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Susan Barrett
Oregon Education Investment Board Testimony, February 7, 2012

I am Susan Barrett. I am a parent of two children in Portland Public Schools, a co-founder of Oregon Save Our
Schools, and I work in informal science education. I do want to point out that I am a working parent who had to
do some finagling to be here today. It is incredibly difficult for working parents to attend these meetings. Even
for our unemployed parents, despite the value they place on their children's education, attending these forums is
not easy when you may be concerned about finding a job or keeping a roof over your head. This is very
important to bear in mind as it is OUR CHILDREN your plans will be affecting. The plans developed here also
have huge impacts on our state's educators, yet they also cannot attend these meetings as they are busy teaching.
When I went to one of the public forums, all T heard from the public was a sense of frustration over these plans.
Yet, the state is moving full-steam ahead and ignoring the most important stakeholders in public education — the
students, parents, and teachers.

On page 77 of the NCLB waiver that the state submitted well in advance of its due date and before public forums
were done, you refer to the writings of Michael Fullan and his book Choosing the Wrong Drivers for Full System
Reform, and state that “the key to system-wide success is to situate the energy of educators and students as the
central driving force.” Students and educators are NOT the central driving force of these plans, nor are parents.

What I have heard over and over again from the true stakeholders in our public schools is that they want to move
away from a focus on high-stakes testing, they want access to well-rounded opportunities and smaller class sizes,
and real reforms that close the achievement and opportunity gaps. Not only would following those
recommendations get to “aligning the goals for reform with the intrinsic motivation of participants” as Fullan
also suggests, but this just makes sense.

Reducing class sizes is not only a common sense reform, but one that has been shown over and over again to
work in reducing the achievement gap. I included research in my attachments for you to review. While there is
significant research that proves this, again, it is just common sense. It we want to meet the needs of all our
diverse learners, we need to create the conditions that allow educators to do this.

However, focusing on class size is an “input” and not one our 14 ALEC legislators who have been pushing for
“outcomes based budgeting” in their Budget Reform Toolkit will care to acknowledge. Other inputs, such as
school counselors, programs for our English Language Learners and students with special education needs,
culturally relevant curriculum, access to shop classes, a wide range of arts, libraries, sports and more, that keep
students engaged and wanting to stay in school, are also inputs that should not be ignored. These will get us to
the actual outcome of more students graduating and prepared for the 21* century.

According to Test, Punish, and Push Out, a report by the Advancement Project, the use of high-stakes tests and
the severity of the consequences attached to them (in this case school funding) lead to a rapidly dwindling set of
opportunities for students who do not score well on these exams. This approach has had a devastating effect on
the quality of education being offered at many schools. Because of the important decisions based on these tests,
many schools have been turned into test-prep factories, with narrowed and weakened curricula often dominated
by rote memorization exercises, and “teaching to the test.” This has suffocated high-quality instruction, and
made it more difficult than ever for teachers to engage students and create authentic and sustained learning. This
approach to accountability has created an education system that increasingly turns students off to learning and
teachers off to teaching.

This is the wrong direction for Oregon, unfortunately promoted in “Achievement Compacts.” We need to change
this. Thank you.

Susan Barrett: 3926 NE Hassalo, Portland, OR 97232, 503-223-2285, barrettpdx@gmail.com
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Research on Class Size:

Spyros Konstantopoulos and Vicki Chun, “What Are the Long-Term Effects of
Small Classes on the Achievement Gap? Evidence from the Lasting Benefits
Study,” American Journal of Education 116, November 2009. A summary of the
effects of smaller classes on the achievement gap through eighth grade. Effects
significant in all tested subjects, and for those in smaller classes for four years,
very substantial. “The results f... provided convincing evidence that all types of
students (e.g., low, medium, and high achievers) benefit from being in small
classes (in early grades) across all achievement tests.... in certain grades, in
reading and science, the cumulative effects of small classes for low achievers are
substantial in magnitude and significantly different from those for high achievers.
Thus, class size reduction appears to be an intervention that increases the
achievement levels for all students while simultaneously reducing the achievement
gap.”

Peter Blatchford et.al. “Do low attaining and younger students benefit most
from small classes? Results from a systematic observation study of class
size effects on pupil classroom engagement and teacher pupil interaction,”
paper delivered to the American Educational Research Association Annual Meeting
2008: Paper showing that there is no threshold effect in terms of class size
reduction yielding benefits; show gains for middle school students from smaller
classes, which “can benefit all pupils in terms of individual, active attention from
teachers, but that the lower attaining pupils in particular can benefit from small
classes at secondary level.”

Thomas Dee and Martin West, “The Non-Cognitive Returns to Class Size, ”
NBER Working Paper 13994, 2008. “Our results indicate that smaller classes in 8th
grade lead to improvements in measures of student engagement ....Using the
estimated earnings impact of these non-cognitive skills and the direct cost of a
class-size reduction, the implied internal rate of return from an 8th-grade class-size
reduction is 4.6 percent overall, but 7.9 percent in urban schools.”

Alan B. Krueger, Economic Considerations and Class Size, The Economic
Journal, 113 (February 2003). One of the most important contributions to the
literature on class size, and an authoritative critique of Hanushek’s work.

Jeremy D. Finn et.al., “Small Classes in the Early Grades, Academic
Achievement, and Graduating From High School,” Journal of Educational

Psychology, 2005.

Alan B. Krueger and Diane M. Whitmore, “Would Smaller Classes Help Close
the Black-White Achievement Gap?” from :Bridging the Achievement Gap,
Brookings Institution Press 2002.
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Testimony for the Oregon Education Investment Board

Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted
Tuesday, February 7, 2012

Contact: Margaret DeLLacy, government relations committee
margaretdelacy(@comcast.net
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Dear members of the OEIB:

The Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted would like to comment on the proposed
Achievement Compacts. OATAG is concerned that the Compacts do not include data for
high-achieving or highly-capable students. We hope that you ensure that the final
Compacts include recognition of these students.

The use of "growth" targets in the proposed Compacts in addition to average test scores is
a big step forward, but this is effectively negated by the use of a single "growth" score for
every district. High growth by one group will mask low growth by another group.

http://governor.oregon.gov/ Gov/OFEIB/Docs/PFDraftMergedCompacts.pdf

This means that it will be impossible to use these compacts to verify whether students are
actually on track to reach the 40-40-20 goal.

The other half of the Compacts is a measure of the percentage of students who meet
"proficiency" which is a minimum standard that does not address the status of students
who exceed and is not adequate to ensure that students are prepared for success in a four-
year college. The Common Core Standards will not solve the excellence problem.

Furthermore, "historically underserved student groups" is defined as consisting of
"English language learners, students in special education, economically disadvantaged
students, and students from underserved minorities or Hispanic heritage". OATAG
believes that there is an abundance of evidence to show that Talented and Gifted (TAG)
students have also been historically underserved in Oregon and should be included in this

list.

Indeed, they are so underserved that the OEIB forgot about them completely: the list of
student populations in your report omits all mention of TAG students although the
Oregon Report Card includes TAG students and last year reported that Oregon currently





has 41,698 identified TAG students. (page 67 of the Report Card).

Many of these students are "twice-identified:" about one-quarter of them list a
race/ethnicity other than white, about one quarter are low income, and about 1,600 are
also special education students. All these students need appropriate services for their
abilities, not just their status. Indeed, such students need more, not less, from their
schools and teachers. In the absence of all state and federal support, these students are
entirely dependent on their districts for services.

In short, the Achievement Compacts, by ignoring TAG and high-achieving students, fail
to provide any incentive to districts to maintain and improve services for highly able and
high achieving students, undermining the goal of 40-40-20.

We believe that the Compacts would be greatly improved if the following changes were
made:

--Reports for student growth should be growth BY QUINTILE or DECILE of
achievement.

--Reports for percentages who "meet and exceed" should be reported separately (the state
already collects and reports this data online)

--Reports for "underserved populations" should be renamed "special populations" and
should include students identified for TAG.

Attached:

Table 1: Data and Charts for a big district in Oregon comparing the percentage of its
students who “meet AND exceed” with the same data statewide, 2010-11. These show
that “big district” compares very well with students across the state when we compare
rates for “meet and exceed” together.

Table 2: Data and Charts for the same big district in Oregon comparing the percentage of
its students who exceed ONLY with the same state statewide 2010-11. This shows that
in fact big district lags well behind students in the rest of the state in the percentage of
students who exceed—a problem that combining data for “meet and exceeds” together
had concealed.

Table 3: Data and Charts comparing the percentage of students who exceed in the same
big district in Oregon with the percentage of students who exceed in another big district
2010-11. This shows that there may be very large variations among districts in the
percentage of students who are exceeding.

Table 4: Charts showing differences in student growth by ability level for Portland
Public Schools, 2010-11. This shows how important it is to report growth by ability





level, not just average growth. Otherwise, the higher growth rates of low-performing
students will completely mask the very low growth rates of high-performing students.

Table S: NAEP Students performing at the advanced level: Oregon compared to U.S.,
2003-2011, 4™, grade and 8" grade reading and mathematics. Small differences in
percentages may not be statistically significant, but Oregon is not outperforming the rest
of the country in its percentage of advanced students and the trends are not favorable.

Data Sources:

Oregon State Department of Education website:
http://www.ode.state.or.us/data/schoolanddistrict/testresults/reporting/pagrsurpressed.aspx
Portland Public Schools, Assessment Overviews

http://inside.pps.k12.or.us/depts-
c/rne/results/2010/index.php?school=distr&result Year=2011

NAEP reports for states

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/






Excerpt from the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC)
statement on
The Common Core State Standards and Gifted Education

The adoption of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) will have significant
implications for teachers. The CCSS calls for general education teachers to recognize and
address student learning differences, and incorporate rigorous content and application of
knowledge through higher-order thinking skills. Despite the obvious connection to the
field of gifted education, the nature of advanced work beyond the CCSS is not

addressed. In fact, the authors of the CCSS state, “The Standards do not define the nature
of advanced work for students who meet the Standards prior to the end of high school”
(English Language Arts Standards, p. 6).

Although the CCSS are considered to be more rigorous than most current state standards,
they fall short in meeting the specific needs of gifted learners, and if held strictly to
the standard, could actually limit learning. To overcome this pitfall, it is imperative
that gifted educators create a full range of supports for high-ability learners through
differentiated curriculum, instruction, and assessments.

In addition, it will become increasingly more important for gifted education coordinators,
facilitators, and teachers to reaffirm and advocate for the need for specialized services for
academically advanced and high-potential students. Beyond providing direct student
services, gifted education professionals play an important role in the translation of the
CCSS to the classroom by collaborating with other teachers and serving as a valuable
resource for implementing differentiated curriculum and assessment. Gifted education
professionals may also need to expand their role and act as a mentor/peer coach in
providing sustained, job-embedded professional development to school personnel to ease
implementation issues. Moreover, the research base from gifted education can contribute
to the professional development that school administrators may need to support complex
curriculum and deep student learning.





Tables and Charts Showing Comparisons between
Meets and Exceeds and "Exceeds" Reports

Percentage of students meeting or exceeding
by grade and subject, 2010-11
Big District Compared to Oregon

MATHEMATICS
Percent Percent
Grade District Oregon
3 63 62.7
4 66.7 65.3
5 57.9 57.5
6 63.9 58.6
7 66.6 60.8
8 69.4 64.5
11 67 68.3
READING
Percent Percent
Grade District Oregon
3 79.4 83.4
4 81.4 85.3
5 74.5 777
6 77.8 79.1
7 79.2 79.7
8 70.4 72
11 81 83.2

Prepared by Margaret DelLacy, Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted
for the Senate Education and

Workforce Development Committee,

From Data on the Oregon Department of Education Website

2 February, 2012
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Tables and Charts Showing Comparisons between
Meets and Exceeds and "Exceeds" Reports

Percentage of students exceeding
by grade and subject, 2010-11
Big District Compared to Oregon

MATHEMATICS
Percent Percent
Grade District Oregon

3 264 278
4 271 3.2
5 174 221
6 174 199
7 16.3 194
8 17.7 21
11 10.5 144

READING
Percent Percent
Grade District Oregon

3 299 373
4 33.5 412
5 21.2 276
6 201 274
7 25 308
8 17.5 23
11 1.2 171

Prepared by Margaret DelLacy, Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted
for the Senate Education and

Workforce Development Committee,

From Data on the Oregon Department of Education Website

2 February, 2012
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Tables and Charts Showing Comparisons between
Percentage of Students Exceeding in Two Big Oregon
Districts

Percentage of students exceeding
by grade and subject, 2010-11
Big District One Compared to Big District Two

MATHEMATICS
Percent Percent
Grade District 1 District 2

3 264 338
4 271  43.2
5 174 293
6 174 237
7 16.3 26.5
8 17.7 273
11 10.5 16.2

READING
Percent Percent
Grade District 1 District 2

3 299 509
4 33.5 521
5 21.2 387
6 201 393
7 25 442
8 17.5 325
11 112 214

Prepared by Margaret DelLacy, Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted
for the Senate Education and

Workforce Development Committee,

From Data on the Oregon Department of Education Website

2 February, 2012
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District 3-5 2011 Assessment Overview (AYP Rules)

Are students at all performance levels showing growth?

Mean of All Grades Combined Reading Math
L]
Very Low 4 Very Low 17
(N=83) (N=71)
Low 10 Low 12
(N=246) (N=473)
Nearly . Nearly p
Meets Meets 0
(N=336) (N=376)
Meets 7 Meets 1 0
(N=2440) (N=3034)
Exceeds 4 Exceeds 7
(N=3113) (N=2299)
|
40 5 0 § 10 15 20 <10 -5 0 § 10 15 20
B Reading Score Change [J Math Score Change
Change in Mean Test Scores by Prior Performance Level
PPS Research, Evaluation & Assessment—07/28/201 1jws(2011-0144) Page 7
District 6-8 2011 Assessment Overview (AYP Rules)

Are students at all performance levels showing growth?
Mean of All Grades Combined Reading Math

||
Very Low 114 Very Low 14
(N=89) (N=77)
Low -7 Low 7
(N=387) (N=620)

Nearly " Nearly 5
Meets Meets
(N=1135) (N=825)

Meets . | Meets 5
(N=3906) (N=3738)

Exceeds 2 Exceeds 4
(N=3435) J (N=3711)
0

40 5 5 10 15 20 40 5 0 5§ {0 15 20
B Reading Score Change [J math Score Change
Change in Mean Test Scores by Prior Performance Level
PPS R h, Evaluation & A 07/28/2011jws(2011-0144) Page 7
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District 11

2011 Assessment Overview (AYP Rules)

Are students at all performance levels showing growth?

Mean of Grade 11

Reading
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(N=229)
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National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
Students performing at the advanced level: Oregon compared to U.S.

Fourth Grade

READING
Oregon % U.S. %
Year Advanced Advanced
2003 4 4
2005 6 5
2007 4 6
2009 5 6
2011 6 7
MATHEMATICS
Oregon % U.S. %
Year Advanced Advanced
2003 7 8
2005 7 8
2007 6 8
2009 7 8
2011 7 8





NAEP: Percentage of 4th. grade students “"advanced”
in Reading:
Oregon compared to U.S.

Level
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National Assessment of Educational Progress

Students performing at the advanced level: Oregon compared to U.S.

Eighth Grade

READING
Oregon % U.S. %
Year Advanced Advanced
2003 3 3
2005 3 3
2007 3 3
2009 3 3
2011 3 3
MATHEMATICS
Oregon % U.S. %
Year Advanced Advanced
2003 7 5
2005 7 6
2007 9 7
2009 8 8
2011 7 8
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percentage

NAEP: Percentage of 8th. grade students "advanced”
in Reading:
Oregon compared to U.S.
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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD
***DRAFT MINUTES* **
February 7, 2012
Land Board Conference Room
Department of State Lands
775 Summer St. NE
Salem, OR

OEIB Members Present

Gov. John Kitzhaber, Chair; Nancy Golden, Chair Designee; Richard Alexander; Yvonne Curtis;
Samuel Henry; Nicole Maher; Mark Mulvihill; David Rives; Mary Spilde; Kay Toran; Hanna
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
Ron Saxton; Julia Brim Edwards; Matt Donegan

Staff/Other Participants

Tim Nesbitt Mgr, Education Investment Proj ~ Duke Shepherd Early Learning Council Staff
Marjorie Lowe Education Investment Proj. Seth Allen OEIB Staff Support
Gary Cordy Dept. of Justice Todd Jones Education Investment Project

1. Welcome and introductions
Chair Golden called the meeting to order at 1:03 pm and called the roll. Excused were Edwards,
Donegan, and Saxton. Governor Kitzhaber was delayed 15 minutes.

