


• Increase resources for instruction by reducing administrative costs in order to ensure 
adequate classroom resources and eliminate any disproportionate costs for administrative 
functions/administrator 


• Limit tuition increases to make higher education for Oregonians not only accessible but 
affordable  


• Reach out early to all high school students to provide meaningful post secondary information 


 







Take-aways for the OEIB 
 


• Consider the barriers the Task Force has identified as guideposts for 
developing future achievement compacts and programs to be 
funded:  Success will happen when these issues are managed and 
addressed. 


• Task Force recommendations in October will be aimed at short term 
and long term solutions: 


– Actions that can be replicated from elsewhere without significant 
costs. 


– Steps that can be taken individually and jointly without additional 
funding (but may result in doing less of something else). 


– Programmatic elements that will need to be funded in 2013-15: we 
will need to work together. 


– Legislative changes that may be needed to remove significant barriers 
to student and institutional success and to create alternative funding 
models. 


 







What’s Next for the Task Force? 


• Winnow the barriers down to a manageable list of three to five.  
(February) 


• Define measures of institutional success (March-May) 


• Assess the degree to which institutions in Oregon are implementing 
strategies that address the obstacles to student success.  (June-July) 


• Develop initial recommendations for alternative funding options to 
provide necessary services to students and promote best practices 
for student success and completion.  (June-July)  


• Conduct meetings at selected sites around the state to elicit 
feedback and reactions.  (September)  


• Submit a final report to the Legislature (October) 







Question for Discussion 
 


• How can the work of the Task Force best 
inform the OEIB’s design of achievement 
compacts and investment decisions for post-
secondary institutions?  
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Oregon Education Investment Board 
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The Commission’s responsibilities are to: 
 


1. Determine the amount of monies sufficient to ensure that the state 


system of kindergarten through grade 12 public education meets the 


quality goals established in statute. 
 


2. Identify best practices based on education research, data, professional 


judgment, and public values, and estimate the cost of implementing 


those best practices in Oregon’s K-12 schools. 
 


3. Issue a report to the Governor and Legislature in even-numbered years 


that identifies: 


  


 Current practices, their costs, and expected student performance 


 Best practices, their costs, and expected student performance 


 Two alternatives for meeting the quality goals  


Quality Education Commission 







Quality Education Commission 


The Commission carries out these responsibilities using 


the following tools:   
 


 Education research related to best practices and school funding 
 


 Data—primarily from the Database Initiative Project (DBI) 


datasets maintained by the Department of Education 
 


 The professional judgment of educators and public finance 


experts 
 


 The Quality Education Model 







The Quality Education Model 


  It is a “professional judgment” type of costing model 
 


 It has a link between resources and student performance based 


primarily on professional judgment, but supplemented with 


statistical relationships 
 


  It uses prototype schools as the unit of analysis to estimate costs 
 


  It scales up school level costs to the state level based on statewide 


enrollment 
 


 It contains sufficient detail to allow it to model a broad range of 


policy options 


The Quality Education Model (QEM) was first developed in 1997 


as a way to estimate the funding required to meet Oregon’s 


educational goals.  It has been enhanced over the years to make it a 


more useful tool for policy analysis. 







The Quality Education Model 


Using the QEM for Policy Analysis 


 
Estimate the “Baseline” scenario to describe the current level of 


resources and student achievement—where we are today 
 


Estimate the cost and level of student achievement, relative to the 


baseline, of implementing all of the components of the model—


where we want to be 
 


Estimate the relative costs of implementing different components in 


order to evaluate tradeoffs—given limited resources, how we can 


best use them? 
 


Using the QEM supplemented with other statistical models, evaluate 


the relative costs and impact on student achievement of different 


policy proposals  


 







The Quality Education Model 


The QEM contains three Prototype Schools: 
 


 Elementary School of 340 Students 
• Smaller class sizes in the early grades 


• More specialized staff: ESL, special ed., counselors 


• More professional development and teacher collaboration time 
 


 Middle School of 500 Students 
• Smaller classes in core subjects 


• More specialized staff: ESL, special ed., counselors 


• Additional instruction time for students falling behind 


• More professional development and teacher collaboration time 
 


 High School of 1,000 Students 
• Smaller classes in core subjects 


• More specialized staff: ESL, special ed., counselors 


• Additional instruction time for students falling behind 


• Restoration of electives and extra-curricular activities 


• More professional development and teacher collaboration time 







The Quality Education Model 


A History of Full Funding of the QEM and Actual Funding: 
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The Quality Education Model 


“Costing Out” Policy Options—Some Examples 


 
Reduce class sizes to 20 in grades K-3 to improve early reading and math 


proficiency:  $60 million/year 
 


 Two additional days of focused professional development for teachers: 


$10 million/year 
 


One hour of collaboration time each week for all teachers: $22 


million/year 
 


 Tutoring for elementary students at risk of falling behind: $10 


million/year 
 


Counseling and other assistance for high school students at risk of 


dropping out: $16 million 







Trends in Student achievement 
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Recent Findings on Best Practices 


A Focus on Math Instruction: 
 


 Continuity of instruction, staff, and relationships matter 
 


 Early rigor in algebra at the middle school level leads to later success on 


high school math assessments 
 


 Smaller class sizes in core math courses lead to higher achievement 
 


 Extra attention to math, with additional instructional help for students 


falling behind, has been effective a raising student achievement  
 


 Focused professional development is present in schools with the highest 


level of achievement 
 


Well-articulated priorities at the school building level make a difference 
 


Effective teachers demonstrate perseverance and a commitment to their 


students, not just the subject matter  







Current QEC Work 


Conducting research into Oregon school district practices related to 


professional development and teacher collaboration 
 


  Enhancing the model to reflect the five Learning Stages described in 


the OEIB’s Oregon Learns report 
 


 Evaluating spending patterns and student achievement across schools 


and grade levels to better understand how the allocation of resources 


over the learning stages affects achievement 
 


Updating the model with the most current financial, demographic, 


and student achievement data available 
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Preface 
 


hat is a quality education for Oregon‘s students and how much does it cost? The Quality Education Model is 


the innovative tool that Oregon has created to answer that question.  Its purpose is to depict the K-12 


education system with sufficient detail and accuracy so that policymakers can better understand how schools 


allocate their resources, how various policy proposals affect funding needs, and how decisions about resources can 


be expected to impact student achievement.  While the QEM does not perfectly capture every aspect of Oregon‘s 


education system—no model can do that—it does describe the system well enough to serve as a powerful tool to 


guide decision-making at the school, district, and state levels.   


 


Oregon was one of the first states in the nation to craft a reliable school finance model using a ―professional 


judgment‖ approach combining research, practical experience, and a set of assumptions about what comprises a 


quality education at the elementary, middle, and high school levels.  These assumptions are captured in the three 


prototype schools (elementary, middle, and high) and the Quality Indicators around which the model is built.  The 


prototypes demonstrate how schools of certain sizes and characteristics can be designed to implement best practices 


that have been shown in research and experience to improve student achievement.  The Quality Education Model is 


both a framework and an interactive tool for analyzing the dynamic interplay between education policies intended to 


raise academic standards and achievement, instructional best practices carried out in local schools, funding 


resources, and student performance.  


 


In line with its responsibility to refine and update the Quality Education Model, the Quality Education Commission 


focused its recent work on the elements of a high-quality math education, examining best practices which promote 


math achievement and equip students to fulfill the requirements of the Oregon Diploma.  Adopted in 2007-08, the 


new graduation requirements established by the Oregon Diploma raise expectations for what students should learn 


and be able to do by the end of high school.  Additional credit requirements, demonstration of proficiency in 


essential skills, and personalized learning requirements will be phased in over the course of several years, beginning 


with the graduating class of 2010.  These new standards have significant implications for the entire school system, 


including how Oregon schools structure and deliver math education.  To ensure that all students stay on track to 


meet the new graduation requirements, lessons can be learned from high-performing schools about aligning 


coursework and assessments, improving student achievement in the early grades, and utilizing other strategies for 


boosting student success.     


 


This report summarizes the findings and recommendations of the panels established by the Commission, which 


examined how high-performing schools deliver and structure math education and estimated the costs of operating a 


system of schools that can accomplish Oregon‘s ambitious educational goals.  This report also includes current 


information about school funding and student achievement in the state and discusses alternatives to full 


implementation of the Quality Education Model. 


 


The Commission thanks all of the educators, school board members, parents, and community leaders across the 


state who contributed their time, expertise, and insights to this report.  Additional information about the 


Commission, the Quality Education Model, best practices, and the Oregon Diploma is available on the Oregon 


Department of Education website at www.ode.state.or.us.   


 


W 



http://www.ode.state.or.us/
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Executive Summary 


he Quality Education Model (QEM) was initially developed in 1999 to establish an objective and research-


based connection between the resources devoted to schools and levels of student achievement and to guide 


efforts to fund Oregon schools adequately.  In 2001, the Legislative Assembly created the Quality Education 


Commission ( QEC) to serve as a permanent body to regularly update and improve the original QEM.  The 


Commission‘s work in 2010 is linked to the changes and challenges for K-12 schooling associated with the ongoing 


implementation of the Oregon Diploma.  The Best Practices Panel examined successful math programs in Oregon 


schools, building on an Oregon Department of Education (ODE) analysis of math course-taking patterns in Oregon 


high schools. The Cost Panel updated the QEM with the most recent data, evaluated the cost implications of the 


Best Practices Panel recommendations, and estimated the costs of fully implementing the QEM.  


 


Panel Recommendations 


Best Practices:  Given that mathematics skills and knowledge are increasingly in demand in higher education and 


the workplace, ensuring that students have sufficient math preparation by the time they leave high school is an 


important goal for Oregon schools.  Based on the observations and interviews conducted in schools throughout the 


state, the Best Practices Panel recommends that the following components of successful math programs be reflected 


in the Quality Education Model: 


1) Include time for new teacher induction programs and job-embedded professional development that is directly 


related to the curriculum and building goals.  Investing in the development of teachers as effective instructional 


leaders promotes student success.   


2) Provide adequate resources and staff so that schools can offer Algebra courses for high school credit in the 7
th
 


or 8
th
 grade, with teachers who hold advanced math endorsements.  There is evidence that introducing algebra 


concepts at this stage may foster higher levels of math achievement in high school.   


3) Include adequate classroom spaces, smaller class sizes, early identification of struggling students, and additional 


instructional time with licensed math teachers.   


4) Allocate time and resources for districts to develop frameworks for the articulation of math programs for 4
th
 


grade through high school.  Such articulation will help schools to provide continuous instruction that builds 


skills and knowledge cohesively over time.   


 


Course-Taking:  As the phase-in of the Oregon Diploma continues (See Appendix B for the timeline and phase-in 


of new requirements), schools and districts must carefully consider how to best prepare students to meet high school 


graduation requirements.  The ODE analysis of course-taking patterns in Oregon high schools helped the 


Commission to develop an understanding of how students can be kept on track to meet math graduation 


requirements throughout the grades.  The following recommendations can be applied to other subject areas as well: 


 


1) Develop a strategic focus on practices that build a solid academic foundation in the early grades.  Excellent 


preparation in the early grades will equip students to achieve the standards established by the Oregon Diploma 


when they reach high school. If students are not at grade level when they reach high school, they will be unable 


to take full advantage of the rigorous coursework required to meet the new diploma requirements.   


2) Align the timing of student course-taking with the timing of state assessments to avoid the problem that many 


Oregon students currently face: state assessments test them on content that they have not yet learned.  The State 


Board of Education has already taken a critical first step by moving the high school assessments from the 10
th
 to 


the 11
th
 grade.  This will give schools more time to fully prepare students for the state assessments, while still 


leaving sufficient time for students to earn all the credits required for graduation.  


T 
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Costs: The Commission‘s Cost Panel updated the Quality Education Model to include the most current data (school 


finances, enrollment and other student information, and economic and price information) and for the first time 


incorporated information about the capital costs associated with providing and maintaining school buildings and 


facilities.  The Cost Panel also carefully evaluated the recommendations of the Best Practices Panel to determine if 


additional resources were needed in the QEM in order to implement these recommendations.  The Cost Panel 


concluded that the QEM already contains sufficient resources to implement the Best Practices Panel 


recommendations. 


 


Exhibit 1 shows the Commission‘s estimates of state funding levels required to maintain the current service level in 


Oregon schools (the Baseline) and to fully fund a system of highly effective schools as recommended by the Quality 


Education Commission (the Fully Implemented Model). 