2. Review of Actions Taken at Meeting of Jan 3, 2012

Tim Nesbitt provided a draft of the action taken at the last meeting, entitled “Process for
Organization of the State’s P-20 Education System.” He reported that the Governor wished to wait
until the conclusion of the February legislative session to form the work group that will organize the
p-20 system.

3. Report and Discussion: Community Forums

Todd Jones summarized the feedback from the meetings held around the state

(website with all reports)

Discussion:
e The value citizens put on assessing the whole child, rather than standardized assessments in a

few subjects.

Importance of the relevance of school to students, particularly at-risk students.

Importance of student activities, such as music.

Resource challenges; the choice districts may face between holding onto a comprehensive

curriculum maintaining achievement in the targeted areas.

Parents’ concerns about growing class sizes.

Next steps; making community and student input an ongoing conversation.

e The need for teacher professional development and additional funding.

e The importance of aspirational goals (40-40-20) to drive efforts.

e The goal to free up resources to invest in the front end.

e Community forums can lead to the citizens being more supportive and involved in education
reform.

Oregon Education Investment Board 12/7/11
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4. Legislation and Plans to Implement Achievement Compacts
Tim Nesbitt and Duke Shepherd updated the board on legislative activity on HB 4165, the Early
Learning Council proposal, and SB 1581, the OEIB proposal.

HB 4165: Duke Shepherd described the proposed legislation. It establishes the Early Learning
Council Fund and expands the oversight responsibilities of the ELC. It establishes a Youth
Development Council. Some communities are excited about how they can come together as a
regional “hub.” The bill aligns with the Race to the Top application. It also recommends a new
financial model across agencies. Head Start has concerns, although there is no change to Head Start
in the bill. Head Start serves 14,000 kids.

Discussion:
¢ Kindergarten assessment instruments; aligning pre-kindergarten and kindergarten.
e Connecting practitioners with decision makers in the front office.
e Children who will not have participated in the kindergarten assessments.

SB 1581: The Governor drew the board’s attention to a summary of the proposed amendments.
Nesbitt reported that the amendments grew from conversations with stakeholders and legislators.
The stakeholders approve of the amendments. Nesbitt reviewed the eight changes.

1. There would be achievement compacts between OEIB and seven universities, as requested by
Sen. Beyer and Sen. Courtney.

2. The Quality Education Model language is added.

3. Section 15 clarification: Didn’t intend to give OEIB blanket authority to waive laws, just the
specified reporting requirements. Also looking to ease federal Continuous Improvement Plan
(CIP) requirements.

4. Language developed with OEA and COSA, OSBA; starting next school year, the districts will
set up achievement compact committees. They will inform the setting of targets for the next
school year.

5. Clarify that school district achievement will be compared with the 40-40-20 goal.

Nesbitt also reviewed proposed language concerning Achievement Compact Committees.

MOTION: Director Henry moved to endorse the amendments and re-endorse SB 1581 as
amended ; the motion was seconded by Director Rives.
VOTE: Hearing no objections, the motion passed unanimously.

The Governor noted that rule-making will take place following enactment of the bill. Temporary rules
will need to be adopted because of timelines. He informed the Board that Seth Allen will be named
the board’s Rules Coordinator. Also, work groups will need to be appointed. Suggested naming two
subcommittees, one for K-12 / ESDs, and one for Post Secondary education. He also announced the
need for an advisory committee to be appointed, to include representatives of stakeholders and
organizations representing minority communities, students, Oregon PTA, early childhood advocates
and healthcare organizations.

For the K-12/ESDs Subcommittee: Nancy Golden will chair. Subcommittee will include Hannah
Vaandering, Nichole Maher, Yvonne Curtis and Samuel Henry. Ron Saxton has also been invited to
join. Susan Castillo will serve as ex officio.

For the Postsecondary Committee: Matt Donegan will chair. Subcommittee will include vid Rives, and
Mary Spilde. Invited Cam Preus and George Pernsteiner to join as ex officio members.

Governor asks the subcommittees to have the proposed compacts back to the board by March 13.

Oregon Education Investment Board 12/7/11 2
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Discussion:
e The subcommittee meetings will be public.
¢ How to measure achievement beyond the state assessments; want to show proficiency and
growth, yet keep the compact short.

5. Presentation: Western Governors University
Scott Jenkins, Director of External Relations and Joanne Park, faculty member, Western Governors
University, described the university. Presented a PowerPoint.

Discussion:

e Director Rives: Some of the things in the model are great. Questions about who is involved in
the curriculum. What are the faculty qualifications? Jenkins: There is program council that
works on and develops the course of study. They are made up of experts from across the
country, course mentors and faculty members. Faculty includes PhDs. Student mentors have
masters degrees and experience in the field.

e Graduation rates are 38%.

e Jenkins: Graduates are surveyed once or twice a year.

e Director Henry: The difference between socially constructed and technology mediated
education. Does the WGU make a difference because it is technology mediated? Park: The
WGU has many programs to be sure that the students are professionally developed. There
needs to be voice to voice contact with a student mentor once a week. Manage time and
course work. Many available opportunities for professional development. Director Henry
requests data.

6. Presentation: Ten-Year Budgeting Process
George Naughton, Administrator of Budget Management Division, Dept. of Administrative Services,
explained the Governor’s ten-year budget process. Presented a PowerPoint

Discussion:

e We have spent a lot of time talking about K-12 state school fund number. One of the debates
is getting to the conversation of how well our kids are educated when they come out of that
system. Not just dollars that go into it, but what have they learned. Move to a data
conversation: what are best practices? What are services that will move the dial?

e Regarding the creation of the program funding teams: Want to have deep level of
conversation in workgroups. Need to get good reflection of ALL Oregonians. Plan type of
information available to the groups to spark the conversations.

e When do we talk about how to get funding for quality education? QEM tells us how much it
will cost. How do we get to where we really want to be? If you don’t know what you are
getting for your investment, you have a harder time making the case for why you need more
(or less). Trying to provide more information for that conversation.

e Bids = proposals that will come into the program funding teams from agencies.

e Trying to integrate OEIB into their process. Crossover membership so that they can make
sure they are alighed. One board member on the program funding team. Board will have
discussion with the Governor and be able to shape his recommended budget.

7. Chief Education Officer Recruitment and Selection Report

Tim Nesbitt: Recruitment firm is placing ads and getting applications. Contacting 110 sources.
Contacting 40 people who were nominated. Anyone can submit names; contact information on the
website.

8. ESEA/NCLB Waiver Update

Whitney Grubbs: Submitted flexibility application on Jan. 23™. Expecting to be reviewed with second
round applicants sometime after February 22". Don’t expect a decision before April, and it could be
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much later than that. Handout: Description of Revisions Made to ESEA Flexibility Request Following
Public Comment. Also, Comparing NCLB with Oregon's ESEA Flexibility Request.

Discussion:
e May end up looking like a negotiation with the federal government. Feds have been open to a
lot of ides, but have areas that they will push back on. Likely we will get feedback on
particular pieces.

9. Ethics Statutes Briefing
Lynn Rosik, Senior Assistant Attorney General, reviewed the ethics law that covers public
employees. Handout: Briefing on Ethics Statutes document

10.Public Testimony

Steve Buel

Carol Wire, Otto Schell - Oregon PTA

Mary Daly-Piehl

Margaret DelLacy - Oregon Association for Talented and Gifted
Susan Barrett - Oregon Save Our Schools

Kris Alman

Kassandra Griffin - Upstream Public Health

Jennifer Schuberth

Sheila Warren

Tamberlee Tarver
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http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/xESEARevDesc.pdf

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/Docs/Schuberth27.pdf
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76th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--2012 Regular Session

Senate Bill 1581

Printed pursuant to Senate Interim Rule 213.28 by order of the President of the Senate in conformance with pre-
session filing rules, indicating neither advocacy nor opposition on the part of the President (at the request
of Governor John A. Kitzhaber for Oregon Education Investment Board)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced.

Identifies positions that will be under direction and control of Chief Education Officer for mat-
ters related to design and organization of state’s education system.

Requires education entities to enter into achievement compact with Oregon Education Invest-
ment Board. Describes terms that must be included in achievement compact.

Declares emergency, effective on passage.

A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to education; creating new provisions; amending ORS 326.300, 326.375, 351.075 and 351.725
and sections 1, 2 and 4, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011; and declaring an emergency.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, is amended to read:

Sec. 2. (1) The Oregon Education Investment Board established by section 1 [of this 2011 Actl,
chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, shall appoint a Chief Education Officer who shall serve at the
pleasure of the board.

(2) The Chief Education Officer shall be a person who, by training and experience, is well
qualified to:

(a) Perform the duties of the office, as determined by the board; and

(b) Assist in carrying out the functions of the board, as described in section 1 [of this 2011
Act], chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011.

(3)(a) For the purpose of furthering the mission of the Oregon Education Investment
Board to oversee a unified public education system, the Chief Education Officer shall have
direction and control over the positions identified in paragraph (b) of this subsection for
matters related to the design and organization of the state’s education system, including
early childhood services provided by the state.

(b) The positions over which the Chief Education Officer shall have direction and control
are:

(A) The Commissioner for Community College Services.

(B) The Chancellor of the Oregon University System.

(C) The executive director of the Oregon Student Access Commission.

(D) The Early Childhood System Director.

(E) The executive director of the Higher Education Coordinating Commission.

(F) The Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction.

(c) The authority of the Chief Education Officer granted under paragraph (a) of this

subsection does not include the authority to appoint or remove a person from a position

NOTE: Matter in boldfaced type in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed] is existing law to be omitted.
New sections are in boldfaced type.
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identified in paragraph (b) of this subsection.

(d) If a person in a position identified in paragraph (b) of this subsection is appointed by
an entity other than the Governor, the Governor shall resolve any dispute between the Chief
Education Officer and the appointing authority of the person. The Governor’s decision is
final.

SECTION 2. The amendments to section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, by section 1
of this 2012 Act do not apply to any Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction appointed
by the Superintendent of Public Instruction who was holding office on August 5, 2011.

SECTION 3. ORS 326.375 is amended to read:

326.375. (1) The State Board of Education shall appoint a Commissioner for Community College
Services who shall:

(a) Serve at the pleasure of the board.

(b) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under
section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization
of the state’s education system.

(2) The commissioner shall be a person who by training and experience is well qualified to per-
form the duties of the office and to assist in carrying out the functions of the board under ORS
326.041, 326.051, 326.375, 341.005, 341.015, 341.440, 341.455, 341.626, 341.655 and 341.933.

(3) The commissioner shall:

(a) Be the executive head of the Department of Community Colleges and Workforce
Development[;].

(b) Direct and supervise all activities of the Department of Community Colleges and Workforce
Development[;].

(c) Hire staff, as authorized by the State Board of Education to assist in carrying out the duties
of the commissioner. The staff shall be considered employees of the Department of Community Col-
leges and Workforce Development for purposes of ORS chapters 240 and 243[; and].

(d) Be responsible directly to:

(A) The State Board of Education for those duties enumerated in ORS chapter 341.

(B) The Chief Education Officer for matters related to the design and organization of the
state’s education system.

(4) The commissioner, with approval of the State Board of Education, shall be responsible for
the representation of community college interests to the Governor, the Legislative Assembly, state
agencies and others. The commissioner, with the approval of the state board, shall be responsible
for submitting community college budget requests and budget reports for the Department of Com-
munity Colleges and Workforce Development to the Legislative Assembly. The state board shall
[insure] ensure that the budget request for community colleges and for the Department of Commu-
nity Colleges and Workforce Development are separate and distinct from its other requests to the
Legislative Assembly.

SECTION 4. ORS 351.075 is amended to read:

351.075. (1) The State Board of Higher Education shall appoint a chief executive officer who
shall be known as the Chancellor of the Oregon University System [and whol.

(2) The chancellor shall:

(a) Serve at the pleasure of the board.

(b) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under

section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization
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of the state’s education system.

SECTION 5. Section 4, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, is amended to read:

Sec. 4. (1) The Early Learning Council is established. The council shall function under the di-
rection and control of the Oregon Education Investment Board established by section 1 [of this 2011
Act], chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011.

(2) The council is established for the purpose of assisting the board in overseeing a unified
system of early childhood services, including the funding and administration of those services.

(3)(a) The council consists of nine members who are appointed by the Governor and serve at the
pleasure of the Governor.

(b) When determining who to appoint to the council, the Governor shall:

(A) Ensure that at least one of the members is an appointed member of the Oregon Education
Investment Board;

(B) Ensure that each congressional district of this state is represented by at least one member
of the council;

(C) For a member who is not an appointed member of the Oregon Education Investment Board,
ensure that the member meets the following qualifications:

(i) Demonstrates leadership skills in civics or the member’s profession;

(ii) To the greatest extent practicable, contributes to the council’s representation of the ge-
ographic, ethnic, gender, racial and economic diversity of this state; and

(iii) Contributes to the council’s expertise, knowledge and experience in early childhood devel-
opment, early childhood care, early childhood education, family financial stability, populations dis-
proportionately burdened by poor education outcomes and outcome-based best practices; and

(D) Solicit recommendations from the Speaker of the House of Representatives for at least two
members and from the President of the Senate for at least two members.

(4) The activities of the council shall be directed and supervised by the Early Childhood System
Director[, who is]. The director shall:

(a) Be appointed by the Governor and [serves] serve at the pleasure of the Governor.

(b) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under
section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization
of the state’s education system.

SECTION 6. ORS 351.725 is amended to read:

351.725. (1) The Higher Education Coordinating Commission shall appoint an executive [officer]
director to:

(a) Serve at the pleasure of the commission.

(b) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under
section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization
of the state’s education system.

(2) The appointment of the executive [officer] director must be by written order, filed with the
Secretary of State.

(3) Subject to any applicable provisions of ORS chapter 240, the executive [officer] director shall
appoint all subordinate officers and employees of the commission, prescribe their duties and fix their
compensation.

SECTION 7. ORS 326.300 is amended to read:

326.300. (1) As provided by section 1, Article VIII of the Oregon Constitution, the Governor is

the Superintendent of Public Instruction.
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(2)(a) The Governor, acting as Superintendent of Public Instruction, shall appoint a Deputy Su-
perintendent of Public Instruction. The deputy superintendent must have at least five years of ex-
perience in the administration of an elementary school or a secondary school. The appointment of
the deputy superintendent shall be subject to confirmation by the Senate as provided by ORS 171.562
and 171.565.

(b) The deputy superintendent shall:

(A) Perform any act or duty of the office of Superintendent of Public Instruction that is desig-
nated by the Governor, and the Governor is responsible for any acts of the deputy superintendent.

(B) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under
section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization
of the state’s education system.

(3) The deputy superintendent may be removed from office by the Governor following consulta-
tion with the State Board of Education.

(4) The deputy superintendent shall receive a salary set by the Governor, and shall be reim-
bursed for all expenses actually and necessarily incurred by the deputy superintendent in the per-
formance of official duties.

SECTION 8. The amendments to ORS 326.300 by section 7 of this 2012 Act do not apply
to any Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction appointed by the Superintendent of
Public Instruction who was holding office on August 5, 2011.

SECTION 9. ORS 326.375, as amended by section 3 of this 2012 Act, is amended to read:

326.375. (1) The State Board of Education shall appoint a Commissioner for Community College
Services who shall[:]

[(@)] serve at the pleasure of the board.

[(b) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under section
2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization of the state’s
education system.]

(2) The commissioner shall be a person who by training and experience is well qualified to per-
form the duties of the office and to assist in carrying out the functions of the board under ORS
326.041, 326.051, 326.375, 341.005, 341.015, 341.440, 341.455, 341.626, 341.655 and 341.933.

(38) The commissioner shall:

(a) Be the executive head of the Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Develop-
ment.

(b) Direct and supervise all activities of the Department of Community Colleges and Workforce
Development.

(c) Hire staff, as authorized by the State Board of Education to assist in carrying out the duties
of the commissioner. The staff shall be considered employees of the Department of Community Col-
leges and Workforce Development for purposes of ORS chapters 240 and 243.

(d) Be responsible directly tol:]

[(A)] the State Board of Education for those duties enumerated in ORS chapter 341.

[(B) The Chief Education Officer for matters related to the design and organization of the state’s
education system.]

(4) The commissioner, with approval of the State Board of Education, shall be responsible for
the representation of community college interests to the Governor, the Legislative Assembly, state
agencies and others. The commissioner, with the approval of the state board, shall be responsible

for submitting community college budget requests and budget reports for the Department of Com-
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munity Colleges and Workforce Development to the Legislative Assembly. The state board shall
ensure that the budget request for community colleges and for the Department of Community Col-
leges and Workforce Development are separate and distinct from its other requests to the Legisla-
tive Assembly.

SECTION 10. ORS 351.075, as amended by section 4 of this 2012 Act, is amended to read:

351.075. (1) The State Board of Higher Education shall appoint a chief executive officer who
shall be known as the Chancellor of the Oregon University System.

(2) The chancellor shalll:]

[(@)] serve at the pleasure of the board.

[(b) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under section
2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization of the state’s
education system.]

SECTION 11. ORS 351.725, as amended by section 6 of this 2012 Act, is amended to read:

351.725. (1) The Higher Education Coordinating Commission shall appoint an executive director
tol:]

[(@)] serve at the pleasure of the commission.

[(b) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under section
2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization of the state’s
education system.]

(2) The appointment of the executive director must be by written order, filed with the Secretary
of State.

(3) Subject to any applicable provisions of ORS chapter 240, the executive director shall appoint
all subordinate officers and employees of the commission, prescribe their duties and fix their com-
pensation.

SECTION 12. ORS 326.300, as amended by section 7 of this 2012 Act, is amended to read:

326.300. (1) As provided by section 1, Article VIII of the Oregon Constitution, the Governor is
the Superintendent of Public Instruction.

(2)(a) The Governor, acting as Superintendent of Public Instruction, shall appoint a Deputy Su-
perintendent of Public Instruction. The deputy superintendent must have at least five years of ex-
perience in the administration of an elementary school or a secondary school. The appointment of
the deputy superintendent shall be subject to confirmation by the Senate as provided by ORS 171.562
and 171.565.

(b) The deputy superintendent shalll:]

[(A)] perform any act or duty of the office of Superintendent of Public Instruction that is des-
ignated by the Governor, and the Governor is responsible for any acts of the deputy superintendent.

[(B) Serve under the direction and control of the Chief Education Officer appointed under section
2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, for matters related to the design and organization of the state’s
education system.]

(3) The deputy superintendent may be removed from office by the Governor following consulta-
tion with the State Board of Education.

(4) The deputy superintendent shall receive a salary set by the Governor, and shall be reim-
bursed for all expenses actually and necessarily incurred by the deputy superintendent in the per-
formance of official duties.

SECTION 13. The amendments to ORS 326.300, 326.375, 351.075 and 351.725 by sections 9
to 12 of this 2012 Act become operative on March 15, 2016.

[5]
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SECTION 14. (1) For the purposes of this section:

(a) “Achievement compact” means an agreement entered into between the Oregon Edu-
cation Investment Board and the governing body of an education entity as described in this
section.

(b) “Education entity” means:

(A) A school district, as defined in ORS 332.002;

(B) An education service district operated under ORS chapter 334;

(C) A community college district or community college service district operated under
ORS chapter 341;

(D) The Oregon University System established by ORS 351.011; or

(E) The health professions and graduate science programs of the Oregon Health and
Science University operated under ORS chapter 353.

(2)(a) Prior to the beginning of each fiscal year, each education entity must enter into
an achievement compact with the Oregon Education Investment Board for the fiscal year.

(b) Education entities identified in subsection (1)(b)(A) to (C) of this section shall enter
into achievement compacts as part of the budgeting process under ORS 294.305 to 294.565 and
shall submit achievement compacts to the board prior to July 1 of each year.

(c) The board shall specify a process for adoption and a timeline for submission of
achievement compacts for education entities identified in subsection (1)(b)(D) and (E) of this
section.

(3) The board shall establish the terms for achievement compacts, which may include:

(a) A description of goals for performance outcomes that are consistent with the educa-
tional goals identified in ORS 329.015, the findings described in ORS 351.003 and the mission
of education provided in ORS 351.009

(b) A description of the outcomes and measures of progress that will allow each educa-
tion entity to quantify:

(A) Completion rates for critical stages of learning and programs of study and for the
attainment of diplomas, certificates and degrees by the students of the education entity;

(B) Validations of the quality of knowledge and skills acquired by students of the educa-
tion entity; and

(C) The relevance of the knowledge and skills acquired by the students of the education
entity and the means by which those skills and knowledge will contribute to the workforce,
the economy and society as described in state policy.

(¢) Other information suggested by an education entity and approved by the board.

(4) Each education entity shall identify a target number and percentage of students for
achievement of the outcomes, measures of progress and goals specified in the achievement
compact for the fiscal year.

(5) As part of the process of entering into an achievement compact, an education entity
shall ensure that open communications are provided to parents, students, teachers or fac-
ulty, employees, exclusive bargaining representatives and community representatives for the
purposes of explaining and discussing the target outcomes, measures of progress and goals
specified in the achievement compact for the fiscal year.

(6) The board shall specify the format of the achievement compacts and provide model
achievement compacts to each education entity.

(7) The board may adopt a timeline and method for education entities to provide the
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board with a report at the end of a fiscal year that describes the achievements made by the
education entities during the fiscal year. The achievements may be reported in numbers and
percentages and in relation to the outcomes, measures of progress and goals specified in the
achievement compact for the fiscal year.

SECTION 15. (1) For the purpose of entering into achievement compacts under section
14 of this 2012 Act and achieving the outcomes, performance measures and goals described
in achievement compacts, the Oregon Education Investment Board:

(a) May direct the State Board of Education, the State Board of Higher Education and
any other state agency, and the executive directors or officers executing the policies of state
agencies, to waive state laws or compliance reporting requirements as specified by the
Oregon Education Investment Board and as permitted by federal or state law.

(b) Shall direct the State Board of Education to waive for the 2012-2013 fiscal year com-
pliance reporting requirements that are adopted by the State Board of Education pursuant
to rules adopted under ORS 327.103 and that are related to standards that school districts
are required to meet.

(2) If the Oregon Education Investment Board directs that a state law or a compliance
reporting requirement be waived as provided by subsection (1) of this section, the state
agency and any executive directors or officers executing the policies of the state agency may
not find an education entity, as defined in section 14 of this 2012 Act, deficient or nonstand-
ard or otherwise penalize the education entity for failure to comply with the waived state law
or compliance reporting requirement.

SECTION 16. Sections 14 and 15 this 2012 Act are repealed on July 1, 2015.

SECTION 17. Section 1, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, as amended by section 8, chapter 519,
Oregon Laws 2011, is amended to read:

Sec. 1. (1) The Oregon Education Investment Board is established for the purpose of ensuring
that all public school students in this state reach the education outcomes established for the state.
The board shall accomplish this goal by overseeing a unified public education system that begins
with early childhood services and continues throughout public education from kindergarten to
post-secondary education.

(2)(a) The board consists of 13 members as follows:

(A) The Governor, or the designee of the Governor; and

(B) Twelve members who are appointed by the Governor, subject to confirmation by the Senate
in the manner provided in ORS 171.562 and 171.565, and who serve at the pleasure of the Governor.

(b) When determining who to appoint to the board, the Governor shall:

(A) Ensure that each congressional district of this state is represented by at least one member
of the board; and

(B) Solicit recommendations from the Speaker of the House of Representatives for at least two
members and from the President of the Senate for at least two members.

(3) The Governor, or the Governor’s designee, shall serve as chairperson of the Oregon Educa-
tion Investment Board.

(4) The duties of the board include:

(a) Ensuring 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 post-secondary education. To assist the board in fulfilling this duty,

the board shall oversee:
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(A) The Early Learning Council established by section 4 [of this 2011 Act], chapter 519, Oregon
Laws 2011.

(B) The Higher Education Coordinating Commission established by [section 1, chapter 637,
Oregon Laws 2011] ORS 351.715.

(b) Recommending 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.

(c) Providing an integrated, statewide, student-based data system that monitors expenditures and
outcomes to determine the return on statewide education investments. The board shall provide the
data system described in this paragraph by:

(A) Developing the data system or identifying or modifying an existing data system that ac-
complishes the goals of the data system; and

(B) Ensuring that the data system is maintained.

(d) Entering into achievement compacts and administering sections 14 and 15 of this 2012
Act.

(5) An appointed member of the board is entitled to compensation and expenses as provided in
ORS 292.495.

(6) A majority of the members of the board constitutes a quorum for the transaction of business.

(7) The board shall meet at such times and places specified by the call of the chairperson or of
a majority of the members of the board.

(8) In accordance with applicable provisions of ORS chapter 183, the board may adopt rules
necessary for the administration of the laws that the board is charged with administering, including
any rules necessary for the oversight of the direction and control of the Higher Education Coordi-
nating Commission.

SECTION 18. Section 1, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, as amended by section 8, chapter 519,
Oregon Laws 2011, and section 17 of this 2012 Act, is amended to read:

Sec. 1. (1) The Oregon Education Investment Board is established for the purpose of ensuring
that all public school students in this state reach the education outcomes established for the state.
The board shall accomplish this goal by overseeing a unified public education system that begins
with early childhood services and continues throughout public education from kindergarten to
post-secondary education.

(2)(a) The board consists of 13 members as follows:

(A) The Governor, or the designee of the Governor; and

(B) Twelve members who are appointed by the Governor, subject to confirmation by the Senate
in the manner provided in ORS 171.562 and 171.565, and who serve at the pleasure of the Governor.

(b) When determining who to appoint to the board, the Governor shall:

(A) Ensure that each congressional district of this state is represented by at least one member
of the board; and

(B) Solicit recommendations from the Speaker of the House of Representatives for at least two
members and from the President of the Senate for at least two members.

(3) The Governor, or the Governor’s designee, shall serve as chairperson of the Oregon Educa-
tion Investment Board.

(4) The duties of the board include:

(a) Ensuring 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 post-secondary education. To assist the board in fulfilling this duty,
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the board shall oversee:

(A) The Early Learning Council established by section 4, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011.

(B) The Higher Education Coordinating Commission established by ORS 351.715.

(b) Recommending 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.

(c) Providing an integrated, statewide, student-based data system that monitors expenditures and
outcomes to determine the return on statewide education investments. The board shall provide the
data system described in this paragraph by:

(A) Developing the data system or identifying or modifying an existing data system that ac-
complishes the goals of the data system; and

(B) Ensuring that the data system is maintained.

[(d) Entering into achievement compacts and administering sections 14 and 15 of this 2012 Act.]

(5) An appointed member of the board is entitled to compensation and expenses as provided in
ORS 292.495.

(6) A majority of the members of the board constitutes a quorum for the transaction of business.

(7) The board shall meet at such times and places specified by the call of the chairperson or of
a majority of the members of the board.

(8) In accordance with applicable provisions of ORS chapter 183, the board may adopt rules
necessary for the administration of the laws that the board is charged with administering, including
any rules necessary for the oversight of the direction and control of the Higher Education Coordi-
nating Commission.

SECTION 19. The amendments to section 1, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011, by section
18 of this 2012 Act become operative on July 1, 2015.

SECTION 20. This 2012 Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this 2012 Act takes effect

on its passage.
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Dr. Jennifer Schuberth

Oregon Education Investment Board Testimony, February 7, 2012

(Due to teaching obligations, Dr. Schuberth was unable to attend the meeting. This testimony
was submitted for public record).

| am an assistant professor of religion at Portland State University and a co-founder of CORE:
Calling Oregon to Reinvest in Education. | know that we all share a concern for the quality of
higher education in Oregon and for ensuring that we maintain quality as we explore new
possibilities for partnerships such as Western Governors University(WGU). On January 3, 2011,

| gave a testimony” to the Oregon Education Investment Board regarding WGU’s education

model, which | believe does not deliver a college education, as well as the possible negative
economic impact of including WGU as part of the Oregon University System. In talking with
colleagues and others familiar with WGU, serious questions have been raised about WGU. |
would hope we receive satisfactory answers to these before we commit ourselves to working
with them.

1. WGU will not release its regional accreditation materials. When legislation was pending
concerning a relationship between WGU and the Washington State University System,
Washington State faculty asked for these materials; WGU refused.? Almost every other private
college and university makes these materials publicly available, often on their websites. We need
to ask: why the secrecy? If WGU is to be a true partner with Oregon, we must demand
transparency.

2. Colleagues in education have questioned how WGU received accreditation from the NCATE
(The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education) considering their curriculum.
Washington State Professor Johann Neem asked a fellow UW professor, a Microsoft engineer,
and a professor from Shoreline Community College to review WGU’s math curriculum; they
found it at the level of “remedial math.” Despite NCATE accreditation, Oregon should ask for

our own education graduate programs to conduct an independent review of WGU'’s curriculum to

determine if they think graduates will be of the same quality as those coming out of our state
programs.

3. In order for a student to continue receiving financial aid at a college or university, her
university must report that she is “progressing.” Serious questions have been raised about how
WGU measures progress and some employees have said they believe students are being allowed
to remain at WGU while doing little or no work.* Oregon has a responsibility to ensure that
WGU is being held to, and is holding their students to, the same requirements for financial aid as
any other OUS school. This is important, because taxpayers at the federal and state level provide

a huge proportion of WGU’s income in the form of student aid.> WGU’s website directs

applicants to advice about possible support from Pell grants, the VA, unemployment retraining
and other sources paid for by taxes.

4. WGU claims to provide a cheaper education than online for-profit universities such as
Phoenix and brick and mortars universities; however, in the past, WGU’s tuition has been lower





in part because WGU was subsidized by federal earmarks.® WGU has spent over $2.2 million on
lobbying since 1997, most of the money going to Robert Bennett, former Republican Senator of
Utah, whether directly or through his Political Action Committee SNOWPAC.” This lobbying
seems to have paid off between 2000-2006 in $21 million from the federal government. $12
million of this money was in earmarks. The Salt Lake Tribune reported that “other Utah schools

were receiving much less,...In two of the six years Western Governors University has received
earmarks, money came not from the education spending bill, but from the Defense Department.
In 2004 and 2006 fiscal years, the school got $1 million each from the Defense budget, noted as
“operations and maintenance - Air Force."® Proponents of WGU say that it will be better for

students than for-profit colleges because it is non-profit. However, student dollars, and —if
Oregon moves forward with legislation—Oregon tax payer money in the form of Oregon
Opportunity grants, will be paying for millions in lobbying fees that in the end, take money away
from other services and state universities. “Non-profit” simply means that they don’t distribute

profits to shareholders; “non-profit” does not mean they can’t spend money on advertising and
marketing, $700,000 plus administrators’ salaries,” and millions in lobbying. The primary reason

WGU is cheaper than competitors like the University of Phoenix is because they don’t employ

faculty that teach, not because they are somehow more efficient at delivering a college education.
As a private non-profit, WGU is not required to make their finances public, nor do they. Oregon
needs to ask for transparency so that we can accurately assess the true cost of a WGU education.

5. The most frequently disclosed bill for the WGU lobbyists was one concerning information
about climate change.'® Robert Bennett was one of the key sponsors of this bill, which claims
that the executive branch shouldn’t measure the environmental impact of various projects.

(S.3230:NEPA Certainty Act).!! Oregonians, who are not known as climate change deniers, need
to know why a potential university in their system, WGU, would be lobbying with their money
for this kind of bill.

6. The president of WGU, Robert Mendenhall, gave thousands to www.protectmarriage.com, an

organization that was a key supporter of California's Prop 8. This proposition states that “only
marriage between a man and a woman is valid or recognized in California.” This organization

also supports “academic research which demonstrates what we already know: that children

raised in the embrace of traditional marriage have the best chance to lead happy and productive
lives, and that the next generation of society benefits from children raised in a home with both a

mom and a dad.”® Is an ideologically-driven research agenda that seeks to “prove what we
already know” compatible with the research goals of other OUS schools? Does WGU extend
benefits to domestic partners or same sex couples? Employees have said they do not. Oregon

would have no control over WGU'’s hiring practices. Should tax dollars be used to promote
policies that most Oregonians would consider discriminatory?



http://www.protectmarriage.com/



I hope that the OEIB and our legislators take the time to inform themselves about the true
economic, educational and social costs of including Western Governors University in our
university system. Thank you for your time.