 


Exhibit 1: QEM Funding Requirements 


 Millions of Dollars 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15 
State Funding Requirement for the Baseline $5,981.1  $6,710.9  $7,410.1 


   Percent Change from Prior Biennium 


 


12.20% 10.42% 


State Funding Requirement for Fully Implemented Model $7,879.1  $8,747.7  $9,626.5 


   Percent Change from Prior Biennium 


 


11.02% 10.04% 


Funding Gap: Fully Implemented Model  minus Baseline $1,898.0 $2,036.8 $2,216.5 


   Percent Change from Prior Biennium 


 


7.28% 8.82% 


 


The Commission recognizes that under Oregon‘s current economic circumstances, state revenue is unlikely to be 


sufficient in the 2011-13 biennium to fund schools much, if at all, above the baseline level unless significant 


additional federal revenue is made available to the states. The Commission recommends, however, that the 


Governor and Legislature adopt a long-range funding plan that will move Oregon‘s schools toward the full QEM 


funding levels presented in this report.   


 


Alternatives to Full Implementation of the Quality Education 


Model 


Part of the Quality Education Commission‘s charge (ORS 327.506) is to present two alternatives to full 


implementation of the Quality Education Model.  The following proposals represent ways to move Oregon‘s 


education system forward through partial implementation of high-leverage strategies that have the greatest positive 


impact on student achievement or through developing funding targets that gradually implement the QEM over 


several years.  Undoubtedly, Oregon‘s current budget crisis limits what steps can reasonably be taken in the short-


term, but the following proposals are viable options for making progress toward the long-term quality education 


goals. 


 


Alternative 1:  Based on the 2010 recommendations of the Best Practices Panel and the course-taking patterns 


analysis, identify and implement practices and programs that are most likely to prepare the largest proportion of 


Oregon students to achieve the state‘s academic goals and graduation standards. 
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Key examples of research-based strategies for boosting student achievement throughout the K-12 system include: 


 Investing in focused professional development and teacher collaboration, new teacher induction programs, 


and pre-service training that emphasize methods and pedagogical content knowledge that increase teachers‘ 


instructional effectiveness.    


 Developing strong district frameworks for the articulation of academic content throughout the grades and 


the alignment of coursework with state assessments.     


 Providing targeted interventions (such as smaller classes, individualized instruction, and additional 


instruction with a licensed teacher) for students most at-risk of not meeting academic standards.   


 Developing methods to promote high levels of academic performance in the early grades and sustaining 


those skills in the middle and upper grades. 


 


Alternative 2:  Establish a timeline for phasing-in all components of the Quality Education Model.  The idea of 


gradual implementation, over five biennia, was first proposed in the 2006 QEM Report.  Oregon‘s 2007 Legislature 


made some progress in closing the funding gap by appropriating funds above the level needed to simply continue 


current programs.  The economic downturn that began in 2007, however, undid that progress and the Oregon 


education system will likely face a funding gap of more than $2.0 billion in the 2011-13 biennium.  Despite this 


setback, the Commission recommends the Governor and Legislature adopt a long-term strategy for closing the 


funding gap by setting specific funding targets over a five biennia time frame. 


 


In the current economic environment, even the long-term phase-in approach to funding described in Alternative 2 


represents a tremendous challenge for Oregon.  With the prospect of an extended period of slow state revenue 


growth, Oregon needs fundamental reform of the state‘s revenue system, budgeting processes, and service delivery 


in its three core functions: education, human services, and public safety. Without such changes, Oregon may find 


itself in an unsustainable situation even after the economy begins to recover. 
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Introduction 
 


Mission and Purpose of the Oregon Quality Education Commission 


he Oregon Legislative Assembly established the Quality Education Commission in statute in 2001.  Under 


Oregon law (ORS 327.500 and ORS 327.506), the Commission‘s responsibilities are to: 


 


1) Determine the amount of monies sufficient to ensure that the state system of kindergarten through grade 12 


public education meets the quality goals established in statute. 


2) Identify best practices based on education research, data, professional judgment, and public values, and the cost 


of implementing those best practices in K-12 schools. 


3) Issue a report to the Governor and Legislative Assembly in even-numbered years that identifies:  


 Current practices in the state‘s system of K-12 public education 


 Costs of continuing those practices 


 Expected student performance under those practices  


 Best practices for meeting the quality goals   


 Costs of implementing the best practices 


 Expected student performance under the best practices 


 Two alternatives for meeting the quality goals 


 


Oregon’s History of High Education Goals 


Even as academic standards have changed over time, Oregon‘s philosophy of setting high goals for its schools and 


students has been maintained.  In the 1991 Oregon Education Act for the 21
st
 Century, legislators outlined 


challenging goals for the state‘s K-12 system of education.  They called for a world-class school system in which all 


students are challenged by rigorous academic content standards and have the opportunity to gain knowledge and 


skills to reach their full potential.  The State Board of Education has developed standards—guidelines for what 


students should know and be able to do at the benchmark level in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10—to implement these 


legislative goals.  The target adopted in 1999 as part of the Quality Education Model is that 90 percent or more of 


Oregon‘s students should meet all of the state‘s academic performance goals.  Further, the state strives to meet the 


federal standards established in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), which mandates that all students 


meet state-defined academic benchmarks by 2014.  


 


Oregon is also in the process of phasing-in the new standards established by the Oregon Diploma, which were 


adopted in 2007-08.  The new diploma provides greater clarity about what students in public schools are expected to 


learn and be able to do by the end of high school and sets higher academic standards for students, beginning with 


the graduating class of 2010.  By 2014, when all of the new requirements have been introduced, Oregon students 


will be required to complete more credits—in math, English/language arts, and science—demonstrate proficiency in 


nine essential skills, and meet personalized learning requirements in order to earn the Oregon Diploma. 


 


As Oregon‘s student population grows, additional support and resources are needed to help all students meet these 


high academic standards and graduation requirements.  Despite a slowing in the growth of total students, the 


number of special education students, English as a Second Language students, and students in poverty continues to 


rise.  As illustrated in Exhibit 2, these groups of students are growing at faster rates than the general student 


T 
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population.  Further, Oregon‘s schools are becoming more diverse.  In the 2009-10 school year, students from 


minority backgrounds accounted for 31.6 percent of statewide enrollment.  


 


Exhibit 2: Student Growth Trends in Oregon School Districts 


  Special Education English as a Second Language Students in Poverty   


  
Number 


of 
Share 


of Number of Share of Number of Share of All Students 
  Students Total Students Total Students Total (ADM*) 
  


      
  


2000-01 67,768 13.0% 42,104 8.1% 78,452 15.0% 522,752 
2001-02 69,201 13.1% 47,912 9.1% 78,964 14.9% 528,346 
2002-03 70,204 13.2% 50,276 9.5% 79,024 14.9% 530,694 
2003-04 69,149 13.1% 53,272 10.1% 82,376 15.6% 528,186 
2004-05 69,816 13.2% 54,438 10.3% 82,212 15.6% 528,139 
2005-06 70,196 13.2% 54,670 10.3% 82,440 15.5% 533,311 
2006-07 70,591 13.2% 53,448 10.0% 82,456 15.5% 533,216 
2007-08 70,736 13.2% 53,504 10.0% 83,548 15.6% 534,284 
2008-09 71,530 13.4% 53,464 10.0% 83,244 15.6% 535,089 
  


      
  


Average % 
Change 0.7% 


 
3.0% 


 
0.7% 


 
0.3% 


  
      


  
Forecast 


      
  


  
      


  
2009-10 72,178 13.5% 53,444 10.0% 83,480 15.6% 533,891 
2010-11 72,399 13.6% 54,194 10.2% 82,248 15.4% 533,325 
2011-12 72,879 13.6% 55,580 10.4% 82,640 15.5% 534,394 
2012-13 73,363 13.7% 57,000 10.6% 83,032 15.5% 535,465 


*Average Daily Membership 


Previous Commission Recommendations 


Since 2000, the Quality Education Commission‘s biennial reports have provided an objective analysis of 


instructional best practices, school funding, and Oregon‘s quality education goals.  The reports‘ recommendations 


reflect findings about student performance, per-student spending, demographic trends and resulting resource needs, 


class size, curriculum, and PK-20 alignment.  The 2008 report made the following recommendations: 


 Phase-in implementation of the Oregon Diploma over several biennia. 


 Continue to review best instructional practices in terms of the national research literature as well as 


practical lessons drawn from Oregon‘s schools. 


 Invest in high-leverage strategies and allocate additional resources where they will have the greatest impact 


on student performance.  Time and leadership are priority investment targets. 


 Strengthen professional development to support teachers and build local school leadership capacity. 


 Increase opportunities for teacher collaboration, review of student achievement data, and planning of 


targeted interventions and additional learning opportunities. 
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 Extend time available for quality instruction and extra student assistance through before/after-school and 


summer programs. 


 Build school capacity to use classroom assessment data and adapt instruction to address student needs, 


especially those struggling to meet Oregon‘s standards. 


 Strengthen communication and relationships with parents and other community partners. 


 


The recommendations above continue to be worthy goals, even in a time of economic limitations.  The Commission 


hopes that schools and districts continue to incorporate these recommendations in order to improve educational 


opportunities for all Oregon students.  


 


The Work of the 2010 Quality Education Commission Panels 


Oregon‘s Quality Education Model incorporates assumptions about school size, demographics, staffing, 


professional development, technology, supplies, and other factors in order to estimate the costs of a quality 


education.  These assumptions are also used to predict the effects of supplying resources at different levels.  In this 


way, the QEM is a powerful and straightforward tool that can be used to examine a variety of ―what-if‖ policy 


questions and scenarios.  For instance, what are the cost implications of raising or reducing class sizes, providing 


additional reading and math specialists, offering more professional development and collaboration time for teachers, 


or hiring more high school counselors?  And how might student achievement outcomes change in such scenarios? 


The Quality Education Model allows policymakers to evaluate various policy scenarios in terms of their financial 


implications and compare them with the costs of providing the current level of services in Oregon schools. 


 
Every two years the Quality Education Commission conducts an extensive, broad-based review process to examine 


and update the Quality Education Model.  Prior reports have focused on the K-12 system‘s progress toward the goal 


of 90 percent of Oregon students meeting the state‘s academic performance benchmarks.  In 2006, the Commission 


carefully examined the relationship between school funding and student achievement.  The introduction of the 


Oregon Diploma oriented the 2008 report around the practices, resources, accountability, and systems improvement 


associated with implementing the new graduation standards.  


 


As an extension of the work completed in 2008, this year‘s Commission chose to examine the challenges for math 


education presented by the new Oregon Diploma requirements.  In order to answer questions about how to provide a 


high-quality math education and keep students on track to earning their diplomas, the Commission called on the 


Best Practices and Cost Panels to perform research, make recommendations, determine what resources are needed, 


and estimate the costs of those resources.  Panel members included teachers, principals, superintendents, community 


members, school board members, and other experts and stakeholders representing higher education, 


business/industry, government, and professional associations. 


 


The Best Practices Panel members conducted interviews with principals and teachers at 12 high schools around the 


state and received responses to web questionnaires from an additional 15 schools as they distinguished between the 


practices and characteristics of schools that exhibited high and low performance on the 10
th
 grade math assessment.  


The Cost Panel updated the Quality Education Model with the most recent data available and gathered information 


about construction and lifetime maintenance costs for Oregon school facilities in order to develop a capital cost 


model.  Detailed information about the work of the panels, their findings, and recommendations can be found in the 


Best Practices and Cost Panel sections of this document.  But first, a description of the prototype schools—which 


possess the indicators, characteristics, and resources assumed in the Quality Education Model to represent a quality 


education for Oregon students—is provided in the following section.   
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The Prototype Schools 
 


n the Quality Education Model, the school serves as the unit of analysis.   In order to determine the impact of 


statewide increases or decreases in funding, it is necessary to understand the effects on an individual school‘s 


operations and student academic performance.  As such, the Quality Education Model is structured around a 


prototype elementary, middle, and high school, each designed to help students meet Oregon‘s high academic 


standards and performance goals.  Each prototype school reflects best practices and research associated with 


effective and high-performing schools and serves as a mechanism by which to evaluate the resource and cost 


implications of proposed education programs, policies, and strategies.  While the prototype schools are not intended 


to be prescriptive, they can assist educators, policymakers, and citizens in understanding and making informed 


decisions about school resources and funding. 


 


Quality Indicators are non-fiscal traits that indicate 


organizational functioning and efficiency, which the 


prototype schools are assumed to possess.  These twelve 


indicators are based on research about effective schools 


and serve as measures of whether a school employs 


effective practices and uses resources efficiently.  The 


Quality Indicators fall into four broad categories: school-


level, teacher-related, classroom-focused, and student-


centered factors. 