! http://www.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/OregonEducationInvestmentBoard.shtml

2 http://handbill.us/?p=5155 ; personal conversations with Washington State University faculty.
® http://handbill.us/?p=5155

* http:/fedupatwgu.wordpress.com/2012/01/20/fraud/ ; personal conversations with colleagues
knowledgeable about WGU practices.
*http://usaspending.gov/search?query=&searchtype=&formFields=eyJSZWNpcGlIbnROYW1IT
GNhc2UiOlsiV2VzdGVybiBHb3ZIcm5venMgVW5pdmVyc210eSJdfQ==

® http://archive.sltrib.com/article.php?id=4087722&itype=NGPSID &keyword=&qtype=

" http://influenceexplorer.com/organization/western-governors-
university/cd54ae2b4ec948b9a865d50eb2f28a8c

® http://archive.sltrib.com/article.php?id=4087722&itype=NGPSID&keyword=&qtype=

% http://handbill.us/?p=5031

19 http://influenceexplorer.com/organization/western-governors-
university/cd54ae2b4ec948b9a865d50eb2f28a8c

! http://thatsmycongress.com/index.php/2010/04/21/inhofes-ostrich-in-the-climate-sands-bill/
http://data.influenceexplorer.com/contributions/?r#b3JnY W5pemF0aW9uX2Z0PVdIc3RIcm4l
MjBHb3Zlcm5venMIMjBVbmI2ZXJzaXR5

'3 http://protectmarriage.com/about/our-programs




http://handbill.us/?p=5155

http://fedupatwgu.wordpress.com/2012/01/20/fraud/




2/7/12 OEIB Meeting
Agenda Item #4-2
Revised 2/6/12
February 6, 2012
To: Oregon Education Investment Board Members
From: Tim Nesbitt
Re:  Achievement Compacts
This is to update you on the legislation to establish achievement compacts and to recommend a
process to prepare for the implementation of the compacts in the 2012-13 school year.
Legislation
Senate Bill 1581 contains the legislative proposals adopted by your Board related to the
authority of the Chief Education Officer and the establishment of achievement compacts with all
educational entities. A copy of the bill and a section-by-section summary are attached. The bill

received an informational hearing on Feb. 1 before the Senate Education and Workforce
Development Committee, at which the Governor, Nancy Golden and | testified for your Board.

Amendments

At the Feb. 1 hearing, the Governor offered a package of seven amendments he had approved
for the committee’s consideration. Since the hearing he has approved an eighth amendment
related to the Oregon Health and Science University. These amendments are as follows:

1. Achievement Compacts with universities: In addition to an achievement compact between
the OEIB and the Oregon University System, establish an achievement compact between
the OEIB and each university in the Oregon University System.

2. Role for the Quality Education Commission: Specify that the OEIB shall work with the QEC
to identify best practices at the district level and estimate the costs and benefits of their
adoption on a broader scale.

3. Relationship of K-12 district compacts to QEM: Require that each achievement compact with
a K-12 school district specify its level of funding for a given fiscal year compared to the fully-
funded Quality Education Model level of funding, as allocated by the state’s funding formula.
The OEIB shall provide these data in each achievement compact presented to each K-12
school district. The QEC shall assist the OEIB in developing these data.

4. Compliance with state laws:
¢ Clarify the original intent of the OEIB that a waiver of reporting requirements is not
intended to waive compliance with the laws that are the subject of the reports.
o Delete the OEIB’s blanket authority to direct other education boards and agencies to
waive state laws or reporting requirements as permitted by state or federal law.






¢ To the extent permitted by federal or state law, give the OEIB the authority to
suspend or reduce the CIP requirements for districts based on their achievement
compact results.

5. Involvement of teachers and other employees: See new Section 14(5) language (attached).

6. Provide more focus on achievement gaps: Clarify that the goal setting shall apply to
disadvantaged student groups so that goals and targets reflect plans to close achievement
gaps for disadvantaged student groups and that the reporting of results shall extend to each
sub group.

7. Add a more explicit reference to the 40/40/20 goals as the reference point for each
educational entity’s targets for diplomas, certificates or degrees and the plotting of a
trajectory to the achievement of these goals by 2025.

8. Achievement Compact with OHSU: Clarify that the achievement compact with OHSU shall
be limited to “enrollment of, and attainment of degrees by, Oregon residents in programs for
which the state provides funding.”

These amendments will be taken up in one package of amendments by the Senate committee
at a work session scheduled for Feb. 8.

Implementation of Achievement Compacts

Assuming the enactment of legislation to establish achievement compacts for the 2012-13
school year, we will need to move forward with a process by which to arrive at the final versions
of the compacts for K-12 school districts, education service districts, community colleges, the
university system and each of its seven universities and OHSU. Then, we need to have the
compacts ready for distribution to the boards or administrations of the educational entities by
April 1. To meet that deadline, we plan to bring the draft compacts to you for adoption at your
meeting on March 13.

Rule Making Procedures

Procedurally, your action at the March 13 meeting will require the adoption of a temporary rule
to establish the requirement for achievement compacts to be followed by adoption of a
permanent rule within 180 days thereafter. A temporary rule is warranted in this instance
because we will not have enough time to enact a permanent rule between the enactment of the
legislation and the target date for distribution of the adopted compacts to the education entities.

We have taken the necessary first step for rule making with the appointment of Seth Allen as
our Rules Coordinator.

The next steps require the appointment of an advisory committee or “other means to obtain
public input.” Usually, the advisory committee is comprised of representatives of affected
organizations. It is also recommended that the rule making body notify affected persons and
hold a public hearing, if practicable, prior to adoption of the rule.

To finalize the compacts in a timely fashion, offer opportunities for public input and follow the
legal requirements for rule making, we recommend that you put the following process in place to
enable an informed decision on the compacts at your March 13 meeting.





Process for Finalizing Achievement Compacts

We recommend the appointment of two Board subcommittees to develop the final elements of
achievement compacts: one for K-12 school districts and ESDs; the other for post-secondary
institutions. In addition, we recommend the appointment of an Advisory Committee of
stakeholders to review the recommended rules, hold a public hearing and provide input to the

subcommittees.

The Advisory Committee would consist of representatives of:

CoNoor~®WNE

Oregon School Boards Association

Confederation of School Administrators

Oregon Association of Education Service Districts
Community College Association

Board of Higher Education (Academic Strategies Committee)
Oregon Health and Science University

Oregon Education Association

Oregon School Employees Association

American Federation of Teachers

10. Minority community organizations (2)

11. Oregon PTA

12. Oregon Student Association
13. Early childhood providers
14. Health care advocacy organization (e.g. Healthy Kids Learn Better)

The process and timeline would work as follows.

Timeframe

Actions

2/7/12

OEIB approves process

2/7-2/10/12

Governor appoints achievement compact subcommittees of
OEIB members and appoints chair of each for:

o K-12 and ESDs;

o Post-secondary.

2/13-2/29/12

Subcommittees begin meeting to work up proposed final
elements of achievement compacts for 2012-13.

Staff recruits Advisory Committee of stakeholders per Board’s
direction.

If achievement compact legislation is enacted:

3/1/12—3/912

Advisory Committee meets, reviews compacts to be
recommended by each of the two subcommittees and
provides recommendations to the subcommittees.
Subcommittees finalize recommendations

3/13/12

OEIB receives recommended temporary rule(s) to establish
elements of achievement compacts for each sector for 2012-
13

OEIB takes public comments on recommended rule(s)

OEIB adopts temporary rule

3/14-3/30/12

Staff incorporates data, finalizes compact to be sent to each
educational entity; distributes to each entity






Following the adoption of the temporary rule, we will recommend a new timeline and process for
the adoption of a permanent rule, including procedures for reporting achievement compact
results in 2011-12, by 180 days thereafter (by the end of September 2012).

Next Steps

The Governor has agreed to appoint two subcommittees as outlined above. He will ask Nancy
Golden to chair the subcommittee for K-12 and ESDs. He will ask Matt Donegan to chair the
subcommittee for post-secondary. He will make additional appointments to both groups at
tomorrow’s meeting.

The Governor will direct staff to convene an Advisory Committee to provide feedback in the rule
making process, based on your Board’s suggestions of key stakeholders to serve in that
capacity.






PUBLIC OFFICIAL ETHICS

The Oregon Government Ethics Commission enforces Oregon’s Ethics Laws. The OGEC
produces a very useful publication called “A Guide for Public Officials,” available on OGEC’s web
site at: http://www.oregon.gov/OGEC/Index.shtml. The Commission staff is also available to answer
guestions by phone or email at (503) 378-5105 or ogec.mail@state.or.us.

A All public employees are subject to the code of ethics set forth in ORS chapter 244 State
agency board and commission members and employees are “public officials” as that term is defined in
ORS 244.020(14).

B. Code of Ethics:

1. No public official shall use or attempt to use the public official’s position or office to
obtain financial gain, or avoid financial detriment, for the public official, their relatives or any business
with which they are associated. ORS 244.040(1).

There are several exceptions to this general rule. Public officials may lawfully accept:

1. Any part of their “official compensation package”

2. Honorarium within the limits established by law (up to $50 value for
services provided in a public official capacity)

3. Reimbursement of expenses by a public employer

4. An unsolicited award for professional achievement

5. Gifts from a source that has an administrative or legislative interest, up to a $50 limit
from the source within a calendar year

6. Gifts from sources with no legislative or administrative interest, in unlimited amounts

7. Gifts, regardless of value, that come within the gift exceptions in ORS 244.020(6)

8. Contributions to a legal expense trust fund

A “gift” is something of economic value given to a public official, a relative or member of
household without valuable consideration, which is not extended to others who are not public officials on
the same terms and conditions, or something offered for less than is required of others who are not public
officials.

A “legislative or administrative interest” means an economic interest, distinct from that of the
general public, in any matter subject to the decision or vote of the public official acting in the public
official’s capacity as a public official.

There are numerous specific exemptions to the $50 gift limits from sources with legislative or
administrative interests. These include acceptance of some meals offered by organizations, reasonable
expenses for travel paid by other units of government (federal, state or local, tribes or membership
organizations the public official's agency pays dues to), travel for officially sanctioned trade promotion or
fact finding purposes; attendance at receptions, and certain gifts offered as part of the customary practice of
the public official's private occupation or position as a volunteer. OGEC rules provide guidance on these
exceptions. OAR 199, Division 005.



http://www.oregon.gov/OGEC/Index.shtml



2. No public official shall solicit or receive, either directly or indirectly, a pledge or promise
of future employment based on any understanding that the public official's judgment would be influenced
by that pledge or promise. ORS 244.040(3).

3. No public official shall attempt to further, or further, the personal gain of the public
official through the use of confidential information gained as a public official. ORS 244.040(4).

4. If a public official has an actual conflict of interest or a potential conflict of interest in a
particular situation (meaning that there is or could be possible pecuniary benefit or detriment arising from
the situation), a public official who is not an elected public official or member of a board or commission
must notify in writing the person who appointed the public official of the nature of the conflict and request
that the appointing authority dispose of the matter. See ORS 244.020(1); 244.020(14); 244.120(1)(c).

5. For public officials who are appointed members of a board or commission, the law
requires a public announcement of an actual or potential conflict of interest prior to participating in a
discussion or taking any action on the matter giving rise to the conflict. The announcement must describe
the nature of the conflict.

If the conflict of interest is actual, the member must refrain from participating in the
discussion or vote. If the conflict of interest is potential, the member may participate.

If the member's vote is necessary to meet a quorum requirement, the member may, after
declaring the conflict of interest, vote but may not participate in the discussion.

6. The nepotism statutes limit a public official's role in the hiring, firing, supervision or
employment of a relative. ORS 244.177, ORS 244.179. “Relative” is defined more broadly for these
statutes than for other ethics laws in ORS chapter 244. ORS 244.175.

C. Examples of violations.

1. Using public property or funds for personal or private business purposes. For example,
public officials cannot ask public employee staff to do personal tasks for the official on public time. A
public official could not use his or her office computer to store his or her private business records even if
the official used the computer only after normal office hours.

2. Public officials cannot make a decision that would financially benefit a relative or
business with which the official or a relative is associated, such as awarding a contract to the public
official's sister or spouse. In this sort of case, the public official would be required to notify his or her
appointing authority (perhaps the department head) and ask the appointing authority to resolve the
conflict.

3. A state employee learns through confidential agency documents that a local bar may be
shut down. The employee arranges financing and, by using the confidential information, buys the bar
below market value before the original owner loses the liquor license. The employee violated the law
because he got a better deal on the sale by using confidential information. Using confidential information
obtained because of official position for personal financial gain violates the law.






TO: OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD

FrROM: KASANDRA GRIFFIN, UPSTREAM PuUBLIC HEALTH
DATE;: FEBRUARY 7, 2012
RE: HEALTH IN EDUCATION UPSTREAM

PUBLIC HEALTH
Chair Golden and Members of the Board,

My name is Kasandra Griffin. I am the Policy Manager for School Health at Upstream Public
Health, a statewide organization focused on improving the health of Oregonians. At Upstream
Public Health, we believe that smart policies can create communities that help people lead
healthier, fuller lives.

I am here today to ask you to do everything in your power to integrate health into education
reform, so that all students will be healthy and ready to learn. As we heard from Todd Jones
earlier today, people around the state are interested in supporting the whole child. Health is a
critical foundation before you can educate any part of the child.

By embedding student health into Oregon’s education system, we stand to increase school
attendance, test scores, graduation rates, and other academic outcomes. And as more students
graduate, they are more likely to be employed and insured, and to face fewer health problems
and lower health costs over their lifetime.

We applaud the Governor’s interest in removing health-related barriers to learning in our pre-
Kindergarten children, such as inadequate nutrition and health care. We want to see similar
efforts to support the health of K-12 students. We want an education system that fully integrates
school-based health care, physical education, health education, nutrition programs, healthy and
safe school environments and dental health in ALL schools throughout the state.

You have accepted an extremely important task as stewards of this education reform. On behalf
of Upstream Public Health, and the present and future students of Oregon, I have three requests.

The first request is that you create a subcommittee of OEIB focused on health, and on removing
the health-related barriers to learning, in the K-12 system. We suggest that the committee would
include OEIB members, Oregon Health authority representatives, and educators.

The second request is that you include health outcomes among the items to be included — per
local discretion — in the compacts developed between each district and the state. It sounds like
that ball is already rolling and we are delighted to hear that the Governor wants to include a
public health representative on the pre-K through 12 subcommittee.

The third is that you choose a Chief Education Officer who is committed to addressing health-
related barriers to learning, and that you ask that person to focus on these issues in their first year
and beyond.

Thank you for the consideration, and for your service. The Healthy Kids Learn Better coalition
will be back with more about the intersection of health and education at your March meeting.






February 7, 2012

Members of the Oregon Education Investment Board,

My son is a junior in high school. There are 20-25 kids in his classes and ~240 kids overall in the
school. Superb teachers who take them from bridge building to Ashland. No-cut sports and a
wide spectrum of other extracurricular activities. Not one poor kid. Not one English Learning
Learner. Community supported with a local option levy, a generous foundation, a new grade
school and a remodeled high school. So attractive, parents gladly pay tuition $11,900 per year,
doubling the state school funding formula of $5900 to maintain their operational spending for
each child at the higher level. Indeed, only 50% of operational funds come from public sources.

My son passed all his OAKS test last year. He loves it! He is a Beaverton “transfer student” to
Riverdale High School. At a recent community meeting to discuss the new open enrollment
policy, it felt awkward when a “tuition parent” asked me why our family doesn’t donate the
difference.

In the tight/loose arrangement of outcomes based budgeting, will the affluent Riverdale School
District feel the clamps because 100% of their kids are not proficient, perhaps not “college/career
ready”—especially since there are 6 (7?) dropouts? Really???*

How will the QEM work with the new "sustainable baselines of funding for all educational
entities and investment models that encourage innovation and reward success" as Tim Nesbitt
writes about in recent testimony submitted to the legislature?

Should administrators’ salaries be considered in outcomes based budgeting? In most recent
statistics, the top salary in the metro was nearly $250,000 for retired BSD superintendent Jerry
Colonna.? Beaverton accounts for 11 of the top 36 listed.

We left Beaverton because my son was bullied and his academic needs weren’t being met. He
was at risk of dropping out in 8" grade—and certainly not on a college/career trajectory.

| had been on the Language Arts and Literacy Adoption committee his 6™ grade year. When we
began discussions of middle school textbooks, a question was raised whether supplemental
materials covering conventions of writing was necessary. “This is optional?” I asked. My son
was not learning with peer editing and other new “best practices”. I wonder if Beaverton’s
learning targets for proficiency-based learning (e.g. "Demonstrate correct spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, and knowledge of grammar/usage appropriate for grade level")® have improved
outcomes for kids there since then.

Before the mathematics debate was “settled” by the National Mathematics Panel®, there was the
Oregon Math Leadership Institute, OMLI. OMLI had ten participating school districts, including

L http://schools.oregonlive.com/district/Riverdale/

2 http://schools.oregonlive.com/salaries/

¥ www.casamples.com/downloads/OR-Beaverton-6-8-AW.pdf
* http://www.nctm.org/news/content.aspx?id=14136





Beaverton.® Curriculum and pedagogy was “constructivist.” Group learning and discovery
mathematics didn’t work well for my son. I knew that kids with autism spectrum disorder were
worried about this curriculum and pedagogy. That’s why I made an attempt to disaggregate
results ® comparing OMLI elementary schools with a non-OMLI school that had similar
demographics and were within one mile of each other. Better results at the non-OMLI schools.

Math coaches were more like police in trying to maintain “fidelity” for this research project. So,
with approval from Superintendent Colonna, I “home schooled” him for math during his actual

mathematics class (a class led by an OMLI coach), generally finding a quiet corner on the stage
with the band instruments. The district did not share the OMLI research with parents.