 


Best Practices are strategies and programs that have 


been demonstrated in research and experience to be 


effective in promoting high levels of student 


achievement.  The prototypes demonstrate how schools 


of certain sizes and characteristics can be designed to 


implement the best practices.  The Quality Education 


Commission identified the following essential 


characteristics that support best practices: 


 


 Each student has a personalized education   


  program. 


 Instructional programs and opportunities are    


focused on individual student achievement of  


  high quality standards. 


 Curriculum and instructional activities are relevant to students‘ lives. 


 Each student has access to a rich and varied elective co-curricular and extra-curricular program. 


 The school creates small learning environments that foster student connection. 


 The school provides and encourages connections with significant adults, including parents, mentors, and other 


advisors to ensure that each student develops a connection to the greater community, along with a strong sense 


of self. 


I 


Quality Indicators 


 


Schools 
 Leadership that facilitates student learning 


 Parental/community involvement 


 Organizational adaptability 


 Safe and orderly learning environment 


 District policies to support learning 


Teachers 
 Teacher and teaching quality 


 Professional development program 


 Teacher efficacy 


Classrooms 
 Effective instructional programs and methods 


 School database collection and analysis to 


improve instructional programs 


Students 
 Readiness to learn 


 Connectedness to school and engagement in 


academics and extra-curricular programs 
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 The school makes data-informed decisions about the capability of programs to foster individual student 


achievement.  


 The school at upper grade levels uses community-based and worksite learning as integral components of its 


instructional program. 


 The school has a comprehensive staff induction program that guides recruitment and employment and provides 


ongoing professional development programs. 


 Cost-effective management of resources allows school districts to better meet the needs of the greatest number 


of students. 


 


The Individual Prototype Schools incorporate what research and best practices have shown to be most important 


in improving student achievement and provide a level of resources that adequately promotes and sustains that goal.  


Each prototype school includes: 


 


 Adequate staffing 


 Added instructional time and activities 


for students having trouble meeting 


standards 


 Curriculum development and 


technology support 


 On-site instructional improvement 


 Professional development for teachers 


and administrators 


 Collaboration time for teachers 


 Adequate classroom supplies 


 Adequate funds for building 


maintenance 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Prototype Schools 


 


Elementary School—340 Students 
 All-day kindergarten 


 Class size average of 20 in primary grades 


 Class size of 24 in grades 4-5 


 4.5 FTE for specialists in areas such as art, music, PE, reading, 


math, TAG, library, ESL, child development/counselor 
 


Middle School—500 Students 
 Class size average of 22 


 1.5 additional teachers for math, English, and science 


 Alternative programs for special needs and at-risk students 


 Volunteer coordinator and community outreach worker 


 One counselor for every 250 students 


 Adequate campus security 
 


High School—1,000 Students 
 Class size average of 21 


 3.0 additional teachers for math, English, and science 


 Alternative programs for special needs and at-risk students 


 Volunteer coordinator and community outreach worker 


 One counselor for every 250 students 


 Adequate campus security 


 School-to-work coordinator 
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Prototype Resource Assumptions are incorporated into each prototype school in the Quality Education Model.  


The basic assumptions include: 


 The size of each school is within a range that research literature recognizes as efficient. 


 The assumed level of teacher experience is about average for schools in Oregon. 


 Each school has Internet access. 


 Teachers are using technology in the design and delivery of instruction. 


 The schools are located in close proximity to an urbanized area. 


 The schools are slightly below the state median in socioeconomic status (40
th
 percentile). 


 The schools have approximately 13 percent of their students identified for special education.   


 Eleven percent of the students are recognized as speaking English as a second language. 


 The principal is knowledgeable about reform requirements and is supportive of the reform goals. 


 The principal is skilled as a leader and a manager. 


 Teachers are open to reform goals and the training necessary to support the reform requirements. 


 Teachers possess content knowledge necessary to teach to applicable state standards. 


 


 


Changes in the Quality Education Model 2010 


The following exhibits depict the Commission‘s 2010 prototype elementary, middle, and high school.  They 


illustrate characteristics of the Baseline Prototypes and the changes that would occur under full funding of the 


Quality Education Model.  The changes that have been incorporated are those recommended by the Commission‘s 


Best Practices and Cost Panels. 


 


The Baseline Prototypes represented in Exhibits 3-5 show the characteristics of schools under current funding 


levels, based on actual spending patterns in Oregon schools.  The Fully-Funded Prototypes show the Commission‘s 


recommended level of funding required to implement a comprehensive Quality Education Model, including all 


relevant resources and education programs.  The Baseline and Fully-Funded Prototypes illustrate the differences 


between current education practices and funding in Oregon schools and those needed to achieve the state‘s goals for 


education.   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







www.ode.state.or.us Quality Education Commission Report 2010 


 


 11 


Exhibit 3: Prototype Elementary School—340 Students 


  Baseline Prototype 


Fully-Funded  


Prototype Difference 


Kindergarten Half-day Full-day Doubles learning 


time 


Average class size  23 for grades K-3            
25 for grades 4-5 


20 for grades K-3              


24 for grades 4-5 


Cuts class size by 


3 for grades K-3 


and by 1 for 


grades 4-5 


K-5 classroom teachers 13.7 FTE 16.0 FTE Adds 2.3 FTE 


Specialists for areas such as art, music, PE, reading, math, TAG, 


library/media, second language, or child development 


3.5 FTE 5.0 FTE Adds 1.5 FTE 


Special education licensed staff 2.5 FTE 3.0 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE 


English as a second language licensed staff 0.5 FTE 1.0 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE 


Licensed substitute teachers $93 per student $93 per student   


On-site instructional improvement staff None 0.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE 


Instructional support staff 5.0 FTE 6.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE 


Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20% of 


students 


Limited Summer school, after-


school programs, 


Saturday school, 


tutoring, etc. 


Additional 


programs for 


20% of students 


Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4 


additional days 


Dedicated Teacher Collaboration  Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2 


hours per week 


Leadership development training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days 4 additional days 


Students per computer 6 6   


Textbooks $64 per student $95 per student $31 per student 


Classroom materials & equipment $76 per student $85 per student $9 per student 


Other supplies $91 per student $99 per student $8 per student 


Operations and maintenance $754 per student $779 per student $25 per student 


Student transportation $418 per student $418 per student   


State-level special education fund $32 per student $85 per student $53 per student 


Centralized special education services $101 per student $101 per student   


Technology services $185 per student $195 per student $10 per student 


Other centralized support $345 per student $360 per student $15 per student 


District administrative support $295 per student $295 per student   


Education Service District Services $725 per student $725 per student   


  Total Expenditure per Student in 2008-09 $9,744 $11,712 $1,968 


        


Percent of students meeting standards in 2008-09       


  Reading 3rd grade=83%              


5th grade = 76% 


n/a   


  Math 3rd grade=77%              
5th grade = 77% 


n/a   


Percent of students expected to meet standards by 2013-14       


  Reading 3rd grade=87%              
5th grade = 83% 


3rd grade=91%              
5th grade = 87% 


  


  Math 3rd grade=84%              


5th grade = 82% 


3rd grade=88%              


5th grade = 86% 
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Exhibit 4: Prototype Middle School—500 Students 


  Baseline Prototype 


Fully-Funded 


Prototype Difference 


Class size in core subjects of math, English, science, social studies, 
second language 


23 22, with maximum 


class size of 29 in core 


academic subjects 


Cuts average class 


size by 1 in core 


subjects 


Staffing in core subjects 20.0 FTE 21.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE 


Extra teachers in math, English, and science 0.5 FTE 1.5 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE 


English as a second language licensed staff 0.5 FTE 0.75 FTE Adds 0.25 FTE 


Special education and alternative education licensed staff 4.0 FTE 4.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE 


Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0 FTE   


Counselors One for every 333 


students 
One for every 250 


students 


Adds 0.5 FTE 


Licensed substitute teachers $93 per student $93 per student   


On-site instructional improvement staff None 1.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE 


Instructional support staff 10.0 FTE 10.0 FTE   


Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20% of 
students 


Limited Summer school, after-


school programs, 


Saturday school, 


tutoring, etc. 


Additional 


programs for 


20% of students 


Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days Equivalent of 4 


additional days 


Dedicated Teacher Collaboration  Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2 


hours per week 


Leadership training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days of 


training 


4 additional days 


Students per computer 6 6   


Textbooks $51 per student $95 per student $44 per student 


Classroom materials & equipment $72 per student $90 per student $18 per student 


Other supplies $83 per student $94 per student $11 per student 


Operations and maintenance $804 per student $831 per student $27 per student 


Student transportation $420 per student $420 per student   


Centralized special education services $101 per student $101 per student   


State-level special education fund $32 per student $85 per student $53 per student 


Technology Services $185 per student $195 per student $10 per student 


Other centralized support $333 per student $348 per student $15 per student 


District administrative support $295 per student $295 per student   


Education Service District services $725 per student $725 per student   


  Total Expenditure per Student in 2008-09 $9,971 $11,272 $1,301 


        


Percent of students meeting standards in 2008-09       


  Reading 70% n/a   


  Math 71% n/a   


Percent of students expected to meet standards by 2013-14       


  Reading 76% 81%   


  Math 76% 81%   


 


 







www.ode.state.or.us Quality Education Commission Report 2010 


 


 13 


Exhibit 5: Prototype High School—1,000 Students 


  


Baseline Prototype 


Fully-Funded 


Prototype Difference 


Class size in core subjects of math, English, science, social studies, 


second language 


23 21, with maximum 


class size of 29 in core 


academic subjects 


Cuts average class 


size by 2 in core 


subjects 


Staffing in core subjects 42.0 FTE 44.0 FTE Adds 2.0 FTE 


Extra teachers in math, English, and science 1.0 FTE 3.0 FTE Adds 2.0 FTE 


English as a second language licensed staff 0.5 FTE 0.5 FTE   


Special Education and alternative education licensed staff 5.0 FTE 5.25 FTE Adds 0.25 FTE 


Alternative education and special programs 2.5 FTE 2.5 FTE   


Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0 FTE   


Counselors One for every 333 
students 


One for every 250 


students 


Adds 1.0 FTE 


Licensed substitute teachers $93 per student $93 per student   


On-site instructional improvement staff None 1.0 FTE Adds 1.0 FTE 


Instructional support staff 20.0 FTE 20.5 FTE Adds 0.5 FTE 


Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20% of 
students 


Limited Summer school, after-


school programs, 


Saturday school, 


tutoring, etc. 


Additional 


programs for 


20% of students 


Professional development time for teachers 3 days Equivalent of 7 days  Equivalent of 4 


additional days 


Dedicated Teacher Collaboration  Time Limited 2 hours per week Additional 2 


hours per week 


Leadership training for administrators Limited Equivalent of 4 days 4 additional days 


Students per computer 6 6   


Textbooks $56 per student $124 per student $68 per student 


Classroom supplies and materials $110 per student $124 per student $14 per student 


Other supplies $110 per student $126 per student $16 per student 


Operations and maintenance $863 per student $891 per student $28 per student 


Student transportation $435 per student $435 per student   


Centralized special education services $101 per student $101 per student   


State-level special education fund $32 per student $85 per student $53 per student 


Technology Services $178 per student $195 per student $17 per student 


Other centralized support $331 per student $363 per student $32 per student 


District administrative support $295 per student $295 per student   


Education Service District services $725 per student $725 per student   


  Total Expenditure per Student in 2008-09 $10,103 $11,384 $1,281 


        


Percent of students meeting standards in 2008-09       


  Reading 66% n/a   


  Math 54% n/a   


        


Percent of students expected to meet standards by 2013-14       


  Reading 74% 79%   


  Math 61% 67%   
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Best Practices Panel Report 


 
n the past decade, the Quality Education Commission has taken a number of approaches to updating the Quality 


Education Model and the Prototype Schools to include current best practices in teaching and learning.  It has 


looked at national and international research.  It has looked at research-based best practices in Oregon-developed 


data.  It has used focus groups of Oregon teachers, principals, and superintendents.   In each approach, observations 


were refined to include as best practices in the Quality Education Model.  This year the Commission determined it 


would study math performance in the 10
th
 grade.  Specifically, the Commission charged the Best Practices Panel to 


―look at the relationship between course-taking patterns in high school and performance on state assessments.‖  


 


The Best Practices Panel based its work on an analysis of high school course-taking patterns by the Oregon 


Department of Education.  Given that performance on the 10
th
 grade math assessment has consistently lagged 


behind math performance in other grades, the ODE was interested in the factors that might influence 10
th
 grade 


math achievement.  The results of the analysis suggested that improving the quality of preparation in the early 


grades and aligning the math curriculum with the timing of state assessments will yield more accurate estimates of 


student achievement and also increase the percentage of students meeting state standards.  A full discussion of the 


analysis and its implications is included below. 


 


Math Course-Taking Patterns of High School Students 


In 2008-09, just 54 percent of Oregon high school students passed the state‘s 10
th
 grade mathematics assessment. 


While that represents a dramatic improvement over the 33 percent passing 15 years earlier, it also represents a 


disappointing level of achievement in a world where knowledge and skills in mathematics are increasingly in 


demand.  Clearly, if Oregon‘s high school graduates are to succeed in higher education and the workplace, a larger 


number need to be better prepared in mathematics by the time they leave high school. 


 


One explanation offered for the disappointing performance on the state‘s 10
th
 grade math assessment is that it tests 


students on subject matter that they have not yet studied.  For example, if the 10
th
 grade math assessment tests 


students on geometry (it does), but students have not yet taken a Geometry class (many haven‘t), then it is unlikely 


that students will do well on the assessment. 


 


An alternative explanation is that many students are coming out of middle school with inadequate preparation in 


mathematics so that, even if they have studied the appropriate subject matter prior to taking the 10
th
 grade 


assessment, they do poorly because they were not adequately prepared to fully benefit from the higher-level 


coursework. 


 


It is important for policymakers to understand which of these explanations is more accurate because they call for 


different policy prescriptions.  If students are well-prepared but have not yet been exposed to the material on which 


they are tested, then delaying the assessment until a later grade is an appropriate policy prescription.  If, on the other 


hand, students are not adequately prepared prior to entering high school and do poorly on the assessment even after 


having the appropriate coursework, then better preparation in elementary and middle school is called for. 


 


To better understand which explanation may be more accurate, the Commission analyzed the math course-taking 


patterns of Oregon high school students.  The goal was to see if schools with more students taking higher-level math 


by the 10
th
 grade also had more students passing the 10


th
 grade assessment.  The results clearly show that to be the 


case.  In particular, high percentages of students having had Geometry or above by the 10
th
 grade was strongly 


associated with higher percentages of students passing the state assessments. 


I 
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As Exhibit 6 illustrates, a relatively weak association (correlation of 0.30) exists between the percentage of students 


taking Algebra I by 10
th
 grade and the proportion of students passing the 10


th
 grade math assessment.  The graph 


shows that a large share of students in many Oregon high schools have taken Algebra I by 10
th
 grade, but the 


percentage of those students who meet or exceed the 10
th
 grade standard on the state assessment varies a great deal 


from school to school.  This indicates that whether students have taken Algebra I does not greatly influence 


performance on the math assessment. In other words, having Algebra I is not sufficient to prepare students for the 


state math assessment. 


 


Exhibit 6: Algebra I by 10th Grade 


 
 


A stronger association (correlation of .46) exists between the share of students taking Algebra II by 10
th
 grade and 


the percentage who pass the 10
th
 grade assessment, as shown in Exhibit 7.  Although these data indicate that having 


more students taking this course by 10
th
 grade will generally result in more students passing the high school math 


assessment, the graph also shows that in most Oregon schools a relatively small percentage of students take Algebra 


II by the 10
th
 grade.  If this is an indication of the proportion of students who are actually prepared to study Algebra 


II by this time, then rushing students who are not prepared to take this course will not greatly improve results on the 


state assessment.  
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Exhibit 7: Algebra II by 10th Grade 


 


 


Exhibit 8 shows that the strongest association (correlation of .55) exists between the percentage of students taking 


Geometry by 10th grade and the proportion passing the assessment.  This indicates that whether students have been 


introduced to geometry concepts by the time they take the 10
th
 grade math assessment has a greater influence on 


their performance on that test. 


 


Exhibit 8: Geometry by 10th Grade 
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While informative, this analysis doesn‘t by itself fully answer our question: is poor performance on the 10
th
 grade 


math assessment due primarily to lack of adequate preparation in earlier grades, or is it due primarily to lack of 


exposure to the needed coursework?  It‘s conceivable that students who had Geometry or above by the 10
th
 grade 


did better on the state math assessment not so much because they already studied geometry concepts, but because 


they were better math students in general—that is, because they were better prepared in the earlier grades and were 


simply ―better at math.‖  To better answer the question, it was necessary to look simultaneously at both course-


taking patterns and how well students had been prepared in earlier grades (as measured by their 8
th
 grade math 


assessment scores).  By looking at both factors at the same time, it was possible to separate the two effects to 


determine the degree to which each influences 10
th
 grade math assessment scores. This approach, using a statistical 


technique called multiple regression analysis, allows us to control some factors (i.e., hold them constant) in order to 


evaluate the impact of a change in a single factor of interest, which in this case was the level of math courses taken 


prior to administration of the 10
th
 grade math assessment.  


 
Exhibit 9 illustrates that even when controlling for students‘ prior preparation (measured by performance on the 8


th
 


grade math assessment) as well as demographic factors, the percentage of students taking Geometry by 10
th
 grade in 


a given school influences performance on the 10
th
 grade math test.  As the proportion of a school‘s 10


th
 graders 


taking Geometry increases, so does that school‘s average score on the math test.  


 


Exhibit 9: Expected Performance on 10th Grade Math Assessment, 


by Percent of Students Taking Geometry 
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earlier grades, being exposed to higher-level math courses in high school results in better performance on the state 


math assessment.  It also indicates, however, that higher-level coursework alone—without a solid foundation in 
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good preparation in earlier grades and achievement in high school, the finding of the importance of coordination 
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between high school coursework and the timing of the assessment suggests some basic principles for guiding 


policy: 


 Solid preparation in elementary and middle school math is essential if students are to benefit fully from the 


higher-level math they will encounter in high school.   


 Rushing students through the math curriculum so that they have taken geometry and higher-level algebra by 


the 10
th
 grade (when the assessment is given) is an ineffective strategy. 


 Assessing students on subject matter they have not yet been taught is unfair (and discouraging) to students 


and is also a waste of school resources (in the form of lost instruction time) and state assessment system 


resources. 


 


These principles suggest two policy prescriptions that should improve student achievement and will also make the 


results of Oregon‘s assessment system more representative of students‘ true level of knowledge and skills.   


1. It is important that Oregon schools carefully coordinate the timing of coursework and the state assessment 


so they are consistent with each other and so they are also aligned with the requirements of Oregon‘s new 


high school diploma.  Currently, the subject matter tested in Oregon‘s 10
th
 grade math assessment appears 


to create an incentive for schools to rush students into higher-level math courses earlier than necessary 


given the state‘s math graduation requirements and earlier than is appropriate for some students.  The State 


Board of Education has already moved Oregon‘s high school math assessment from the 10
th
 grade to the 


11
th
.  That is an extremely important first step, as it will give students more time to take the needed 


coursework while still providing sufficient time to meet graduation requirements by the end of 12
th
 grade. 


 
2. Oregon schools should have a clear focus on improving early grade math achievement so that students are 


better prepared when they reach high school. Without solid preparation in the earlier grades, students will 


not be in a position to fully benefit from the more rigorous courses that they will encounter in high school, 


will be less likely to pass the state assessment, and will face a bigger challenge in meeting Oregon‘s new 


graduation requirements. 


 


Best Practices Panel Approach 


To expand on the findings of the ODE course-taking analysis, the Best Practices Panel studied high school math 


programs around the state more closely in order to identify characteristics and practices that promote high levels of 


student achievement.  First, using the extended statistical analysis described above, a ―predicted‖ rate of 


performance on the 10
th
 grade assessment was calculated for the high schools.  This predicted rate was compared to 


the actual rate of performance to establish which schools had a positive (higher performance than predicted) or 


negative (lower performance than predicted) difference between actual and predicted rates of students meeting or 


exceeding the 10
th
 grade math assessment standard.  


 


Then the Best Practices Panel paired schools with positive and negative differences and selected seven pairs for 


interview.  An interview schedule was devised to allow Panel members to solicit analogous data from the selected 


schools, and 12 schools (85 percent) were available for interview on mutually acceptable dates.  Fifty-two schools 


(those with a positive 10 percent or better and a negative 10 percent or worse) were asked to complete a web-based 


questionnaire.  Ten days after sending the invitation to take the survey, a reminder was sent out to those that had not 


yet taken it, and seven days after that another reminder was sent.  In the end, 15 of the 52 schools (29 percent) 


completed the survey.  The interview questions used by the Best Practices Panel can be found in Appendix C.   


 


Complications: The sample of 27 high schools (out of 279 in Oregon) that the panel interviewed and surveyed was 


too small to confidently make any definitive judgments.  Nonetheless, the input from this set of schools has been 
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distilled in this report.  Further, the original data for each school used in the analysis were from the 2007-08 school 


year, but when the interviews were held in late March and early April of the 2009-10 school year, schools had 


received results from their 2008-09 assessments and were well into their 2009-10 assessments.  So, the panel 


updated the data as interviews began and found that a number of schools had improved in their results.  Still, the 


schools‘ ―difference‖ percentages remained about the same.  


 


It became clear that schools are dynamic institutions.  Even stable school situations tend to change year to year in 


small, but sometimes significant, ways.  Small schools, in which there are only one or two math teachers, are 


subject to momentous change if even one teacher leaves due to illness or retirement.  In larger schools, with eight to 


fourteen math teachers, such changes do not have the same impact.  However, in any school where the 


administrative leadership changed, the impact on goals, stated objectives, and priorities tended to be noticeable. 


 


Findings on Best Practices 


Continuity of instruction, staff, and relationships matter.  Changes in teaching staff and building administration 


have immediate effects on student outcomes.  Schools that utilize some version of looping (continuing a cohort of 


students through several courses), and maintain the same teacher or teacher team with a cohort of students, either 


through looping or bookending (the same teacher has a cohort of students in an early level math subject and again 


for a higher level math subject) were more likely to have higher student achievement and improved assessment 


results.  Research suggests that such practices can raise student achievement for a variety of reasons.  As a result of 


spending more than one school year in the classroom together, teachers get to know students‘ academic strengths 


and weaknesses better and can tailor instruction to students‘ unique needs.  Additionally, instructional time is 


gained because an orientation and transition period is not necessary when students and teachers begin their second 


year together.   
 


One advantage of small schools is that they have positive effects on relationships and seem to correlate to better 


student performance.  Teachers and students know each other well and have multiple opportunities to interact.  


Small schools are also more likely to promote personalized programs and tailored math skill component inclusions.  


Whether a school is small or large, the Best Practices Panel observed that schools whose staff members have 


knowledge of their subject areas, positive relationships with students, collaborative interactions with colleagues, and 


supportive administration and policies demonstrate the strongest continuing improvement programs. 


 
Some evidence suggests that providing Algebra I concepts for credit in the 8


th
 grade improves outcomes in the 


10
th


 grade assessments.  This finding relates directly to the panel‘s charge concerning test outcomes and the 


course-taking sequence.   A higher percentage of the high-performing schools (57 percent vs. 37 percent) offer 


Algebra for high school credit in 7
th
 and/or 8


th
 grade.  Additionally, as mentioned in the ODE analysis, high 8


th
 


grade math scores were correlated with high performance on the 10
th
 grade test.  This supports feedback the panel 


received from high school principals and math teachers suggesting that a deeper exposure to math and grounding in 


math basic skills in early grades are prerequisites to success in high school math.  


 
It is important that the for-credit 8


th
 grade Algebra class be equivalent to a high school Algebra course in its rigor 


and requirements for passing.  The Best Practices Panel also believes that it is important that such a course be taught 


by a teacher with an advanced math endorsement.  Certainly, some teachers with basic math endorsements who can 


relate to students and effectively teach concepts might have high levels of success in the classroom, and teachers 


with higher level math endorsements who cannot connect with students might not.  But, the panel believes that 


higher level math endorsements are most likely to support the best practices.  


 
A strong district framework for math and articulation through the grades is important.  Because basic skills are 


important building blocks for higher math skills, the panel feels that articulation down to the 4
th
 grade is a precursor 
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to good performance in high school.  Such articulation requires an elevated level of trust between grade levels, 


excellent communication, and a shared strategy among the teachers from 4
th
 grade through high school.  Time is 


needed for teams of teachers to meet and discuss their approaches.   


 
The Best Practices Panel‘s work also suggested that differences in course-taking structure in the high school setting 


might impact student achievement.  All of the high-performing schools interviewed used an Algebra I/ 


Geometry/Algebra II/Pre-Calculus sequence, while 75 percent of the low-performing schools used that sequence.  


Having students take Geometry by 10
th
 grade seems to have a positive effect on the proportion of students meeting 


or exceeding 10
th
 grade assessment benchmarks.  In high and low-performing schools, there were a myriad of math 


course offerings at varying levels of difficulty and challenge.  It does appear that schools which offered more 


opportunities were generally more successful.  