Project Oregon Formative Assessment Resources’ has been running for almost 3 years. Is there
any evidence that the U. of O developed easyCBM has improved outcomes for any Oregon
students? Or is the 5 grade Hispanic student in the BSD taking the easyCBM (one of 57
standardized tests these children generally take) for no good reason?

Parent and community stakeholders must have a voice in the education of their children. Around
five years ago, the BSD began a data warehouse. The BSD is a member of the Project ALDER
data warehouse governance committee.® | have asked for the Project ALDER data sharing
agreement that has been submitted to the Attorney General’s office in December and have not
gotten a reply from Project ALDER staff. | worry about confidentiality and | worry about
conclusions made when research is not well designed or validated.

It seems that elected and appointed leaders are not asking about the financial, opportunity,
educational and societal costs of reforms that are promulgated nationally. Dr. Yong Zhao,
University of Oregon’s first Presidential Chair for Academic Extension”, outlines these concerns
so well in his blog, “Ditch Testing.” *°

High stakes testing isn’t going away with achievement compacts. I am extremely concerned that
Oregon’s waiver was submitted well before the February 21% deadline so that lawmakers would
feel compelled to pass legislation that averts the punitive “accountability” of NCLB.

This should not be the reason we divert more money to new, untested “accountability”
measures and unrealistic 40/40/20 outcomes. Invest in classroom teachers, quality
curriculum and after-school programs that nurture creativity, collaboration and critical
thinking!

Respectfully,

Kris Alman

® http://ormath.mspnet.org/

® http://kathyandcalvin.com/some-background-beaverton-math-struggle
" http://ofar.orvsd.org/

® http://alder.orvsd.org/content/data-warehouse-governance-committee
® http://education.uoregon.edu/feature.htm?id=2794

19 http://zhaolearning.com/?s=ditch+testing&x=0&y=0





Riverdale Elementary school

Math Reading Writing Science
Grade 34567 8103 4 5 6 7 8 10 4 710 5 810
District results 78 94 88 88 78 80 89 >95 >95 94 90 92 88 >95 73 82 88 >95 91 &5

Riverdale Grade School 75 93 90 90 79 81  >95 >95 >95 92 92 88 7076  >9592

Riverdale Middle school

Math Reading Writing Science

Grade 345678103 4 567 810 4 710 5 810
District results 78 94 88 88 78 80 89 >95 >95 94 90 92 88 >95 73 82 88 >95 91 85

Riverdale High school

Math Reading Writing Science
Grade 345678103 4 5678104 710 5 810
District results 78 94 88 88 78 80 89 >95 >95 94 90 92 88 >95 73 82 88 >95 91 85
Riverdale High School 90 >95 88 82
District data
Students . Teachers
Students Percentage Number  Total on free or English  Teachers’ with
in class of of on-time of students language  average ,
reduced . master’s
2011 grads dropouts enrolled learners experience
lunch degree
66 88% 7 566 0% 0.0% 13.6 years  90.5%

Click on a school name to see graduation data and other information about the school. Also, you can click on a
column header to sort the list various ways.

2011 Special Enrolled % of Number
School classeducation for 5th on-time  of
size diplomas year grads dropouts
Riverdale High School49 0 1 86% 6




http://schools.oregonlive.com/school/Riverdale/Riverdale-Grade-School/

http://schools.oregonlive.com/school/Riverdale/Riverdale-High-School/

http://schools.oregonlive.com/school/Riverdale/Riverdale-High-School/




Student Discipline Gap and Internal Systems

Days with Unexcused Late Arrival

September October November December

Monthly Ratio of Unexcused Arrivals/Attendance

September | October | November | December
0.33 0.47 0.38 0.08

Please choose one.
A} The detentions served for late arrivals, in Sept, Oct. and Nov., caused the sharp drop in December.

B} The District implemented schedule change, in early December, caused the sharp drop in December.
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Introduction: Ballot Measure 1

Oregon voters enacted Ballot Measure 1 in November 2000.

The Legislative Assembly shall appropriate in each biennium a sum of money
sufficient to ensure that the state’s system of public education meets quality goals
established by law, and publish a report that either demonstrates the
appropriation is sufficient, or identifies the reasons for the insufficiency, its
extent, and its impact on the ability of the state’s system of public education to
meet those goals.

The 2001 Oregon Legislative Assembly enacted ORS 171.857 specifying the content of the
report. The statute reads, in part,

.. .The Legislative Assembly in the report shall [:] [d]emonstrate that the amount
within the budget appropriated for the state’s system of kindergarten through
grade 12 public education is the amount of moneys as determined by the Quality
Education Commission . . . that is sufficient to meet the quality goals; or
[i]dentify the reasons that the amount appropriated for the state’s system of
kindergarten through grade 12 public education is not sufficient, the extent of the
insufficiency and the impact of the insufficiency on the ability of the state’s system
of kindergarten through grade 12 public education to meet the quality goals. In
identifying the impact of the insufficiency, the Legislative Assembly shall include
in the report how the amount appropriated in the budget may affect both the
current practices and student performance identified by the commission . . . and
the best practices and student performance identified by the commission. . . .

With regard to post-secondary public education, ORS 171.857 states:

The Legislative Assembly shall identify in the report whether the state’s system of
post-secondary public education has quality goals established by law. If there
are quality goals, the Legislative Assembly shall include in the report a
determination that the amount appropriated in the budget is sufficient to meet
those goals or an identification of the reasons the amount appropriated is not
sufficient, the extent of the insufficiency and the impact of the insufficiency on the
ability of the state’s system of post-secondary public education to meet those
quality goals.

In Pendleton School Dist. v. State of Oregon,? 18 school districts and 7 public school students
sought a declaratory judgment requiring that the Legislative Assembly fund the Oregon public
school system at a level sufficient to meet the quality educational goals established by law and a
mandatory injunction directing the Legislative Assembly to appropriate the necessary funds. The
Oregon Supreme Court ruled that “the legislature has failed to fund the Oregon public school
system at the level sufficient to meet the quality education goals established by law and that

! Article V111, Section 8(1), Oregon Constitution.
2345 OR 596, 200 P3d 133.





plaintiffs were entitled to a declaratory judgment to that effect. However, we also conclude that,
in adopting Article VI1II, section 8, Oregon voters did not intend to achieve the level of funding
required in that constitutional provision through judicial enforcement.

K-12 Quality Education Goals

Oregon’s Education Quality Goals

“Quality goals” for kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12) public education are specified in ORS
327.506, that references goals in the Oregon Educational Act for the 21* Century statutes found
in ORS chapter 329.%

Quality Education Commission

In 1997, Speaker of the House Lynn Lundquist created a council to outline an approach to
determine the cost of a quality K-12 public education. This effort was endorsed by then
Governor John Kitzhaber and subsequently codified by the Legislative Assembly in 2001. This
council became the Quality Education Commission (QEC).

Under ORS 327.506, the QEC is directed to:

1. Determine the amount of moneys sufficient to ensure that the state’s system of K-12
public education meets the quality goals.

2. Identify best practices that lead to high student performance and the costs of
implementing those best practices in the state’s K-12 public schools.

3. lIssue a report to the Governor and the Legislative Assembly, prior to August 1% of each
even-numbered year, that identifies:

Current practices in the state’s system of K-12 public education,
Costs of continuing current practices,

Expected student performance under current practices,

Best practices for meeting quality goals,

Costs of implementing the best practices,

Expected student performance under the best practices, and

At least two alternatives for meeting quality goals.

The QEC has developed the Quality Education Model (QEM) as a tool to depict Oregon’s K-12
education system with sufficient detail and accuracy to help policymakers understand how
schools allocate their resources, how various policy proposals affect funding needs, and how the
level of resources provided to schools is expected to affect student achievement. The QEM
describes and estimates the costs of activities that could be expected to result in identified

® ORS 329.007 (Definitions), ORS 329.015 (Educational goals), ORS 329.025 (Characteristics of school system),
ORS 329.045 (Revision of Common Curriculum Goals, performance indicators, diploma requirements, Essential
Learning Skills and academic content standards; instruction in academic content areas), and ORS 329.065
(Adequate funding required). The full text of these statutes can be found in Appendix A.





outcomes. Prototype schools at the elementary, middle, and high school levels are used as
exemplars of best practices research in effective and high performing schools. The prototype
schools are not intended to be prescriptive nor are schools required to expend funds as
recommended by the QEM.*

The 2010 QEC Report indicated that full funding of the QEM for the 2011-2013 biennium would
require $8.75 billion.” This is equivalent to $8,366/ADMw?® in the first year and $8,674/ADMw
in the second year.

The QEC offered two alternatives to funding the total figure identified by the QEM.

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.

Key examples of research-based strategies for boosting student achievement throughout the K-12
system include:

e 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.

e Developing strong district frameworks for the articulation of academic content
throughout the grades and the alignment of coursework with state assessments.

e 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.

e 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 2011-2013 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.®

* Quality Education Model Final Report, October 2010, pg. 8.

Qttp://www.ode.state.or.us/superintendent/priorities/revised—final—qualitv-education—model—october—2010—.pdf
Ibid, pg. 28.

® «“ADMw” refers to average daily membership, weighted; the student count plus special student weightings (ORS

327.013).

" QEM Report, pg. 3.

8 Ibid, pg. 4.
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Measures to Identify Progress toward Quality Goals

The QEM and its recommended funding levels are the state’s primary measure for determining
funding adequacy. With regard to student performance, the QEC looked to state standardized
assessments to measure progress toward quality goals but acknowledged that a single measure is
too narrow, in and of itself, to reflect the many dimensions of learning needed for students to
meet their full potential. This year’s QEM report included statewide data on student performance
on the Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAKS) tests for reading, math, science and
writing. The report also presented information on high school graduation rates, including the
cohort graduation rate for 2008-2009.°

Exhibit 1: Percent Meeting Math Standard
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® Ibid., pg. 30.






Exhibit 2: Percent Meeting Reading Standard
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Exhibit 3: Percent Meeting Science Standard
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Exhibit 4: Percent Meeting Writing Standard
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Exhibit 5: Oreqgon Graduation Rates
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To place Oregon’s student achievement within the national context, the QEC reported the
following:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e After increasing slightly, to 4.2 percent, in the 2006-2007 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 2007-2008 and to 3.4 percent in 2008 — 2009.
Additionally, the state’s graduation rate has been on the rise since 2006 — 2007.
According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Oregon’s 2007 — 2008
average cohort graduation rate (the number of graduates divided by the estimated count
of freshman four hears 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.™

Three additional measures, although not specifically related to student performance, have been
reviewed by this committee and its predecessors.

Achievement Gap

NAEDP results from Oregon’s 2009 assessments measured achievement gaps based on gender,
racial/ethnic identity, and eligibility for benefits through the National School Lunch program (a
commonly used indicator of economic disadvantage).

The largest gaps identified occurred between those students eligible for the National School
Lunch programs and their ineligible peers, black and white students, and Hispanic and white
students in all four categories (4™ grade reading and math and 8" grade reading and math). A
large gap was also identified between American Indian and white students in 4™ grade math
only. Medium gaps were identified between male and female students on 8" grade reading (with

% 1bid., pg. 34.





average score for males falling at the 38" percentile of females’ scores), and between American
Indian and white students on both 4™ grade reading and 8™ grade math. All other gaps were
determined to be small or statistically insignificant.™

Federal Criteria

The federal No Child Left Behind Act requires an annual determination of whether schools,
districts, and states have made adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward the goal of having all
students meet rigorous state academic standards by the 2013-2014 school year. Oregon’s final
AYP report for the 2009-2010 academic year indicates 892 Oregon schools (71.4 percent) met
AYP standards. Of the schools receiving federal Title | funds targeted for improving the
academic achievement of the disadvantaged, 473 (82.4 percent) met AYP standards compared to
419 (62.1 percent) of non-Title | schools.*

College Entry and Success

The number of newly admitted freshmen across the Oregon University System increased by 6.5
percent for the 2010-2011 academic year, pushing system-wide enrollment to a new high of
nearly 100,000. The number of Oregon resident first time freshman, however, declined by 2.1
percent. Retention rates for freshman continuing on to sophomore year increased to an all-time
high of 82.4 percent.’®

' Achievement Gaps in Oregon’s Results on the 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress.
http://www.ode.state.or.us/initiatives/naep/2009-naep-achievement-gaps.pdf

12 Statewide Report Card, 2009-2010, pg. 63. http://www.ode.state.or.us/data/annreportcard/rptcard2010.pdf
13 Oregon University System sees record enrollment of almost 97,000, student retention rates also increase
significantly. Oregon University System sees record enrollment of almost 97,000, student retention rates also
increase significantly | Oregon University System




http://www.ode.state.or.us/initiatives/naep/2009-naep-achievement-gaps.pdf
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2011-2013 K-12 Appropriation

Funding Sources

At the state level, Oregon’s K-12 public education budget draws from four funds: the General
Fund; Lottery Funds that are dedicated to economic development, education, and parks/salmon
habitat; Other Funds that are dedicated by law for specific purposes; and Federal Funds also
dedicated by law for specific purposes. School districts also draw upon local revenues from a
variety of sources including property taxes, the Common School Fund, and, historically, state
and federal timber taxes.

History of K-12 Appropriations

Oregon schools have historically received about 30 percent of their funding from state sources.
The passage of Ballot Measure 5 in 1990 limited the amount of local property taxes that can be
collected and used for schools. This shifted the bulk of school funding from local property tax to
the state’s General Fund. The state now provides approximately two-thirds of the K-12 public
education budget.

Exhibit 6 shows how per-student funding, adjusted for inflation, has declined over time. The
measure of inflation used, labeled the Education Price Index, is a weighted average of teacher
salary increases and health insurance premiums increases. This index better reflects actual price
increases in the education sector than does the Consumer Price Index.**

Exhibit 6: Inflation Adjusted Revenue per Student
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K-12 Appropriation Process

The process for determining each biennia’s K-12 appropriation begins with identification of the
essential budget level (EBL), defined as the cost to maintain current service levels. The EBL is
determined each legislative interim by the School Revenue Forecast Committee, which was
established by executive order in 1999. The EBL is consistent with the baseline budget level
used in the QEM prototype school approach. Assumptions made by the Committee for the 2009-
2011 EBL included, among other factors, an increase in personal services costs (including
average teacher salary and PERS) of 0.86 percent in 2009-2010 and 1.40 percent in 2010-2011,
and growth in student counts of 0.28 percent for the biennium.

2011-2013 K-12 Appropriation

The 2011-2013 legislatively adopted budget provides $5.71 billion in state support for K-12
school funding. Of the total K-12 budget, $5.155 billion is derived from General Fund support
and $556.9 million from lottery funds. The budget also included a $61 million contingency
related to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). Although no new funds are
available in 2011-2013, this amount was included for school and education service districts that
may not have fully drawn these resources prior to the close of the previous biennium. The
inclusion of these funds would bring the total budget to $5.77 billion. Excluding the $61 million
Federal Funds adjustment, the 2011-2013 legislatively adopted budget is less than one percent
lower than the 2009-2011 legislatively approved budget, and 2.8 percent higher than the
Governor’s recommended budget.™

For the 2011-2-13 school year, $125 million ($25 million General Fund and $100 million
transferred from the Education Stability Fund) will be deposited into a newly created State
School Fund subaccount for the purposes of distribution to school districts and programs,
excluding education service districts, which agree to utilize these resources for smaller class
sizes or to enhance learning opportunities. A school district or programs must provide a written
plan and proof of compliance to the Legislature by January 15, 2012.°

With the passage of SB 250 (2011), certain school districts are able to withdraw from ESDs and
the distribution of the State School Fund changed. The ESD allocation decreased from 4.75
percent to 4.5 percent and the school district distributions increased from 95.25 percent to 95.5
percent. Further, the measure created the Office of Regional Educational Services (ORES) to
establish best practice policies, benchmarks, provide training and support to ESD
superintendents, and make recommendations. ORES may expend up to $0.5 million per
biennium. School districts are expected to receive an additional $22.6 million and ESDs will
receive $23.1 million less with the implementation of the measure.’

> Analysis of the 2011-13 Legislatively Adopted Budget, pgs. 11. http://www.leg.state.or.us/comm/Ifo/2011-
13%20LAB.pdf

1% 1bid, pg. 12.

" 1bid, pg. 12.
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Exhibit 7: Distribution of General Fund and Lottery Funds
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Sufficiency Determination

It is the determination of the Joint Special Committee on Public Education Appropriation that the
amount of moneys appropriated for the 2011-2013 biennium for K-12 public education is

insufficient to meet the recommended funding levels of the QEC. The QEM estimates that state

funding of $8.75 billion for K-12 is required for 90 percent of Oregon students to meet the state’s
academic standards.'® The state appropriation for K-12 public education funding is $5.71 billion;
a difference of $3.04 billion.