 


A foreseeable problem with the three-credit math requirement in high school is the ―lay off‖ that can occur in the 


upper grades.  That is, in the best circumstance a student passes Algebra I for credit in the 8
th
 grade, passes 


Geometry and Algebra II in 9
th
 and 10


th
 grade, has achieved the three required math credits and takes no more math 


in 11
th
 or 12


th
 grade.  If that student goes on to a post-secondary program, they will not have had any math practice 


or exposure for two full years upon entering the next level of education.  The panel believes that it may be important 


for students to continue with math throughout high school and is pleased that the State Board of Education 


increased the number of required high school math credits from two to three. 


   


Class size appears to have some positive results for performance.  High-performing schools had lower 


maximum class sizes than low-performing schools in Algebra (25 vs. 40) and slightly lower average sizes (22.6 vs. 


25.1).  These differences were not as great for Geometry (maximum class sizes of 27 vs. 35 and average class sizes 


of 21.6 vs. 25.5), although it is still probably significant.  Although research varies about how small a class must be 


for students to benefit most, smaller class sizes are generally perceived to increase student learning because they 


allow teachers to spend more time working one-on-one with students.  The advantages of individual academic 


attention may be particularly important for students who need remedial help, students living in poverty, and students 


of minority racial and ethnic backgrounds.   


 


It is also noted by the panel that another type of size matters: the physical size of a classroom.  A classroom needs to 


be large enough to accommodate appropriate furnishings and technology that can be used in presenting material—


projectors, document cameras, response units, and computers.   Effectiveness is considerably limited when classes 


are housed on stages, in large closets, and in hallways.  When ―value engineering‖ is done for new and refurbished 


schools, it must account for newer teaching strategies and equipment so that there is sufficient space for teacher and 


student mobility. 


 


Schools that provide extra attention to math, give a clear priority to math assessment, offer instructional help 


to those performing below standard on entry to high school, and provide encouragement and recognition for 


student achievement have more successful programs.  Successful schools provide early identification of trouble 


and offer well-timed and suitable interventions.  The panel also noted the difference between schools that offered 


actual extra instruction by a teacher with a math endorsement and those that just provided extra seat and study time.  


There may be value in focused study halls and similar activities, but added instruction time is more effective.  


Instruction by a highly qualified instructor, not just exposure, counts.   


 


We could discern little difference based on class schedules – semesters, trimesters, 60, 75, and 90 minute 


blocks or 4 x 4.  Yet, block scheduling was cited as a way to give teachers more student placement knowledge, 


more time to build relationships, and more ability to focus with individual students.  A few schools also reported 


concerns about the amount of time a student can productively focus on one subject, suggesting that 90 minute 


blocks are too long and that periods less than 60 minutes are too short. 
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Controlled, focused professional development was present in schools with the highest levels of student 


success.  To promote success, professional development must be tied to the curriculum and to district and building 


goals in each subject.  The professional development should be job-embedded, ongoing, and on-site. Articulation of 


content is fostered when teachers have time and the opportunity to score assessments together, to calibrate the 


learning goals, to develop (or buy) formative and summative testing tools, and to access the technology that 


supports their work.  This sort of professional development—that is both standards-based and data-driven—is most 


likely to have a direct, positive impact on teacher effectiveness in the classroom.  If math and assessment are a 


priority, there will be continuity of instruction tied to a guaranteed and viable curriculum, with cohorts of teachers 


working across grade levels and subjects, evident in the culture of the school. 


 


Learning is iterative.  Because what is learned in one course is used as the base for learning at the next level, time 


lost between courses, weaknesses in skill development, or gaps in concepts learned at one level affect learning at the 


next level.  That is part of the reason why looping and bookending, with continuity, make a difference.  Teachers 


know the students, what was learned, and what still needs to be learned.  Students‘ skill levels are better known, 


gaps are more easily focused on, and special attention is more focused and timely.  


 


Funding and building resources drive the staffing in a building, and staffing changes can make a momentous 


difference in program delivery.  One larger school the panel visited had a student population of about 1,000.  The 


district had spent several years protecting building instructional funding with cuts in other areas of operations.  This 


reached an end – a cliff – and without a student population change between the 2008-09 year and the 2009-10 


school year, funding was reduced by more than $900,000 and a full FTE was lost in each subject area of Science, 


Math, Language Arts, Counseling, Social Studies, and Art, plus one administrator, and one secretary.  The results 


were increased class sizes, loss of some subject offerings, more pressure on remaining staff, a shuffling of 


schedules, and loss of some of the extra interventions for struggling students. 


 


Well-articulated priorities in the building and in the district make a difference.  If math and its assessment are 


known to be a priority, improved student performance follows. 


 


Good teaching comes from good teachers.  And what makes a teacher ―good?‖  While defining precisely which 


characteristics make a teacher effective is not an exact science, current educational research clearly indicates that 


teachers are the single most influential factor in student success.  This notion was recently explored in an article in 


The Atlantic, which suggested that important characteristics are a history of perseverance, teachers who score high 


in “life satisfaction,” and teachers who have other evidence of success.  Angela Duckworth of the University of 


Pennsylvania says, ―the two best metrics of previous success tend to be grade-point average and ‗leadership 


achievement‘—a record of running something and showing tangible results.‖  Although the Best Practices Panel 


suggests that good teaching improves student results, there is no way to statistically validate that statement since 


ODE does not collect data that associates student test results and specific classes the students have taken.  This 


omission prevents the panel from evaluating whether students who might take courses in a non-standard order have 


different results than the norm and from examining the correlation between teachers, curricula, and test results. 


 


The panel believes there is evidence that a teacher’s commitment to the student, not just to subject content, is 


important.  Teachers who come into the profession through a subject area degree or even an MAT (Master of Arts 


in Teaching) program may teach because they love their subject and want others to love it too.  But to be successful, 


they must be teachers of the student, not just teachers of the subject.  The panel recognizes the importance of the 


subject area endorsement but wants to note that, particularly for a complex subject like math, teachers need to be 


trained in methods.  This is often missed or only lightly treated in university teacher requirements and preparation, 


but methods credits should be obligatory for a teaching certificate to be awarded.   
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Research on teacher-effectiveness suggests that teacher training that is directly linked to classroom practice is 


essential.  Particularly for math teachers, subject-specific training (whether through the coursework associated with 


attaining a math degree or through content-focused professional development) appears to increase student and 


teacher success in the classroom.  But content knowledge alone will not render a teacher effective; pedagogical 


content knowledge is also necessary.  Teachers must understand the subject matter they teach in a conceptual sense, 


understand how students learn and think about the content, and be able to provide multiple explanations or 


representations of the material to help students learn.   


 


Further, the panel feels that universities should offer continuing education programs in methods that are accessible 


to teachers who are teaching full-time and cannot attend daytime classes.  On-line courses, while of some benefit, 


are most often asynchronous, individual, and without supports.  Research supports the idea that the best teacher 


training comes through synchronous offerings with cohort groups, working at the same rate, in the same time 


period, on the same issues, and offering mutual feedback. 


 


There is an art phase to being a good instructor.  Some form of ―induction‖ would be helpful for all teachers 


who are new to the field, grade level, or school.  Learning the culture of the school, forming relationships with 


students and colleagues, developing collaborative methods, and getting acquainted with the expectations of the 


school should all be part of the induction process.  Some research suggests that induction programs can increase 


effectiveness and reduce attrition rates of novice teachers.  The most successful induction programs are 


comprehensive, involving carefully selected mentors, standards-based assessment of teaching, collaborative 


networks for learning, and structured mentoring activities that are classroom and content-focused.  There are 


significant educational and financial costs of high rates of teacher turnover, making induction programs valuable 


investments if they are designed and proven to be effective in reducing turnover.  


 


Finally, there was a lot of comment from those interviewed about the state‘s protection of test questions.  Most feel 


this is overdone, even though they understand the importance of guarding the security of the tests.  It is felt that the 


state (perhaps with or through the education service districts) could do two things that would be helpful to math 


(and other subject area) teachers.  First, while the Oregon Department of Education does provide sample OAKS 


tests on its website, the ODE should work with teachers to make sure that they are aware of the sample tests and that 


these materials are meeting their needs.  Second, detailed sample lesson plans could be produced for use in the 


classroom.  Having examples of well thought out, well articulated lesson plans would model the activities as an 


exemplar of classroom work.  
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Cost Panel Report 
 


he primary charge of the Cost Panel is two-fold.  First, the panel updates the Quality Education Model‘s cost 


calculations with the most recent data available and forecasts how costs will change over time. And second, the 


panel incorporates into the QEM‘s cost calculations any changes in resource requirements that the full Quality 


Education Commission adopts.  In addition to these two activities, this year the Cost Panel also built a capital cost 


model to be included in the QEM. The purpose of the capital cost model is to provide estimates of the annualized 


costs of constructing and maintaining school buildings and other capital infrastructure.  


 


Data Update  


In each two-year round of the Quality Education Commission‘s work, the Cost Panel updates all of the model‘s data 


and forecasts with the most recent information available. For this round of the Commission, the most recent 


expenditure data comes from school district and education service district (ESD) audited financial statements for the 


2008-09 school year. Similarly, the latest data for wages and salaries, from Department of Education data 


collections, are for 2008-09.  Enrollment data and student demographic data, because they are collected earlier than 


the financial data, are available for the 2009-10 school year.   


 


Changes in Resource Requirements 


In addition to updating the data in the model, the Cost Panel also revises the cost calculations in the model, if 


necessary, to reflect any cost increases or decreases that would result from recommendations adopted by the 


Commission. 


The recommendations from the Best Practices Panel adopted by the full Commission include the following: 


 Improve the continuity of staff within schools to help strengthen relationships between teachers and 


students. 


 Develop a strong district framework, and articulation through the grades, for math instruction. 


 Keep class sizes down for courses, such as math, where students are likely to need individual attention. 


 Give a clear priority to improving math achievement, and offer additional help to students who are falling 


behind. 


 Improve the effectiveness of teacher professional development by tying it to the curriculum and to specific 


school and district goals. 


The Cost Panel determined that implementing these recommendations would not change the cost of fully 


implementing the provisions of the Quality Education Model.  Rather, the recommendations can be implemented by 


more effectively using resources already included in the model. 


 
 


Capital Cost Model 


From its inception in 1999, the Quality Education Model has focused solely on the operating costs of a system of 


highly effective schools—the capital costs of providing the buildings and related facilities in which those schools 


operate have not been evaluated.  This year the Quality Education Commission has developed a capital cost model 


that estimates the lifetime costs, expressed on an annual per student basis, of building and maintaining the physical 


infrastructure for each of the three prototype schools.  


T 
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The capital cost model, based on both national and Oregon-specific data on building and maintenance costs, 


estimates costs for the initial construction of school buildings, the costs of land on which they sit, and the costs for 


repair and replacement of major systems such as roofs and HVAC systems.  (Day-to-day maintenance costs such as 


custodial, heating and cooling, supplies and minor repairs are included in the operating side of the QEM.)  Exhibit 


10 shows the estimates for the three prototype schools.  


 


Exhibit10: QEM Capital Cost Model 


QEM Capital Cost Model    


Annualized Financing Costs    


 Elementary 
School 


Middle School High School 


Number of Students 340 500 1000 


Building Square Footage 42,500 75,000 160,000 


Construction Cost per Square Foot $278 $284 $285 


Total Construction Cost $11,815,000 $21,300,000 $45,600,000 


Land Costs $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $3,000,000 


Total Initial Costs $12,815,000 $22,800,000 $48,600,000 


    


One-Time Major Remodel Costs $1,181,500 $2,130,000 $4,560,000 


Lifetime Re-Roofing Costs $276,250 $487,500 $1,040,000 


Lifetime HVAC Replacement Costs $595,000 $1,050,000 $2,240,000 


    


Total Costs $14,867,750 $26,467,500 $56,440,000 


Total Annualized Cost $657,182 $1,169,912 $2,494,752 


Total Annualized Cost per Student $1,933 $2,340 $2,495 


 


These estimates are based on the following assumptions: 


 The buildings have a useful life of 60 years. 


 Roofs must be replaced every 20 years. 


 HVAC systems must be replaced every 25 years. 


 Each building will need a one-time major remodel during its useful life that costs 10% of the initial 


construction costs. 


 Borrowing costs are 4% per year. 


 


This model also assumes that school districts devote sufficient resources to ongoing day-to-day maintenance so that 


the buildings are kept in a sound, safe condition for their full 60-year lives. 


 


Although relatively simple, this model captures the basic structure of school capital funding.  The estimates of the 


annualized per student costs from the model—$1,933 for elementary schools, $2,340 for middle schools, and 


$2,495 for high schools—are consistent with national averages for capital spending for school districts in the United 
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States as well as with actual capital spending in Oregon school districts.   Future enhancements to the model will 


include feedback loops so that the model can be used to evaluate the tradeoffs between ongoing maintenance 


spending and the consequences of deferred maintenance on long-term life-cycle costs.  
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The State of School Funding in Oregon 


 
he Quality Education Commission is assigned the task of calculating the appropriate level of funding to ensure 


that Oregon‘s K-12 education system meets its quality goals.  In this way, the QEM illustrates how educational 


spending is linked to student performance and how resource levels impact overall achievement.  For two decades, 


though, Oregon has been forced to reconcile ambitious educational goals with resource limitations.    


 


Ballot Measure 1, which was passed by Oregon voters in November 2000, was intended to increase education 


funding levels in Oregon.  Still, the state continues to struggle with budgetary shortfalls and education funding 


levels generally regarded as inadequate.  In each of its constitutionally mandated reports since the measure was 


passed, the Legislature has acknowledged that the level of state resources devoted to K-12 education has been 


insufficient to meet the quality education goals established in Oregon law.  In general, declining revenues and the 


increasing cost of educational service delivery are the causes of this funding shortfall.  Specifically, the legislative 


reports cite the following factors: 


 Declines in local resources available for schools due to cuts in property taxes required by Ballot Measure 5 


(1990) and Ballot Measure 50 (1997) 


 State revenue declines resulting from the economic recession starting in the 2001-03 biennium 


 New federal mandates not accompanied by sufficient federal funding 


 Large increases in required contribution rates to the Public Employees Retirement System (PERS) 


 Rapid growth in health insurance premiums paid by school districts 


 Higher transportation costs faced by school districts due to increases in fuel prices 


 


 


Trends in School Funding 


Understanding the state of school funding in Oregon today requires a review of the property tax limitation measures 


passed in the 1990s. Ballot Measure 5, passed in 1990, cut school property taxes dramatically by capping the school 


property tax rate at $5 per $1,000 of market value. Rapidly growing real estate market values in the early and mid-


1990s caused property tax bills to continue to grow, and in response Oregon voters passed Measure 50 in 1997, 


further cutting property taxes. As a result, the amount of funding for schools has been decreasing in inflation-


adjusted dollars. Prior to the passage of Measures 5 and 50, school district and education service district combined 


property tax rates in Oregon averaged $16.53 per $1,000 of market value. For the 2009-10 tax year, they averaged 


$4.03 per $1,000 of market value, a tax rate cut of 76 percent since 1990-91. As a result of the dramatic decline in 


local property tax funding available for schools, more responsibility shifted to the state, with state general fund 


dollars becoming the primary source of funding for Oregon schools. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


T 
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Exhibit 11: Total Operating Revenue 


 
 


Exhibit 11 illustrates recent trends in local, state, and federal funding for Oregon‘s schools.  After the 1990 passage 


of Measure 5, schools began to rely heavily on state funding.  Although state income tax revenue was able to make 


up for lost property tax revenue throughout a period of economic growth in the 1990s, state revenue declined 


substantially in 2001 and again in 2008 with the onset of economic recessions.  With less financial support from the 


state and a limited ability to raise local property tax revenues, Oregon school districts had to balance their budgets; 


in some cases this meant cutting staffing levels and shortening the school year.  At the same time, fixed costs were 


on the rise.  The result was that fewer resources were reaching classrooms around the state. 


 


Exhibit 12: Inflation-Adjusted Revenue per Student 
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Despite declines during economic downturns, K-12 total operating revenue has generally increased over time.  


However, it has not kept pace with inflation or the rising costs of education associated with higher student 


enrollment and changing demographics.  Exhibit 12 shows that inflation-adjusted revenue per student has actually 


declined over time.  The Education Price Index, the measure of inflation used in this exhibit, is a weighted average 


of teacher salary and health insurance premium increases that more accurately reflects price increases in the 


education sector than the Consumer Price Index (CPI) does.  The graph illustrates that $5,019 was available per 


student in Oregon school districts in 1990-91, but an estimated $4,309 will be was available in 2010-11.  


 


The Funding Gap 


For the 2011-13 biennium, the Quality Education Model estimates that state funding of $8.75 billion is necessary to 


reach the goal of at least 90 percent of students meeting established academic standards and graduation 


requirements.  Given the Current Service Level estimate (the amount required to fund the same level of services 


provided in the prior biennium), a funding gap of $2.04 billion will remain if the Legislature adopts the Current 


Service Level for the 2011-13 biennium, as show in Exhibit 13.   


 


Exhibit 13: State Portion of K-12 Education Funding 


State Portion of K-12 Education Funding (Billions 


of Dollars)
2011-13


Biennium


Current Service Level* $6.71


Fully-Funded Quality Education Model $8.75


Funding Gap $2.04


* Funding required to maintain level of services provided in 2009-11.
 


 
The effect of the Oregon Legislature‘s inability to appropriate adequate state funding for the public education 


system has been a continuing gap between the resources available and the resources needed to achieve the 


educational goals established in law.  As Exhibit 14 shows, the funding gap narrowed to $1.64 billion in 2007-09, 


down from $1.79 billion in 2005-07.  However, the gap widened again in 2009-11 and, because the revenue 


shortfall will likely prevent the legislature from funding even the Current Service Level,  the gap is expected to rise 


to $2.95 billion in the 2011-13 biennium. 
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Exhibit 14: Projected Oregon School Funding Gap 


 


 
 


A strategy to eliminate the funding gap must be based on two components: increased levels of funding available to 


schools and increased efficiency in educational service delivery.  For more than a decade, education funding per 


student provided by the state has not kept up with educational cost increases, which have risen faster than 


commonly used measures of inflation like the Consumer Price Index.  Further, Oregon has experienced substantial 


growth in its population of students with special needs.  Although the share of students meeting state academic 


standards has continued to increase under these circumstances, the rate of achievement growth is slowing.  Unless 


the state can provide additional resources and districts can maximize efficiency, progress in student achievement is 


unlikely to continue.  Particularly in a period of economic downturn and higher academic standards, Oregon faces a 


steep challenge. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


$4.0


$4.5


$5.0


$5.5


$6.0


$6.5


$7.0


$7.5


$8.0


$8.5


$9.0


2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09 2009-11 2011-13


B
il


li
o


n
s


Biennium


Projected Oregon School Funding Gap
State Funding Trends v. Full QEM


$1.64
Billion


Full QEM


Actual Funding Trend


$1.75 
Billion


$1.64
Billion


$1.79
Billion


$2.12
Billion


$2.95
Billion







www.ode.state.or.us Quality Education Commission Report 2010 


 


 30 


 


The State of Student Achievement in Oregon 


 
he goals established by the Oregon Education Act for the 21


st
 Century, the federal No Child Left Behind Act, 


and the Oregon Diploma set high expectations for schools and students.  Schools are called on to provide a 


world-class education and high academic standards, while students must demonstrate the essential knowledge and 


skills needed to fulfill their potential in advanced learning, work, and citizenship.  Because the results of state 


standardized assessments are a commonly used and relatively consistent measure of student performance, the 


Quality Education Commission utilizes them to understand trends in student achievement over time.  However, the 


Commission also recognizes that standardized assessments are just one measure, and no single measure can 


adequately reflect all dimensions of student learning and achievement.  In past reports the Commission has 


encouraged the development of broader measures of student performance that are consistent with the QEM‘s 


Quality Indicators.   


 


This year‘s report includes statewide data on student performance on the Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and 


Skills (OAKS) tests for reading, math, science, and writing.  OAKS tests for reading and math are administered in 


grades 3-8 and 10.  Scientific inquiry is assessed in grades 5, 8, and 10 and writing tests are given in grades 4, 7, and 


10.  This report also presents information about the high school graduation rate, including the recently released 


cohort graduation rate for 2008-09.   


 


 


Exhibit 15: Percent Meeting Math Standard 
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Exhibit 16: Percent Meeting Reading Standard 


 


 


 


Exhibit 17: Percent Meeting Science Standard 
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Exhibit 18: Percent Meeting Writing Standard 


 
 


Exhibit 19: Oregon Graduation Rates 
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Until 2008-09, Oregon only calculated graduation rates using the formula developed by the National Center for 


Education Statistics (NCES).  This formula was approved by the U.S. Department of Education for calculating 


Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) under NCLB.  As Exhibit 19 illustrates, Oregon‘s graduation rate showed steady 


improvement from 1997-98 until 2002-03.  Although improvement leveled off from 2002-03 until 2006-07, the 


graduation rate increased for the following two school years, reaching a new high of 85% in 2008-09.  


 


In addition to the traditional graduation rate, the Oregon Department of Education calculated the cohort rate for 


2008-09.  The cohort graduation rate tracks groups of students beginning in the 9
th
 grade to provide a more accurate 


picture of student outcomes after four years of high school.  Students who take longer than four years to graduate, 


receive a modified diploma, GED, adult high school diploma, or alternative certificate are considered non-graduates 


in the cohort method.  Although the cohort graduation rate appears to represent a decline in Oregon‘s graduation 


rate (66 percent compared to the NCES rate of 85 percent), this only reflects changes in the method of calculation, 


not a decline in the actual number of students graduating from high school. 


 


General Conclusions 


 In principle, the Quality Education Commission supports the goals of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 


2001 and recognizes that Oregon has made strides toward raising student achievement and closing the 


achievement gap. However, it is undeniable that certain conditions limit Oregon‘s ability to fully achieve those 


aims.  The goals of NCLB are unlikely to be completely realized until all schools and districts utilize education 


best practices that are supported by extensive research and experience; accountability structures are in place to 


ensure efficient resource use; and state, local, and federal funding—the resources needed to sustain 


improvement—are adequate and stable. 


 


 As Exhibits 15 and 16 (above) indicate, the proportion of Oregon students who meet or exceed benchmark 


standards in math and reading has generally risen over time.  Assessment results show that math performance in 


the 3
rd


 and 8
th
 grades decreased for the first time in many years in 2006-07, but rebounded the following year.


1
  


The percentage of both 8
th
 and 10


th
 graders meeting the state standard rose in 2008-09.   The percent of students 


meeting the state reading standard for 5
th
, 8


th
, and 10


th
 grade increased in 2008-09.  Except for a minor decrease 


in the most recent round of assessments, 3
rd


 reading performance has been gradually improving since 2003-04.  


In general, the elementary grades have exhibited greater and more consistent growth in the proportion of 


students meeting state benchmarks, whereas improvement has been less consistent for middle and high school 


students.   


 


 Predictions about the impact of fully funding the QEM suggest that the goal of 90% or more of Oregon students 


meeting or exceeding benchmark standards is still attainable by 2012-13 for 3
rd


 grade reading, 2014-15 for 3
rd


 


grade math, and 2015-16 for 5
th
 grade reading. However, achieving this goal in the middle and high school 


grades is expected to take longer.  Without increased funding levels and continued improvement in educational 


practices, there is a great deal of uncertainty about when Oregon students will accomplish this goal at all grade 


levels. The graphs that illustrate predicted student performance can be found on pages 37-40 of this report. 


 


 Predictions about future levels of student achievement are based on the assumption that additional funding will 


be supplied for schools and practices that are aligned with the Quality Indicators will be adopted by Oregon 


schools.  Because neither increased funding nor best practices alone can be expected to significantly boost 


student achievement, effecting positive change during a time of economic uncertainty is a daunting task.   


                                                           
1
 In 2006-07 most Oregon students were assessed using a paper and pencil test because the state‘s computer-based testing 


system was shut down. Because of the different testing method, the scores for 20067-07 are not comparable to other years. 
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 Applying best practices and investing resources in all grades, K-12, will promote student achievement of 


Oregon‘s high standards and new diploma requirements.  Additionally, better preparation in the lower grades 


will allow academic success to trickle up, as groups of students will enter the upper grades with more of the 


skills and knowledge they need to succeed there.  For instance, establishing strong mathematics skills in a group 


of students at the elementary level will boost their readiness for middle school math concepts; in turn, well-


prepared middle-school students will enter high school equipped to complete all components of the Oregon 


Diploma.  Further, appropriately timing academic coursework and aligning it with state assessments will keep 


students on track for success and high school graduation.  


 


 Disparities in student achievement continue to exist for certain segments of the student population; students of 


minority ethnic and cultural backgrounds, students with disabilities, those who have limited English 


proficiency, and those of low income status have historically exhibited lower levels of performance on state 


assessments.  As these segments of the student population continue to grow, it is increasingly important to 


invest in the targeted resources and strategies suggested by the Quality Education Model in an effort to close the 


achievement gap. 