As the chart in Exhibit 8 indicates, the legislatively adopted budget for K-12 education has never
equaled the amount recommended by the QEC. However, the current gap of $3.04 billion
(representing funding at 65 percent of the QEM) constitutes the largest gap to date.

Exhibit 8: Projected Oregon School Funding Gap
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Factors Leading to Insufficiency

All previous iterations of the constitutionally-mandated Ballot Measure 1 reports have
determined that funding insufficiencies resulted from inadequate revenue growth and rapid cost
increases in the delivery of educational services. Those factors continue to impact state spending
on K-12 public education.

Revenue Growth Historically

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."

In addition to the impact of tax limiting Ballot Measures, Oregon’s ability to increase funding in
2001-2003 and 2003-2005 was affected by the state’s economic recession and voter defeat of
two tax measures referred to voters by the Legislative Assembly: Ballot Measure 28 (January
2003) and Ballot Measure 30 (February 2004).

Ballot Measure 28 carried the option of increasing personal and corporate income tax rates for
three years. It was referred to voters by the Fifth 2002 Special Session of the Oregon Legislative
Assembly. Had it passed, it would have resulted in $95 million, or an additional 4.2 percent, for
K-12 public schools in 2002-2003.

The defeat of Measure 30 had the effect of implementing House Bill 5077 (2003) which reduced
the State School Fund by $284.6 million compared to the 2003 legislatively approved budget. In
addition, the State School Fund was reduced another $14.3 million because property tax revenue
that would have been available under Measure 30 did not materialize. The overall reduction in
the State School Fund was $298.9 million.

Revenue Growth Currently

Generally, the state revenue system, dominated by the personal income tax, remains highly
volatile over the short-term. This makes it difficult for the state to maintain adequate levels of
public services during economic downturns. State policymakers have taken steps to offset
revenue instability by the creation of the Education Stability Fund (2002) and the Rainy Day
Fund (2007), but risks to major programs remain substantial during periods of recession.

9 QEM Report, pg. 26.
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Because state revenue makes up roughly two-thirds of K-12 operating revenue, school finance
remains especially vulnerable to the volatility of the personal income tax.?°

Another factor contributing to volatility in state revenue is the two-percent surplus kicker. The
kicker provision in the Oregon Constitution requires that an income tax refund be mailed to
taxpayers following any biennium in which revenue has exceeded the state’s two-year budget
forecast by two percent or more. These refunds reduce personal income tax revenue for the year
in which they are issued.?* The surplus kicker revenue limit slows revenue growth during periods
of high growth, such as the 1990s, and reduces revenue further during recessionary periods such
as the 2001-2003 biennium and the 2007-2009 biennium, thereby exacerbating the impact of
recessions on the state General Fund.*

According to the September 2011 Summary of the Oregon Economic and Revenue Forecast: Led
by personal income tax collections, general fund revenues are posting large gains entering the
2011-13 biennium. Temporary factors will help support healthy growth in personal income tax
collections in the near term, but growth in collections will lose a steam in the second half of the
biennium. Corporate tax collections are now falling rapidly, with the boom in underlying
corporate profits having come to an end. Due in roughly equal parts to losses to labor earnings
and to investment forms of income, the outlook for the 2011-13 biennium is somewhat weaker
than what was predicted in the May 2011 forecast. The forecast for General Fund revenues for
2011-13 is now $13,816 million. This represents a decrease of $62.0 million (-0.4%) from the
May 2011 forecast. Excluding policy changes and fund transfers, general fund revenues are
expected to be $192.6 million (-1.4%) lower than in May.?®

Cost Increases

While revenues have declined, the number of Oregon students requiring specialized education
services, including English Language Learners, students identified as talented and gifted, and
those identified under the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), continues
to climb. Available state and federal revenues do not allow the state to provide adequate
resources to meet the recommended service levels identified in the QEM for any group of
students identified with specialized learning needs. Under the IDEA, Congress set a goal to fund
up to 40 percent of the average per pupil expenditure involved in educating students with
disabilities. This level of funding has never been realized. In 2009-2010, federal funds, not
including ARRA funds, covered only 17 percent of costs. The state also provides additional
revenue to offset some of the costs for districts that exceed the 11 percent cap and for students
with disabilities whose costs exceed $30,000 per year. This is done through two state school fund
instruments, the 11% Cap Waiver Fund and the High Cost Disability Fund. However, school
districts report that these funds can still fall short of actual costs. As a result, inadequate
resources are available to meet the mandates of IDEA and performance of students with
disabilities lags. The graduation rate for students on Individualized Education Plans (IEPs)

? Task Force on Comprehensive Revenue Restructuring, Final Report, January 2009, pg 3.
http://www.leg.state.or.us/comm/Iro/comprehensive%20revenue%20task%20force/final_report 012109.pdf
1 Ibid., pg. 10.

*2 Ibid., pg. 13.

2% Oregon Economic and Revenue Forecast Summary, September, 2011, pgs. 6-7,
http://oregon.gov/DAS/OEA/docs/economic/press0911.pdf
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receiving regular diplomas was 42 percent in 2009. Likewise, state law mandates that students
who are talented and gifted be identified for specialized services, but funding that has been made
available to serve this population of students has been inadequate.
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Impact of Insufficiency on School Districts

According to the QEC, 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 9-15 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 10

- 5" Grade Reading Forecast

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

30%

Percent Meeting Standard

20%
10%

0%

Year

Exhibit 11

B

Forecast

Actual

g Grade 5 with
Baseline Funding -

== Grade 5 with Full |-

QEM Funding

92-93 94-95 96-97 98-99 00-01 02-03 04-05 06-07 08-09

- 8" Grade Reading Forecast

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

Percent Meeting Standard

10%
0%

10-11 12-13 14-15

=

Forecast

Actual

—t—Grade 8 with

Baseline Funding [—

== Grade 8 with Full |—

QEM Funding

Year 92-93 94-95 96-97 98-99 00-01 02-03 04-05 06-07 08-09 10-11 12-13 14-15

18





Exhibit 11

- 10" Grade Reading Forecast
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Exhibit 13:

5" Grade Math Forecast
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Exhibit 15
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With regard to impacts upon current and best practices, the charts in Appendix B provide a

description

of the impact by comparing factors and outcomes at baseline funding, which is the

current level of funding, and full funding to implement best practices at each of the prototype

schools.
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Post-Secondary Quality Education Goals

Senate Bill 253 (2011) revised the mission and purpose of post-secondary education in Oregon
by establishing numerical goals to be achieved by 2025. These goals specify that at least 40
percent of adult Oregonians will earn a bachelor’s degree or higher; at least 40 percent will earn
an associate’s degree or post-secondary credential; and that the remaining 20 percent will earn a
high school diploma, extended or modified diploma, or the equivalent as their highest level of
educational attainment. Sponsors of the legislation and Legislative Counsel agree that, due to its
aspirational nature, this “40-40-20” plan does not establish the quality goals that would require a
determination of sufficiency under Ballot Measure 1.

The Post-Secondary Quality Education Commission (established by a 2007 Executive Order) has
developed a model designed to gauge the impact of improved performance in post-secondary
education on Oregon’s certificate and degree attainment rates. The model is designed primarily
to assess the impact of improved performance on a variety of educational measures — ranging
from high school graduation to college completion.? With its release of the model, the
commission recommended the following relatively low-cost strategies to improve retention and
graduation rates at two- and four-year institutions: Improving remedial/developmental education;
expansion of dual credit and advanced placement opportunities; identification and recruitment of
adults who have attended college, but not graduated.

% postsecondary Quality Education Commission, Scenarios for Achieving the 40% 40% 20% Goal in Oregon
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APPENDIX A
Oregon Educational Act for the 21% Century Selected Statutes

329.007 Definitions. As used in this chapter, unless the context requires otherwise:

(1) “Academic content standards” means expectations of student knowledge and skills adopted
by the State Board of Education under ORS 329.045.

(2) “Administrator” includes all persons whose duties require an administrative license.

(3) “Board” or “state board” means the State Board of Education.

(4) “Community learning center” means a school-based or school-linked program providing
informal meeting places and coordination for community activities, adult education, child care,
information and referral and other services as described in ORS 329.157. “Community learning
center” includes, but is not limited to, a community school program as defined in ORS 336.505,
family resource centers as described in ORS 417.725, full service schools, lighted schools and
21st century community learning centers.

(5) “Department” means the Department of Education.

(6) “English™ includes, but is not limited to, reading and writing.

(7) “History, geography, economics and civics” includes, but is not limited to, Oregon Studies.
(8) “Oregon Studies” means history, geography, economics and civics specific to the State of
Oregon. Oregon Studies instruction in Oregon government shall include municipal, county, tribal
and state government, as well as the electoral and legislative processes.

(9) “Parents” means parents or guardians of students who are covered by this chapter.

(10) “Public charter school” has the meaning given that term in ORS 338.005.

(11) “School district” means a school district as defined in ORS 332.002, a state-operated school
or any legally constituted combination of such entities.

(12) “Second languages” means any foreign language or American Sign Language.

(13) “Teacher” means any licensed employee of a school district who has direct responsibility
for instruction, coordination of educational programs or supervision of students and who is
compensated for such services from public funds. “Teacher” does not include a school nurse, as
defined in ORS 342.455, or a person whose duties require an administrative license.

(14) “The arts” includes, but is not limited to, literary arts, performing arts and visual arts.

(15) “21st Century Schools Council” means a council established pursuant to ORS 329.704.
[1995 ¢.660 §2; 1999 ¢.1023 §4; 1999 ¢.1029 §1; 2001 c.759 §1; 2003 ¢.303 82; 2007 ¢.858 §1]

329.015 Educational goals.

(1) The Legislative Assembly believes that education is a major civilizing influence on the
development of a humane, responsible and informed citizenry, able to adjust to and grow in a
rapidly changing world. Students must be encouraged to learn of their heritage and their place in
the global society. The Legislative Assembly concludes that these goals are not inconsistent with
the goals to be implemented under this chapter.

(2) The Legislative Assembly believes that the goals of kindergarten through grade 12 education
are:

(a) To equip students with the academic and career skills and information necessary to pursue the
future of their choice through a program of rigorous academic preparation and career readiness;
(b) To provide an environment that motivates students to pursue serious scholarship and to have
experience in applying knowledge and skills and demonstrating achievement;

(c) To provide students with the skills necessary to pursue learning throughout their lives in an
ever-changing world; and
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(d) To prepare students for successful transitions to the next phase of their educational
development.
[Formerly 326.710; 1995 ¢.660 §3; 2007 c.858 8§2]

329.025 Characteristics of school system. It is the intent of the Legislative Assembly to
maintain a system of public elementary and secondary schools that allows students, parents,
teachers, administrators, school district boards and the State Board of Education to be
accountable for the development and improvement of the public school system. The public
school system shall have the following characteristics:

(1) Provides equal and open access and educational opportunities for all students in the state
regardless of their linguistic background, culture, race, gender, capability or geographic location;
(2) Assumes that all students can learn and establishes high, specific skill and knowledge
expectations and recognizes individual differences at all instructional levels;

(3) Provides each student an education experience that supports academic growth beyond
proficiency in established academic content standards and encourages students to attain
aspirational goals that are individually challenging;

(4) Provides special education, compensatory education, linguistically and culturally appropriate
education and other specialized programs to all students who need those services;

(5) Supports the physical and cognitive growth and development of students;

(6) Provides students with a solid foundation in the skills of reading, writing, problem solving
and communication;

(7) Provides opportunities for students to learn, think, reason, retrieve information, use
technology and work effectively alone and in groups;

(8) Provides for rigorous academic content standards and instruction in mathematics, science,
English, history, geography, economics, civics, physical education, health, the arts and second
languages;

(9) Provides students an educational background to the end that they will function successfully in
a constitutional republic, a participatory democracy and a multicultural nation and world;

(10) Provides students with the knowledge and skills that will provide the opportunities to
succeed in the world of work, as members of families and as citizens;

(11) Provides students with the knowledge and skills that lead to an active, healthy lifestyle;
(12) Provides students with the knowledge and skills to take responsibility for their decisions and
choices;

(13) Provides opportunities for students to learn through a variety of teaching strategies;

(14) Emphasizes involvement of parents and the community in the total education of students;
(15) Transports children safely to and from school;

(16) Ensures that the funds allocated to schools reflect the uncontrollable differences in costs
facing each district;

(17) Ensures that local schools have adequate control of how funds are spent to best meet the
needs of students in their communities; and

(18) Provides for a safe, educational environment.

[Formerly 326.715; 1995 ¢.660 §4; 1999 ¢.1029 §2; 2003 c.303 §3; 2007 ¢.858 8§3; 2009 c.101
§2; 2009 ¢.843 8§1]
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329.045 Revision of Common Curriculum Goals, performance indicators, diploma
requirements, Essential Learning Skills and academic content standards; instruction in
academic content areas.

(1) In order to achieve the goals contained in ORS 329.025, the State Board of Education shall
regularly and periodically review and revise its Common Curriculum Goals, performance
indicators and diploma requirements. This includes Essential Learning Skills and rigorous
academic content standards in mathematics, science, English, history, geography, economics,
civics, physical education, health, the arts and second languages. School districts and public
charter schools shall maintain control over course content, format, materials and teaching
methods. The regular review shall involve teachers and other educators, parents of students and
other citizens and shall provide ample opportunity for public comment.

(2) The State Board of Education shall continually review and revise all adopted academic
content standards necessary for students to successfully transition to the next phase of their
education.

(3) School districts and public charter schools shall offer students instruction in mathematics,
science, English, history, geography, economics, civics, physical education, health, the arts and
second languages that meets the academic content standards adopted by the State Board of
Education and meets the requirements adopted by the State Board of Education and the board of
the school district or public charter school.

[Formerly 326.725; 1995 ¢.660 §6; 1999 ¢.200 829; 1999 ¢.1029 83; 2003 ¢.303 §5; 2007 ¢.858
84]

329.065 Adequate funding required. Nothing in this chapter is intended to be mandated
without adequate funding support. Therefore, those features of this chapter which require
significant additional funds shall not be implemented statewide until funding is available.
[Formerly 326.740]
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APPENDIX B

2010 QUALITY EDUCATION MODELBASELINE/PROTOTYPE COMPARISONS

PROTOTYPE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - 340 STUDENTS

Kindergarten

Baseline Prototype
Half-day

Fully-Funded
Prototype
Full-day

Difference
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, 3.5FTE 50FTE Adds 1.5 FTE
library/media, second language, or child development
Special education licensed staff 25FTE 3.0FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
English as a second language licensed staff 0.5FTE 10FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Licensed substitute teachers $93 per student $93 per student
On-site instructional improvement staff None 05FTE 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 Limited Summer school, after- Additional
students school programs, programs for
Saturday school, 20% of students
tutoring, etc.
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

5th grade = 77%

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% nla
5th grade = 76%
Math 3rd 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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PROTOTYPE MIDDLE SCHOOL - 500 STUDENTS

Baseline Prototype

Fully-Funded
Prototype

Difference

Class size in core subjects of math, English, science, social studies, 23 22, with maximum Cuts average class
second language class size of 29 in core size by 1 in core
academic subjects 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 15FTE 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 45FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0FTE
Counselors One for every 333 One for every 250 Adds 0.5 FTE
students students
Licensed substitute teachers $93 per student $93 per student
On-site instructional improvement staff None 10FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Instructional support staff 10.0 FTE 10.0 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20% of Limited Summer school, after- Additional
students school programs, programs for
Saturday school, 20% of students
tutoring, etc.
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 | 4 additional days
training
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% nla
Math 71% n/a
Percent of students expected to meet standards by 2013-14
Reading 76% 81%
Math 76% 81%
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PROTOTYPE HIGH SCHOOL — 1,000 STUDENTS

Baseline Prototype

Fully-Funded
Prototype

Difference

Class size in core subjects of math, English, science, social studies, 23 21, with maximum Cuts average class
second language class size of 29 in core size by 2 in core
academic subjects subjects
Staffing in core subjects 42.0 FTE 440 FTE Adds 2.0 FTE
Extra teachers in math, English, and science 1.0 FTE 3.0FTE 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 525 FTE Adds 0.25 FTE
Alternative education and special programs 25FTE 25FTE
Media/Librarian 1.0 FTE 1.0 FTE
Counselors One for every 333 One for every 250 Adds 1.0 FTE
students students
Licensed substitute teachers $93 per student $93 per student
On-site instructional improvement staff None 1.0FTE Adds 1.0 FTE
Instructional support staff 20.0 FTE 20.5FTE Adds 0.5 FTE
Additional instruction time for students not meeting standards: 20% of Limited Summer school, after- Additional
students school programs, programs for
Saturday school, 20% of students
tutoring, etc.
Professional development time for teachers 3days 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% nla
Math 54% nla
Percent of students expected to meet standards by 2013-14
Reading 74% 79%
Math 61% 67%
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76" LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
JOINT SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC EDUCATION APPROPRIATION

State Capitol

900 Court St. NE, Rm, 453
Salem, OR 97301
503-986-1664

January 18, 2012

The Honorable Peter Courtney, President

The Honorable Bruce Hanna, Co-Speaker
The Honorable Amie Roblan, Co-Speaker
Oregon State Legislature '

900 Court Strect NE

Salem, OR 97301

Oregon Education Investment Board
Governor’s Office
155 Cottage Street, NE, Third Floor
Salem, OR 97301

RE: Report on Adequacy of Public Education Funding as Required by Article VII, Section 8, of
the Oregon Constitution

President Courtney, Co-Speaker Hanna, Co-Speaker Roblan and Members of the Oregon
Education Investment Board,

The Joint Special Committee on Public Education Appropriation met in September and
November of 2011 and fulfilled its constitutional and statutory obligations to accept the enclosed
Report on the Adequacy of Public Education Funding. During the course of its deliberations,
Committee members articulated significant concerns regarding both the content of the report and
the process by which it was developed. It is hoped that the recommendations contained in this
letter will inform future actions of the OFIB as well as the Legislature’s education committees
with regard to the work of the Quality Education Commission.

This process was established by Ballot Measure 1 which Oregon voters passed in 2000.

The Legislative Assembly shall appropriate in each biennium a sum of money
sufficient to ensure that the state’s system of public education meets quality goals
established by law, and publish a report that either demonstrates the
appropriation is sufficient, or identifies the reasons for the insufficiency, its
extent, and its impact on the ability of the state’s system of public education to
meet those goals.






The 2001 Oregon Legislative Assembly enacted ORS 171.857 specifying the content of the
report. The statute reads, in part,

.. .The Legislative Assembly in the report shall [:] [d]emonstrate that the amount
within the budger appropriated for the state’s system of kindergarten through
grade 12 public education is the amount of moneys as determined by the Quality
Education Commission . . . that is sufficient to meet the quality goals; or
[i]dentify the reasons that the amount appropriated for the state’s system of
kindergarten through grade 12 public education is not sufficient, the extent of the
insufficiency and the impact of the insufficiency on the ability of the state’s system
of kindergarten through grade 12 public education to meet the quality goals In
identifying the impact of the insufficiency, the Legislative Assembly shall include
in the report how the amount appropriated in the budget may affect both the
current practices and student performance identified by the commission . . . and
the best practices and student performance identified by the commission. . . .

With regard to post-secondary public education, ORS 171.857 states:

The Legislative Assembly shall identify in the report whether the state’s system of
post-secondary public education has quality goals established by law. If there
are quality goals, the Legislative Assembly shall include in the report a
determination that the amount appropriated in the budget is sufficient fo meet
those goals or an identification of the reasons the amount appropriated is not
sufficient, the extent of the insufficiency and the impact of the insufficiency on the
ability of the state’s system of post-secondary public education to meet those
quality goals.

In each of the last five biennia, the Quality Education Commission has reported its Quality
Education Model o the Legislative Assembly, and a Joint Special Committee has produced a
report explaining why moneys appropriated for education were not adequate to fully fund it. The
funding gap has increased from $1.64 billion in 2001-2003 to $3.04 billion in 2011-2013 (with
one funding gap decrease in 2007-2009).

After ten years’ experience with this process of justifying inadequate funding of public
education, and in the light of impending structural changes contemplated by the OEIB, the
Committee believes that it is time to review this process in order to maintain any sort of
relevance to current-education funding practices.

To that end, it is the recommendation of the Joint Special Committee on Public Education
Appropriation that the Oregon Education Investment Board review the functions of the Quality
Education Commission and the content of the Quality Education Model with an eye to absorbing
the Commission and taking upon itself the duty to determine what constitutes a quality
education.

Additionally, the Committee recommends that future Reports on the Adequacy of Public
Education Funding include the following additional information:






[a—y

. Specific information regarding academic performance of racial/ethnic/socio-economic
subgroups.

™2

. Impact of PERS, health insurance and inflation on education cost increases.

3. Discussion of the correlation between spending and educational achievement,

4. Comparison of achievement of Oregon students with those in other countries.
Finally, the Committee recommends that the House Education Committee and the Senate
Education and Workforce Development Committee consider the issues raised by the Report on
Adequacy of Public Education Funding and the recommendations contained herein.
Sincerely,

Kol Mo —

Sen, Rod Monroe, Co-Chair

B A
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Parents Together

A Coalition of Parent Groups in Oregon

Oregon PTA, Oregon Save Our Schools (Oregon SOS), Oregon Parental Information and Resource Center
(Oregon PIRC), Oregon Afterschool for Kids (Oregon ASK), Albina Head Start, CORE-Calling Oregon to Re-
Invest in Education

Dear Members of the Oregon Education Investment Board:

As members of several large parent organizations in our state, we want to voice our
interest in the changes you are planning for Oregon’s educational system. We want to
partner with you to make meaningful changes that will impact children’s academic and
lifelong success.

We ask six things of you

* 7

Include parents* in your decisions and in the change process. Education
reform cannot succeed without them.

Invest in children, not high stakes testing. Provide relief from the rules,
mandates, and narrow-minded focus on standardized testing that undermine
love of learning and straitjacket our schools. Simple metrics are not an indicator
of the education of a whole child or a measure of engaged learning.

Make changes based on the best research on how children learn, and design
systems to support their growing minds.

Create a system that assures that parents are welcome and integrally involved
in the education of their child.

Support the creativity, commitment and compassion of excellent teachers.
Research shows that parents trust the experience and training of their child's
teacher. Respect the professionalism of teachers, include them on a deeper level
in the education reform and policy-making process and design their evaluations
so they can grow in their profession. Work with administrators and unions to
help identify and move ineffective teachers out of the classroom.

Take care when you think about centralizing education decisions at the state;
local solutions owned by community members are at the heart of public
education.

Parents” refers to any primary caregivers, family members, custodians or other caring adults.
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We appreciate our state’s concern with improving the education of our
children. Central to this improvement is changing from a test driven model to a system
that is responsive to the needs of students and their families. Governor Kitzhaber has
demonstrated strong leadership in health care, and his vibrant interest in education is
valued. We are particularly pleased with the emphasis on early education, the goal of
assuring that children enter kindergarten ready for school, the recognition of 3rd grade
reading as an educational keystone, and the intent to coordinate transitions between
different levels of schooling. The Governor is right: our children cannot wait. But,
children do not exist in isolation from families, and we are writing to request that you
include parents as an essential component of educational success and the reform
process.

We preface our comments about the current reform efforts by noting two things:
¢ The Oregon Quality Education Model is widely accepted as a prototype for
educating our children; current reforms should continue to build on this model.
¢ In order to improve outcomes in education, Oregon must invest adequate money
in education and to do that, the state must revamp its state revenue system.

A Different Kind of Compact

We know you are tasked with an enormous responsibility to create an effective
educational system that yields results. We support your efforts; and we have some
concerns as you embark on this endeavor. There has been much discussion about
Achievement Compacts, which we understand to be agreements between the Oregon
Education Investment Board and local school districts. While we understand that OEIB
is looking at education systemically, we see that no mention has been made of what we
believe to be the core educational compact:

Education is a compact between students, teachers and parents.
Everything else in our educational system should be designed to support
the vitality of those interactions.

It is through this very real compact that children build confidence in their ability to take
risks, experience success, cope with failure, are challenged to think critically, learn to
enjoy education, absorb information, build curiosity, have the courage to respond
creatively to new situations, and ultimately, learn. These are the traits that create high
performing students. These are the traits that will build our state’s economic
sustainability. These are the traits that will help us approach the 40-40-20 goal.
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The outcomes that we, as parents and citizens of the state of Oregon, want for all
Oregon children emerge from a well-rounded education that offers critical thinking
skills to prepare students for a global society. They do not emerge from a bare-bones
core curriculum, from narrow metrics, from state-controlled achievement compacts,
from standardized testing, or from mechanistic changes in the way we evaluate
teachers. Those measures, despite the best intentions, limit curriculum, rob good
teachers of creative methodologies, “standardize” our students instead of actualizing
their potential, and ignore the powerful influences of race and -socioeconomic status.

The Absence of Parents in OEIB’s Proposals

Research has long held that the most significant influence on a child’s success is his
relationship with one caring adult, most often a parent. Over emphasis on metrics
diminishes the value of such a relationship. While many participants on the OEIB are
parents, no one directly represents the interests of parents as a positive and necessary
factor in the academic and social success of children. No one speaks out to assure that
parent involvement in schools is a genuine, dynamic, programmatic, committed and
integral part of the educational process. No one has articulated the barriers that diverse
parents face in participating in their child’s education.

Even test scores reflect the effectiveness of a parent’s involvement in his child’s
education. PISA (Program for International Student Success which assesses 15
year old youth internationally) results published in late 2011 confirm that
parents’ involvement with their child —regardless of socioeconomic status—gave
the child a significant performance advantage on PISA test scores. (Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2009 study by Andreas Schleicher).

These relationships that are so essential to school success do not emerge from text books
and they cannot be measured by standardized tests, but they are the underpinning of an
educated and thriving community. They are the backbone of a creative community that
develops new ideas into economic engines. They are the foundation of a responsible
community that pays taxes and deliberates on issues of public interest.

Why Parents Should Be Involved in Educational Reform

Education is not a corporate endeavor reproducing widgets, but under NCLB, it has
become a business of winning the highest scores on international tests and
standardizing results. Educating children is a creative process that emerges when
caring, smart adults guide a child to her or his highest potential. It is about growing
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talents, discovering interests, cultivating focus, developing values, understanding
culture, being challenged, and contributing to society.

Parents know and understand this discovery process; policy makers don’t
always remember it. Without parents, reforms rarely move forward and
children struggle to succeed. Parents are fierce advocates for their children and
can be great campaigners for the success of their child’s school and all children
that attend. The best policy and politics cannot override their commitment and
determination. They must be part of the planning, the visioning and the
solution. It is startling how often parents are the forgotten partner in education
even though children spend far more time with their parents than in school. In
truth, the school system is a way to help parents educate their children.

Parents as Partners in Change

While every person on the OEIB is accomplished and seasoned, we challenge you to use
this opportunity to dig deep into your knowledge and understanding of how a child
learns and act to create better results for all children. Our educational system needs
major change, but simply re-forming the governance structure and setting new and
more challenging outcomes will not accomplish that. Please do not let this be another
example of re-form without change.

Parents want to be partners with you in this process. We do not want to stop reform;
we do not want to halt change. We want to understand how the changes you propose
will actually be better for children. We want to join you in thoughtful decisions and
meaningful shifts that help children learn. We can be your best champions.

Let’s do this together.

Jackee Duvall Betsy Salter Ronnie Herndo

President Member Director, Albina Head Start

Oregon PTA Oregon SOS Chair, National Head Start Association
= 1 W*— f

Beth Unverzagt Debbie Ellis Jennifer Schuberth

Director Project Director Co-founder

Oregon ASK Oregon PIRC CORE
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Google, Inc. Foundation
Hospital Corporation of Simmons Media Group
TN L) Alfred P. Sloan Foundation
Hevl}’he&;ggtcil;i‘lrd Company SunGard Higher Education

Lumina Foundation Tenet Healthcare

Wasatch Property Management
Zions Bank

Marriott Foundation
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 Private, Nonprofit

» Over 30,000 students

« 13,729 total graduates (4,841 in 2011)
Growing over 30% annually

Online

Affordable

 Accredited
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A New Model in Higher

| Education |
- Technology based

» Competency-based
— Tied to employer needs
— Mastery of content

 Personal mentoring
e Accelerated
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‘@Competency based Education
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« Competencies developed by industry
experts and implemented by course faculty

o Students demonstrate what they know and
can do

« Competency set and assessed by third party
» No grades or “seat-time” required

» Holds learning constant and time to
completion varies
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Personal Mentoring
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 Dedicated mentor assigned to each student
» Mentors are full-time WGU faculty

» Mentor stays with student as a partner, coach,
advisor, teacher and motivator from the
beginning through graduation

With the mentor, the student builds a
personalized graduation plan which
establishes pacing through the program
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Acceleration

» Students know different things and learn at
different rates

o Students learn at their own pace

» All graduates have demonstrated mastery of
all required competencies

 Average time to graduation is 30 months (Vvs.
60 months national average)
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Online & Term-based

 Go to class anytime, anyplace

e Focus on adult learners with some
college but no degree

 SIX month terms
* Terms begin every month
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Assessments

* Objective
 Performance
 Projects & Portfolios

 Capstone Projects for Master’s
Degree Programs

 Online Proctoring Technology
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WGU offers over 50 bachelor’'s and master’s
degrees In four high-need areas

 Business

 Information Technology
» Teacher Education
 Health Professions
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WGU Tuition

 Application Fee: $65

Tuition: $2890 per 6 month term

MBA & Nursing: $3250

Flat rate per 6 month term

Self supporting on Tuition
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Regionally Accredited
NWCCU * Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities

INorrHwesT CoMMISSION ON
Cowreces aND UNIVERSITIES

(NWCCU)
Nationally Accredited
« Distance Education and Training Council (DETC)
Teachers College Accreditation
 National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
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NCATE AT
A NCATE ncraes (Note: WGU is the only exclusively online institution in the nation to receive
NCATE accreditation)
e College of Health Professions
*}ﬁgmmg « Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education (CCNE)
Education
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Current WGU Student Population

« Working adults with some competencies

Average age Is 36
70% work full time

75% from underserved populations

*Rural Minority *Low-income eFirst Generation College Student

79% of undergrad students receive Federal Financial Aid
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. Approxmately 500 students 250 Graduates

/5% from underserved student populations
» Average age Is 38

 Evenly spread across our degree programs
A student in almost every county
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Include In postsecondary strategic planning
 Expand access without recurring state funds

Introduce and recommend to working adults, CC
graduates, and employers

WGU students access to available need based aid

Partner to support health or teaching professions
One-time projects for dislocated workers
Retrieval for adults with some college but no degree

wgu.edu/nea | 866.225.5948






2/7/12 OEIB Meeting
Agenda Items #2- 6
Reviewed at Board Meeting 1/3/12

December 29, 2011

To: Oregon Education Investment Board Members
From: Tim Nesbitt

Re: 10-Year Budgeting Process

This is to provide an introduction to the Governor’s Ten-Year Plan for Oregon Project and the
development of his 2013-15 budget for the state’s education programs. A more detailed presentation
on the project has been scheduled for your February 7 meeting.

A preliminary list of the program budgets which will comprise the education category is attached.

The process will begin with the Governor’s appointment of a Program Funding Team, comprised of
persons external to state government, who will make recommendations to the Governor for what should
be funded in the Governor's Recommended Budget for 2013-15.

Given your role as the investment board for education, whose mission aligns perfectly with the
Governor’s vision for investing in programs by focusing on outcomes, the Governor invites your
participation in the following ways:

1. The Governor would like a member of your Board to join the Program Funding Team, if feasible,
based on his/her availability and ability to commit the time needed to complete the funding team
process (see below);

2. Your Board should continue to work from the outcomes you have adopted and develop key
indicators and measures of progress that incorporate our 40/40/20 goals for college and high school
completion and can be used to inform the budget building process for the next biennium;

3. Your Board will have the opportunity to provide input and responses to the Program Funding Team;
and,

4. Your Board will provide your own recommendations to the Governor on his 2013-15 education
program budget separate from the recommendations of the Program Funding Team.

Program Funding Team

Program Funding Teams will be appointed by the Governor to assume oversight of the development of
his budget for 2013-15 in seven outcome areas: education; healthy people; economy and jobs; healthy
environment; livable communities; safety; and, improving government.

Each Program Funding Teams will be comprised of five members external to state government who
have demonstrated expertise and experience in the policies of their assigned outcome area. A majority
of team members should be financially independent from the budget process, i.e. not dependent on
employment by or funding for a state-funded service provider, and not already involved in the budget
process on behalf of state boards or commissions.





Program Funding Team members will be appointed by the Governor in early March, receive training
and orientation later that month and commit intensive time to budget development meetings, averaging
15 hours a week, during June and again from mid-September to mid-October.

Please let us know if you are interested in serving in that capacity.

Schedule and OEIB Involvement

The schedule for the budget development process and the access points for your Board are shaping up
as follows:

2012 Timeline Program Funding Team OEIB
March Governor appoints Team and | Begins to develop indicators and
directs them to seek input from | measures of progress to apply to 2013-
the OEIB. 15 budget.
Training and orientation.
April Finalizes indicators and measures of
progress.