 


Oregon in a National Context 


 Oregon‘s average reading and math scores on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) or ―the 


Nation‘s Report Card,‖ have followed a generally upward trend in recent years and have been slightly higher 


than the national average in many categories.  NAEP results from 2007 and 2009 show that Oregon‘s fourth 


graders have fallen slightly below the national average for both reading and math.  Oregon‘s eighth graders 


scored above the national average for both reading and math in 2009, as they have consistently since 1998. 


 


 Oregon students have historically outscored U.S. students on the SAT test.  In 2008, Oregon‘s average SAT 


scores exceeded the national average in the reading, writing, and mathematics sections.  Just 33 percent of 


Oregon‘s graduating seniors took the ACT in 2009, compared to 45 percent nationally, and the state‘s average 


ACT score was slightly higher than the national average. 


 


 Whereas 26.5 percent of graduating seniors in the United States took at least one Advanced Placement (AP) 


exam during high school, 21.2 percent of Oregon‘s 2009 graduating class did.  The proportion of Oregon 


students who earned a score of three or higher on an AP exam in 2009 was slightly below the national average.  


However, the percentage of Hispanic or Latino, African American, and low-income students in Oregon who 


scored three or higher on an AP exam was greater in 2009 than in previous years. 


 After increasing slightly, to 4.2 percent, in the 2006-07 school year, Oregon‘s high school dropout rate 


improved for the following two consecutive school years.  The dropout rate fell to 3.7 percent in 2007-08 and to 


3.4 percent in 2008-09.  Additionally, the state‘s graduation rate has been on the rise since 2006-07.  According 


the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Oregon‘s 2007-08 average cohort graduation rate (the 


number of graduates divided by the estimated count of freshman four years earlier) was 76.7 percent, above the 


national average of 74.9 percent.  Still, Oregon students from minority racial and ethnic backgrounds continue 


to have lower average freshman graduation rates and are disproportionately represented among the dropout 


population of the state.   
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Quality Education Model Impact Analysis and 


Student Performance Expectations 
 


s indicated by the previous section of this report, the Commission recognizes that the allocation of additional 


resources to Oregon‘s K-12 school system is necessary if student performance is expected to continue 


improving.  It is important to consider both the level of resources required to fully fund the Quality Education 


Model and the impact this level of funding is expected to have on student achievement in the coming years. 


 


Quality Education Model Estimates for the 2011-13 Biennium 


Prior to the beginning of each legislative session, the Commission updates the Quality Education Model to include 


the most recent data available.  The Commission also reviews the assumptions in the model to ensure that they are 


consistent with current research.  Once the updates are complete, the Commission uses the model to estimate the 


level of funding required to meet Oregon‘s educational goals as established in law. 


 


As in past Commission reports, the Cost Panel reviewed the technical aspects of the Quality Education Model this 


year.  In general, the panel‘s responsibility is to make recommendations for improving the QEM as a tool to support 


policy decisions regarding school funding in Oregon.  In order to do this, the panel performed the following tasks:  


 Updated the Quality Education Model to reflect the most recent data available and to refine the cost 


estimates so they are as accurate as possible.  The data used in this report are from the 2008-09 and 2009-10 


school years, including expenditures by category, wages, and salaries of school personnel, retirement 


system and health care costs, and class size. 


 Made the model as comprehensive as possible by including all relevant resources and education programs.  


 Calibrated the model so that the Baseline estimate is consistent with current spending in Oregon schools 


and with the Current Service Level amount estimated by the School Revenue Forecast Committee for the 


2011-13 biennium.  The Baseline scenario represents the starting point for evaluating policy proposals 


within the model. 


 


The model was updated using the most current available data, including the school district audited financial 


information available through the Database Initiative Project (DBI), enrollment and other student data from the 


Oregon Department of Education, and economic and price data from the Office of Economic Analysis (Oregon 


Department of Administrative services).   


 


  


A 
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Exhibit 20: Quality Education Model Impact Analysis for the  


2011-13 Biennium 


Quality Education Model Impact Analysis for the 2011-13 Biennium 


Baseline (Current Service Level) Funding Compared to Full Funding of the QEM 
  Baseline Fully Funded 


 
  


  Funding Level Policy 
 


Percent 


  Scenario Scenario Funding Gap Difference 


  
   


  


Estimated District Operating Expenditures for 2011-12 $5,560,369,937 $6,528,841,523 $968,471,586 17.4% 


Estimated District Operating Expenditures for 2012-13 $5,770,346,367 $6,778,055,748 $1,007,709,380 17.5% 
  


   
  


2011-13 Biennium Total $11,330,716,304 $13,306,897,270 $1,976,180,966 17.4% 


  
   


  


Plus: 2011-13 ESD Expenditures $907,266,818 $907,266,818 $0 0.0% 


Plus: High-Cost Disabilities Fund $36,000,000 $96,000,000 $60,000,000 166.7% 
  


   
  


Equals: Total 2011-13 Funding Requirement $12,273,983,122 $14,310,164,088 $2,036,180,966 16.6% 


  
   


  


Less: Local Revenue not in Formula* $889,935,068 $889,935,068 $0 0.0% 


Less: Federal Revenue To School Districts and ESDs $1,317,321,153 $1,317,321,153 $0 0.0% 


Less: Food Service Enterprise Revenue $125,243,114 $125,243,114 $0 0.0% 


  
   


  


Equals: Total Formula Funding Requirement $9,941,483,787 $11,977,664,753 $2,036,180,966 20.5% 


Less: Property Taxes and other Local Resources $3,230,614,547 $3,230,614,547 $0 0.0% 
  


   
  


Equals: 2011-13 State Funding Requirement $6,710,869,240 $8,747,050,207 $2,036,180,966 30.3% 


     * Local option taxes, fees, and donations. 
     


Exhibit 20 provides estimates of the resources needed to fully fund the Quality Education Model in the 2011-13 


biennium.  To allow for comparison, it also shows the estimated level of funding required to provide the same level 


of education services provided in 2009-11 (the Baseline or Current Service Level).  As the table shows, the Fully 


Funded Quality Education Model for 2011-13 would require $2.04 billion above the Current Service Level funding 


amount. 


 


Student Performance Expectations: Baseline and Fully Funded 


Models 


The Quality Education Model allows policymakers to examine the links between education policy, finances, and 


expected student performance.  The following graphs show estimates of student achievement outcomes, measured 


as the percentage of students meeting the state‘s benchmark standards in reading and mathematics, for both the 


baseline level of funding and the fully funded Quality Education Model.  As Exhibits 21-28 clearly suggest, there 


are notable differences between student performance expectations under the Baseline and Fully Funded scenarios.  


Reaching certain goals—such as 90% of Oregon students meeting state standards—will be more feasible with full 


funding of the QEM. 
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Exhibit 21: 3rd Grade Reading Forecast  


 


 


Exhibit 22: 5th Grade Reading Forecast 
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Exhibit 23: 8th Grade Reading Forecast 


 
 


 


Exhibit 24: 10th Grade Reading Forecast 
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Exhibit 25: 3rd Grade Math Forecast 


 
 


Exhibit 26: 5th Grade Math Forecast 
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Exhibit 27: 8th Grade Math Forecast 


 
 


Exhibit 28: 10th Grade Math Forecast 
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Alternative Strategies for Implementing the 


Quality Education Model 


 


he Quality Education Model is Oregon‘s tool for determining the costs associated with and resources required 


to carry out major education policy initiatives in the state.  The 2010 Quality Education Model estimates the 


level of resources that will be needed to prepare all students to meet the state‘s academic performance benchmarks 


and the new graduation standards set out in the Oregon Diploma, with particular attention to mathematics 


achievement.  While the proposed changes to practices and resources are grounded in both research and practical 


experience, the changes cannot be expected to take effect immediately. 


 


Given the current financial uncertainty and capacity constraints in school districts throughout Oregon, it is 


necessary to consider options that will move Oregon‘s education system towards its goals without requiring full 


implementation and funding of the Quality Education Model.  The Commission still recognizes the urgency and 


importance of improving the state‘s education system, but offers the following alternative proposals in light of 


statewide resource limitations.  Phasing-in the full provisions of the Quality Education Model over an extended 


period of time and focusing on high-leverage practices that will have the greatest positive impact on student 


achievement in the short-term are both viable alternatives for advancing education in Oregon. 


 


Alternative 1: Invest in High Leverage Strategies 


One alternative to full implementation of the 2010 Quality Education Model is to invest limited resources in high-


leverage strategies that can help move Oregon students toward the state‘s achievement and graduation standards.  


This proposal suggests the implementation of practices which are most likely to assist the greatest number of 


students in achieving the state‘s educational goals, providing suggestions for how to use school resources most 


efficiently and effectively.  Identifying and adopting practices that have the greatest impact on student achievement 


becomes increasingly important in the type of funding environment that Oregon now finds itself: one where state 


revenue is expected to grow relatively slowly for an extended period of time. In such an environment, a more 


efficient use of resources is critical.  


 


In 2008, the Commission proposed strategic goals for partial implementation of the Model that addressed the entire 


K-12 system.  The recommendations included increasing time for teacher collaboration, improving school 


leadership through professional development, establishing communication and partnerships with parents and the 


community, and providing the resources necessary to increase instructional time and implement targeted 


interventions for Oregon students. 


 


Again this year, the Commission recognizes that helping Oregon students meet the state‘s rigorous academic 


standards and graduation requirements will require investing in strategies that impact students at all points on the  


K-12 continuum.  Further, national research and the work of this year‘s panels focus the Commission‘s 


recommendations around the idea that both how concepts are taught (teachers‘ instructional effectiveness) and when 


they are taught (course-taking patterns) play a crucial role in student achievement.  As such, the Commission 


encourages the adoption of the following research-based, high-leverage, promising strategies as an alternative to full 


funding of the QEM:  


 


 Invest in job-embedded professional development for teachers to increase instructional effectiveness 


in the classroom.  Such professional development should be collaborative, on-site, and ongoing.  It is most 


effective when directly tied to the curriculum and materials teachers use, guided by the standards students 


must meet, and informed by student achievement data.  Teachers are a vital, if not the most influential, 


factor in student achievement.  Investing in them is investing in student learning.  


T 
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 Develop strong district frameworks for the articulation of academic content throughout the grades 


and the alignment of coursework and state assessments.  A clear roadmap for what students should 


know and be able to do in the core subjects as they move through the grades will help to ensure that 


students are prepared to meet state graduation requirements by the time they reach high school.  


Additionally, aligning coursework and the subject matter tested in the OAKS tests will set students up for 


higher levels of performance on those assessments.  


 Provide targeted interventions for students most at-risk of not meeting academic standards.  Early 


identification of struggling students, additional instruction time, and individualized academic attention are 


all suitable practices for boosting student achievement. 


 Develop methods to promote high levels of academic performance in the early grades and sustaining 


those skills in the middle and upper grades.  Practices such as looping, bookending, and reducing class 


sizes might be especially important to include in the early years of school. 


 


Alternative 2: Ten-Year Phase-In of the Quality Education Model 


Another alternative to immediate introduction of all components of the Quality Education Model is to gradually 


phase in its provisions and funding requirements over a longer period of time.  Spreading these changes out over ten 


years (five biennia) is particularly advantageous in the current economic climate in Oregon, as it allows the 


Legislature time to develop funding strategies that can provide stable resources for education.  Additionally, a more 


gradual influx of additional funding and introduction of new requirements and practices will give school districts 


the time they might need to make adjustments and to learn how to most effectively and efficiently utilize new 


resources.  


 


Exhibit 29 illustrates how the funding gap could be closed gradually through a multi-year approach.  In this way, 


full QEM funding could be provided by the 2019-21 biennium.  This type of phase-in approach represents a realistic 


option for moving forward with Oregon‘s education goals and the ideals of the Quality Education Model without 


expecting drastic funding changes to occur immediately.  Additionally, the phase-in approach provides 


opportunities for school districts to learn from successes and failures as they integrate additional resources, best 


practices, and the new graduation standards.  As such, this alternative to full implementation of the QEM may 


actually help to foster efficient resource use at the school and district levels.  


  


The world currently is in the worst economic downturn since the Great Depression, so even the long-term phase-in 


approach to funding described in Alternative 2 represents a tremendous challenge for Oregon.  With the very real 


prospect of an extended period of state revenue growth below historical trends, Oregon‘s policymakers need to 


fundamentally reform the state‘s revenue system, its budgeting processes, and service delivery in its three core 


functions: education, human services, and public safety. 


 


Funding for Oregon‘s public services depends on tax revenue generated by a robust economy, but at the same time a 


robust economy depends on a well-educated, productive workforce. The more innovative economy and higher 


incomes that come with a better-educated population are likely to be the keys to Oregon‘s long-term prosperity. To 


bring this about, education reform and education funding need to be given a higher priority. Without such changes, 


Oregon may find itself in an unsustainable situation even after the economy begins to recover from this downturn. 
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Exhibit 29: State School Funding Required to Fully Phase-In QEM 


by 2017-19 


          


SSF Required to Fully Phase-in QEM by 2019-21 
Billions of Dollars 


  Current 
 


Required Total State 
  Service Percent of Funding Funding 


Biennium Level (CSL) Gap to Close Above CSL Required 
  


   
  


2011-13 $6.711 10% $0.521 $7.231 


2013-15 
 


15% $0.781 $8.012 
2015-17 


 
20% $1.041 $9.053 


2017-19 
 


25% $1.301 $10.354 


 2019-21  
 


30% $1.562 $11.916 
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Appendix A: Panel Members 


Best Practices Panel 


Chair: Frank P. McNamara 


Quality Education Commission Member, Portland 


Mark Coleman 


High School Math Teacher, Century High School, Hillsboro 


Aaron Cooke 
Principal, Azalea Middle School, Brookings 


Brian Gander 


Superintendent, Jewell School District 


Susie Garrison 


Teacher, Humbolt Elementary School, John Day 


Edward Jensen 
Superintendent, Wallowa Education Service District 


Teresa Ketelsen 
Director of Curriculum and Instruction, Gresham-Barlow School District 


David Krumbein 


School Board Member, Pendleton School District 


Lynn Lundquist 


Quality Education Commission Member, Powell Butte 


Michael Van Kleeck 


Community Member, Portland 
 


Cost Panel 


Chair: Beth Gerot 


Quality Education Commission Member 


President, Oregon School Boards Association 


Hilary Kittleson 


Management Consultant, Eugene School District Finance Director, retired 


Mark Mulvihill 


Superintendent, Umatilla-Morrow Education Service District 


Gail Rasmussen 


President, Oregon Education Association 


Maryalice Russell 
Superintendent, McMinnville School District 


Peter Tromba 


Principal, Monroe Middle School  
 


Staff Support 


Brian Reeder, Assistant Superintendent, ODE 


Diane Rush, Support Staff, ODE 


Ashlee Davis, Student Intern, ODE 
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Appendix B: Timeline and Phase-In for Oregon Diploma Credit 


Requirements 


 


Shading indicates when changes in the credit requirements first come into effect. 


Credits by Subject


Graduating Classes 


of 2007, 2008, & 


2009


Graduating Classes 


of 2010 & 2011


Graduating Classes 


of 2012 & 2013


Graduating Class 


of 2014


English/Language Arts 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0


Mathematics 2.0 3.0 3.0


3.0-all at Algebra I 


level and above


Science 2.0 2.0


3.0-scientific 


inquiry (2 with lab 


experiences) 3.0


Social Sciences 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0


Physical Education 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0


Health 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0


Second Language, The 


Arts, Career & Technical 


Education (CTE) 2.0 1.0 3.0 3.0


Electives 9.0 9.0 6.0 6.0


Total Credits 22.0 24.0 24.0 24.0  


 


Additional information for educators, parents, students and the community is available at 


www.ode.state.or.us/go/diploma and www.GetReadyOregon.org . 


 



http://www.ode.state.or.us/go/diploma

http://www.getreadyoregon.org/
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Appendix C: Best Practices Panel Interview Questions 


1. What is the type of class schedule is used in your school? 


a. 90 minute blocks on A / B or 4 by 4 


b. 70 minute blocks … trimesters 


c. 45 to 65 minutes all year (regular?) 


d. Other (specify):_________________________________________ 


2. What is the sequence for math classes taken at the high school prior to the junior year? 


a. Algebra, Geo, Algebra II, Pre-Calc   


b. Algebra, Algebra II, Geo, Pre-calc  


c. Other:____________________________________________ 


3. Do 7
th
 and 8


th
 graders take Algebra I or Geometry?  Is high school credit available for these courses prior to 9


th
 


grade? 


 


4. How many Algebra I teachers operate with a basic math certification? 


How many Algebra I teachers operate with an advanced math certification? 


How many Algebra I teachers are certified in other ways? 


5. What is the average class size in your Algebra I and Geometry classes? 


6. Is math progression based on proficiency or do students automatically move to the next level? 


If based on proficiency, what grade must be earned? 


7. Are there any ―special factors‖ in your building, district or community that affect student achievement in 


math? 


 


8. What are the 2 or 3 things you feel you (or your school) do well in mathematics? 


9. What methods of interventions are used in your school to support students who are not yet successful in math? 


a. During the school day: 


b. Extended Learning Time: 


10. When listing the priorities for your school, what is above improving student performance on the state math 


assessment? 


 


11. What professional development has your school employed to help increase student achievement in math? 


 


12. What professional development would you like to have access to within your building to increase student 


achievement in math? 


 


13. Do you believe the state tests are given at the appropriate time (10
th
 grade)? 


a. Yes 


b. No, too early (11
th
  grade preferred) 


c. No, 9
th
 grade would be better 


 Explain answer please : ________________________________ 
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14. If you could change one thing in your school that would improve student achievement in math, what would it 


be? 


 


15. What is the one thing you would never want to change in your school, because of its positive effect on student 


achievement in math?  


 


16. What could ―the state‖ do to help you (or your school) improve student successes in math? 


 


17. If you had control of ―extra monies,‖ how would you spend it to improve math scores for students? 
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Appendix D: Glossary 


 


Academic Content Standards: Statements of what students are expected to know in particular subjects and to be 


able to do at specified grade levels.  Academic content standards are developed through the standards-setting 


processes established in ORS 329.045. 


 


Assessment: Systematic gathering of data toward the purpose of appraising and evaluating students‘ social, 


emotional, physical, and intellectual development.  Activities may include testing to obtain and organize 


information on student performance in specific subject areas. 


 


Education Plan: A formalized plan and process in which students identify their academic, personal, and career 


interests and help connect school activities with their post-high school goals. 


 


Essential Skills: Process skills that are foundational for learning and needed for success in college, the workplace, 


and community life.  The essential skills include reading, writing, listening and speaking, applying mathematics, 


thinking critically and analytically, using technology, civic and community engagement, global literacy, personal 


management, and teamwork. 


 


Formative Assessment: A type of classroom assessment used by teachers to help guide instruction by highlighting 


a student‘s academic strengths and weaknesses.  Formative assessment is often referred to as ―assessment for 


learning.‖ 


 


Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAKS): Official name of Oregon‘s statewide knowledge and skills 


tests in reading/literature, mathematics, science, and social sciences.  OAKS also includes performance assessment 


in writing and English language proficiency, and work samples in writing, speaking, math problem solving, 


scientific inquiry, and social science analyses.  OAKS provides comparable testing to students through online, paper 


and pencil, Braille or large print, and extended options.  Operational use of OAKS informs decisions based on 


student test scores. 


 


Personalized Learning: Processes schools develop to help each and every student create and pursue an 


increasingly clear purpose for learning.  A personalized learning environment helps students to assess their own 


talents and aspirations, plan a pathway toward their goals, demonstrate learning against clear standards, and 


maintain a record of their accomplishments, all with the support of adult mentors and guides. 


 


Proficiency: Demonstrated knowledge and skills which meet or exceed defined levels of performance.  Proficiency 


can be measured through statewide assessments and/or classroom evidence.  Districts must have defined proficiency 


levels for each learning option that is clearly reflective of state, local, or national criteria.  


 


Quality Indicators: Intangible characteristics or traits that play a critical role in student achievement.  Examples 


are instructional leadership, teacher quality, parent/community involvement, and student connectedness to school. 


 


Standards-based: Curriculum and instruction that targets required student knowledge and skills as reflected in 


local, state, national, international, or industry standards. 


 


Summative Assessment: A type of assessment that generally occurs after a period of instruction as a measure of 


learning.  Examples of summative assessments are the Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and Skills tests and the 


National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 


 








Jennifer Schuberth

Oregon Education Investment Board Testimony, January 3, 2012


My name is Jennifer Schuberth, I am an assistant professor at Portland State 
University and a co-founder of CORE: Calling Oregon to Reinvest in Education.


This February, Oregon may join three other states (TX, WA, IN) by establishing 
an official relationship with on-line Western Governors University (WGU) through 
legislation proposed by Representatives Dembrow and Johnson.  This move 
could eventually open the way for students to apply Oregon Opportunity Grants 
to WGU.  We feel that such a relationship with WGU would be disastrous for the 
students and citizens of Oregon. 


What is Western Governors University?  Their webpage explains that “the faculty 
at WGU is committed to WGU’s unique student-centric, competency-based 
approach that places the greatest emphasis on student learning.” However, 
WGU's faculty does not function in the traditional sense of the word “faculty.” 
They neither teach, nor develop curriculum, nor conduct research.  They are 
“experts with primary responsibility for defining the essential competencies for 
each subject area.” In fact, faculty don’t even develop online material; instead 
they identify already existing resources, much of which are open source. 
Students engage in self-study to prepare for assignments that test various 
competencies. Bob Mendenhall, President of WGU, explains “we use the 
technology to teach — not the faculty.” “Student mentors” follow students’ 
progress, contacting them to ask if they have completed tasks. “Course mentors” 
assist students in each “course,” but they simply point students to resources, 
they do not discuss content. Assignments are graded by anonymous graders. 
There are no grades; students either pass or fail and 78% of them will fail out. 


The adoption of WGU-Oregon will lead to very little progress towards the 
governor's education outcome targets (20-40-40). It will leave more low income 
students in debt, and will pull jobs out of Oregon. WGU's student body is non-
traditional and its president has said that, “most WGU students would have a 
hard time getting accepted into a four-year state school.”   Proponents argue that 1


WGU provides these students the opportunity to fulfill their dreams; however, 
with a 22% graduation rate and 2011-2012 tuition at $5870, WGU leaves 78% of 
its mostly low-income students in worse financial positions after enrolling. 


Moreover, WGU duplicates already existing programs. Portland Community 
College already offers many online courses taught by professors, not mentors. It 
costs only $2913 for the 2011-2012 school year. Oregon is already offering non-
traditional students online education taught by real faculty at half the cost of 
WGU.



!  http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2014547061_wgu20m.html1









Unlike our community colleges and universities, WGU does not employ 
Oregonians, but instead hires people from all over the country and world at low 
wages. As the number of Oregonians attending higher education increases, 
greater reliance on WGU will not create new jobs in Oregon. Faculty who might 
have been hired, who would bring with them their expertise from top schools and 
leading industries from around the world, will not be hired. However, WGU also 
has the potential to lead to job losses for Oregonians. WGU offers undergraduate 
and graduate degrees in information technology, business, health science and 
education. It is not difficult to imagine that Oregon universities, faced with 
decreased funding, will decide they can no longer afford their education or 
business schools and will instead direct students to WGU’s programs.  If WGU is 
good enough to be associated with the Oregon higher education system, then 
how will PSU or UO’s programs argue that they are worth the cost of the 
buildings and the professors? Why should students spend more on their 
education at a brick and mortar school when Oregon is telling them that WGU is 
a cheaper and faster way to get a B.A.? 


Lastly, if the state decides that "competency" based college degrees are a good 
idea, then the state could easily provide a set of competency tests to Oregonians 
at a lower cost. WGU offers nothing more than an online set of textbooks, most of 
which are open source, coupled with a life coach. Oregon could allow students 
who are highly motivated to study on their own and take tests administered by 
the state, much like those for teacher certification. WGU has no library, no health 
center, no computer labs, no faculty offices, no professors and they produce no 
new online resources. When one understands what WGU actually offers, the 
$5870 per year price tag seems outrageous, as does the president's 
compensation of $689,150 (twice that of PSU’s President).   If low income 2


Oregonians are taking on upwards of $15,000 in debt to attend WGU, the state 
needs to ask, on what is that money being spent?


We should be providing quality K-12 education to all Oregonians and for those 
who want to and are academically prepared to go to college, we should provide 
quality higher education, taught by real faculty, that does not put students in debt 
for the rest of their lives. Education costs money, but alternatives such as WGU 
will be even more economically devastating in the long run for individuals and the 
state. 


Thank you. 


�  This number is from 2008, the last time that the data was available. http://2


www.deseretnews.com/article/700081912/Western-Governors-University-presidents-
salary.html For a comparison of Mendenhall’s compensation with other private 
universities and colleges, see: http://handbill.us/?p=5031 