Identifies promising targets and
priorities for investments.

May Meets with OEIB. Meets with Program Funding Team to
review OEIB’s outcomes, indicators
and measures of progress and
promising targets and priorities.

June Intensive review of budget
requests to set priorities to
achieve outcomes. (15 hours

per week).

July-August Meets with OEIB. Meets with Program Funding Team for
briefing on the status of the Team’s
work and to provide recommendations
to the Team for the final budget
recommendations.

Sept. — Oct. Intensive review of budget

requests to develop final
budget recommendations for
Governor. (15 hours per week
from 9/15 to 10/15).

Oct. — Nov. Meets with OEIB. Meets with Program Funding Team for
briefing on the Team’s final
recommendations to the Governor.
OEIB provides its own
recommendations to the Governor as
needed.
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Oregon Education Investment Board

Tuesday, February 7, 2012
1:00 PM -5:00 PM

JOHN KITZHABER Land Board Conference Room

Governor of Oregon

OEIB Chair Department of State Lands
775 Summer Street NE

NANCY GOLDEN Salem, OR 97301

Chair Designee

RICHARD

ALEXANDER AGENDA

JULIA BRIM-EDWARDS | 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.

YVONNE CURTIS

MATTHEW DONEGAN
SAMUEL HENRY 1. Welcome and Introductions
NICHOLE MAHER 2. Review of Actions Taken at Meeting of Jan. 3, 2012

MARK MULVIHILL
3. Report and Discussion: Community Forums

DAVID RIVES
RON SAXTON 4. Legislation and Plans for Implementaion of Achievement Compacts
MARY SPILDE e HB 4165: Early Learning Council proposals
e SB 1581: Chief Education Officer authority and achievement compacts
KAY TORAN e Implementation plans for achievement compacts
JOHANNA
VAANDERING 5. Presentation: Western Governors University

Advisors e Scott Jenkins, Director of External Relations, Western Governors University

Susan Castillo

Supt. of Public Instruction . .
P 6. Presentation: Ten-Year Budgeting Process

Camille Preus e Sarah Miller, Strategic Initiatives Manager, Office of Chief Operating Officer
Commissioner of

Community Colleges and
Workforce Development | 7. Report on Chief Education Officer Recruitment and Selection

George Pernsteiner .
Chancellor of the Oregon | 8. Update on ESEA/NCLB Waiver

University System

Josette Green 9. Briefing on Ethics Statutes

Oregon Student Access e Lynn Rosik, Senior Assistant Attorney General
Commission

Staff 10. Correspondence

Tim Nesbitt

11. Public Testimony

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.




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



12. Adjournment

All meetings of the Oregon Education Investment Board are open to the public and will conform to Oregon public meetings laws. The upcoming
meeting schedule and materials from past meetings are posted online. 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.







Comparing NCLB with Oregon’s ESEA Flexibility Request

Under No Child Left Behind

Under Oregon’s ESEA Flexibility Request

Annual Targets

Schools and districts are subject to federal
proficiency targets for standardized tests in
English Language arts and math and 4 and
5-year cohort graduation rates. The AYP
targets increase by a set interval each year
until requiring all students to achieve 100%
proficiency in 2014.

Achievement compacts between the OEIB
and the district will contain annual goals
(targets) in key areas (such as reading &
math proficiency, 9" grade on-track, and
graduation rates). Districts will be
responsible for ensuring their schools
contribute to the district’s achievement of
targets.

Subgroup
Performance

Schools and districts required to meet AYP
for each of 10 subgroups (students with
disabilities, Limited English Proficient,
economically disadvantaged, white, black,
Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American
Indian/Alaska Native, and multi-
racial/multi-ethnic).

For each school and district, Oregon will
continue to report disaggregated data on
the performance of all 10 subgroups. To
determine focus & priority schools, Oregon
will use a methodology that considers the
growth and graduation rates for the
following 4 subgroups combined: (1)
historically underserved racial/ethnic groups
(black, Hispanic, American Indian/Alaska
Native, and multi-racial/multi-ethnic; (2)
students with disabilities; (3) Limited English
Proficient; and (4) economically
disadvantaged.

School Ratings -
Federal

For schools to meet AYP all students as a
whole group, and all demographic
subgroups must meet participation and
performance targets in each content area,
as well as targets for attendance
(elementary/middle) or graduation (high).
If any one group misses a single target in
any one category, this results in a
designation of not meeting AYP.

About 15-20% of the lowest performing
schools will be identified as “priority
schools” or “focus schools,” based on
proficiency, growth, subgroup growth,
graduation rate and subgroup graduation
rate. About 10% of the highest performing
schools will be identified as “model schools”
based on the same methodology.

School Ratings —
Oregon Report
Card

Currently, schools are rated as
“Outstanding”, “In Need of Improvement”
and “Satisfactory” based on an

achievement index and, to a lesser extent,

AYP performance.

In 2011-12, the current Oregon report card
will rate schools in the same way, except
that the graduation rate target will increase
by 2% and AYP will not be used. In 2012-13
and beyond, Oregon will develop an
improved report card that will (1) look at
individual student growth; (2) put
substantial weight on graduation and
subgroup graduation, to ensure the
40/40/20 Goal can be met; and (3) use
measures beyond standardized testing in
math and reading.

2/7/12 OEIB Meeting
Agenda Item # 8-2






Comparing NCLB with Oregon’s ESEA Flexibility Request

Under No Child Left Behind

Under Oregon’s ESEA Flexibility Request

Identifying
Schools in Need of
Support

Title | schools that fail to meet AYP for 2 or
more years are put in federal
“Improvement Status.” More than 250 of
Oregon’s 594 Title | schools (42%) are
projected to be in Improvement Status in
2012-13 under NCLB.

Oregon will use a methodology that
considers proficiency, growth, subgroup
growth, graduation & subgroup graduation
to identify the lowest-performing
approximately 15-20 % of Title | schools
(priority and focus schools).

Supports and
Interventions

For schools in Improvement Status, NCLB
requires that all students in that school be
provided the opportunity to transfer to a
school that is not in improvement status,
and requires the district to provide student
in that school with supplemental education
services, which are out-of-school tutoring
services provided by a private entity
approved by the state.

For priority and focus schools, ODE and the
district will jointly undertake a deeper
diagnosis to determine the areas in which
the school and district are struggling. Based
on the results of the deeper diagnosis —

and in collaboration with the school and
district leadership and staff, parents, and
community — the district will develop a
Comprehensive Achievement Plan that
specifically addresses plans for improvement
and support at each priority and focus
school.

Required Financial
Set-Asides

All districts with schools in improvement
status are required to set-aside 20% of
their Title IA funds for school choice
transportation (giving students the right to
transfer to another school not in
improvement status) and supplemental
education services (provided to individual
students by a list of non-district, private
providers). Districts in improvement are
also required to set aside 10% of the total
district Title IA allocation for staff
development.

ODE estimates that if NCLB remains in
effect during 2012-13, districts would be
required to set aside $35-45 million for
transportation and supplemental education
services.

The amounts of Title IA funds that a district
is asked to set-aside will vary based on the
Intervention Level; and be directly related to
implementation of the supports and
interventions identified in the
Comprehensive Achievement Plan.

2/7/12 OEIB Meeting
Agenda Item # 8-2
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Description of Revisions Made to ESEA Flexibility Request Following Public Comment
Consultation

This section was revised to include the survey, webinars, and multiple in person and phone outreach
events conducted by ODE and the Governor’s office, that took place in late December and January.
The section then describes some of the substantive changes that you see described here, with an
emphasis on those changes that resulted from stakeholder and public feedback.

Overview

To provide background on Oregon, a section describing demographics of Oregon schools and
districts was added. To guide the reader, a revised “roadmap” was added to address what work
Oregon has done, and plans for continuing, based on each of the principles that guide the ESEA
application.

Common Core State Standards (Section 1)

To address comments raised by stakeholders and the CCSSO pre-review panel, this section was
restructured to make it easier to delineate what work has already been done, and what still needs to
be done. More clear description of the state's plans and commitment to increasing capacity to fully
support the difficult and important work outlined in the waiver was included, as well as a detailed
timeline. The application attempted to better describe plans for ensuring that common core
implementation is supported at the classroom level through a plan for professional development and
plans for supporting the needs of students with disabilities and English language learners.

Existing Oregon Report Card for 2011-12 (Section 2.A.i)

One change was made to the section that describes plans for adopting this year’'s Oregon School
Report Cards to the waiver, which was to describe how a model, focus or priority school would be
identified on the report card. The draft waiver stated the focus, priority or model label would be
added to the existing labels required by Oregon law of “Satisfactory”, “Outstanding”, and “In Need of
Improvement.” To reduce labeling of schools, and to reduce confusion, the section was revised to
indicate only that the schools identification as a focus, priority and reward school would appear
somewhere on the 2012 report card.

New Oregon Report Card (Section 2.A.i)

Some revisions were made to the table that projects potential new measures to be put in place
(removal of consideration of a “lowest 25% subgroup” and of “by 21” graduation rate) based on
feedback from NGA that these were unnecessarily confusing.

We also clarified that we want to make sure that whatever growth model is ultimately selected for a
new Oregon Report Card is sufficiently ambitious to ensure college and career readiness for all
students. The section previously said this, but in language that readers did not find clear.

We also deleted an unverified statement that Oregon is one of 2 states to have an achievement gap
that is widening, and converted language with respect to using ELPA to measure English language
arts to a section of potential recommendations around developing a separate growth model for
measuring English language proficiency.





Identifying Model, Focus and Priority Schools (Sections 2.C.i & ii, 2.D.i &ii, 2.E.i & ii)

The primary changes to this section were not substantive, but rather an attempt to make the section
considerably more readable despite the dense technical information that must be presented.

Substantive changes did include:

Identifying about 10 percent (rather than 5 percent) of Title | schools in the model schools
identification to ensure representation from among schools with the most severe poverty;

Revising the methodology to ensure that alternative schools are not overrepresented in the
identification of priority & focus schools (this was intent before but it was unclear in first draft)

Based on feedback from NGA and CCSSO, we added description of the process that ODE
will use to rate small schools and K-2 schools so that all Oregon schools can ultimately
receive a rating

Achievement Compacts (Section 2.B)

The language in this section was revised to better align with the current LC 160 and to address
guestions arising from CCSSO panel. The following was added:

Ensuring the achievement compact includes multiple measures focused on closing the
achievement gap;

Including the role for teachers, parents and community in the development of achievement
compact goals

Clarifying that the achievement compacts will set goals for districts, but that the districts will
have the authority to set school level objectives that will allow the district to meet its goals.
This process will be informed by the ratings that will be provided to schools in the context of
the Oregon report card and the methodology for differentiating the performance of schools
included therein.

Supports and Interventions (Sections 2.D iii & iv, 2.E.iii & iv)

The bulk of substantive revisions occurred in this section. The revisions were made in order to (1)
make the section more clear and readable;(2) respond to feedback around the timeline and process
for determining the intervention “level” of a focus or priority school; (3) respond to feedback around
who would be engaged by the state to do the deeper diagnosis and provide support to districts.
Specifically,

Some criteria were set out to aid the Superintendent in those engaged in deeper diagnosis in
determining the appropriate level of intervention

The application was revised to ensure the state has the ability to use Level 3 intervention as
soon as 2013 for the most struggling schools; and

The potential intervention description was revised to express the state's commitment to
ensuring that tutoring and transfer options with reasonable transportation are considered
where diagnosis reveals them to be an appropriate intervention for meeting students' needs
in a focus or priority school.

The qualifications that should be used by ODE in selecting coaches / mentors /reviewers
was added to ensure priority and focus schools are well-qualified and supported





Teacher / Leader Evaluation & Support (Section 3)

The primary change to this section was ensuring the timeline for implementation of locally developed
teacher evaluation and support systems, and the technical assistance that will be provided to
districts, are consistent with SB 290. The first draft had listed 2013-14 as a pilot year for teacher
evaluations; this was revised to indicate that districts would launch an evaluation in 2013-14, but that
ODE would work to provide guidance and support necessary to ensure the criteria in the guidelines
that will be developed under the waiver are implemented by 2014-15.

The section also attempts to better describe the assistance that will be provided by ODE to districts
in implementing locally-developed systems, and uses language to connect this section better to the
supports and interventions plans and processes for those districts with priority and focus schools.
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Process for Organization of the State’s P-20 Education System

Adopted by the Oregon Education Investment Board, January 3, 2012

Governance/Management: Functions, Responsibilities, State Boards and Commissions

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

1. The Oregon Education Investment Board shall:

a)

b)

Identify the functions needed for the state’s P-20 education system, e.g. investment,
direction and coordination, and support;

Create a work group of its members and other appointees, including legislators, to
oversee the process of building out the functions of the state’s P-20 education system
in conjunction with the Chief Education Officer;

Determine the top executive and management positions needed to staff the state’s P-
20 education system;

Determine the boards and commissions needed to optimize the functions of the state’s
P-20 system;

Report regularly to appropriate legislative committees; and,

Propose the needed statutory changes in executive positions and boards and
commissions to fully implement the state’s P-20 education system and to maximize
its effectiveness.

2. The work group shall be guided by the following principles and directives:

a)

b)

Focus on the functions needed (e.g. investment, direction and coordination, and
support) in designing the governance and management structures of the state’s P-20
education system;

Streamline and consolidate governance and management to improve decision-making
and maximize resources to support student success;

Commit to a flat organizational structure that meets the needs of the system and our
students;

Understand the function of independent local boards, their importance as partners in
achievement compacts and their role in the P-20 education system;

Arrive at one entity for the direction and coordination of the university system; and,
Work within existing resources and free up resources to support teaching and
learning.





3. The Governor directs the following boards and commissions to have their chief executive
officers work with the Chief Education Officer to inform the Work Group toward
aligning and integrating their functions with the P-20 system:

a) The Oregon State Board of Higher Education and the Chancellor of the Oregon
University System;

b) The Board of Education and the Workforce Investment Board and the Commissioner
of Community Colleges and Workforce Development;

c) The Oregon Student Access Commission and its Executive Director;

d) The Early Learning Council and the Early Childhood System Director; and,

e) The Teacher Standards and Practices Commission and its Executive Director.

Further, the Governor invites the participation of the Superintendent of Public Instruction
and the staff of the Oregon Department of Education in this effort.

(Note: The Higher Education Coordinating Commission and its Executive Director and
the Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction are not yet in existence but will be
directed to work with the Chief Education Officer when established.)

4. The representatives of the boards and commissions and the executives identified in
Section 3 herein shall work to inform the Work Group 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 coordinated structure to carry
out these functions.

5. The work group authorized in Sections 1 and 2 herein and the representatives and
executives identified in Sections 3 and 4 herein shall complete their work and submit
their recommendations to the Governor and the Oregon Education Investment Board by
October 15, 2012.

6. The Oregon Education Investment Board shall act on these recommendations and
forward legislation to the 2013 Legislative Assembly no later than November 15, 2012 to
accomplish the purposes described herein.
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2-2-12

Governor’s Proposed Amendments to SB 1581 re: Achievement Compacts

1. Achievement Compacts with universities: In addition to an achievement compact between
the OEIB and the Oregon University System, establish an achievement compact between
the OEIB and each university in the Oregon University System.

2. Role for the Quality Education Commission: Specify that the OEIB shall work with the QEC
to identify best practices at the district level and estimate the costs and benefits of their
adoption on a broader scale.

3. Relationship of K-12 district compacts to QEM: Require that each achievement compact with
a K-12 school district specify its level of funding for a given fiscal year compared to the fully-
funded Quality Education Model level of funding, as allocated by the state’s funding formula.
The OEIB shall provide these data in each achievement compact presented to each K-12
school district. The QEC shall assist the OEIB in developing these data.

4. Compliance with state laws:

¢ Clarify the original intent of the OEIB that a waiver of reporting requirements is not
intended to waive compliance with the laws that are the subject of the reports.

o Delete the OEIB’s blanket authority to direct other education boards and agencies to
waive state laws or reporting requirements as permitted by state or federal law.

¢ To the extent permitted by federal or state law, give the OEIB the authority to
suspend or reduce the CIP requirements for districts based on their achievement
compact results.

5. Involvement of teachers and other employees: See new Section 14(5) language.

6. Provide more focus on achievement gaps: Clarify that the goal setting shall apply to
disadvantaged student groups so that goals and targets reflect plans to close achievement
gaps for disadvantaged student groups and that the reporting of results shall extend to each
sub group.

7. Add a more explicit reference to the 40/40/20 goals as the reference point for each
educational entity’s targets for diplomas, certificates or degrees and the plotting of a
trajectory to the achievement of these goals by 2025.

8. Achievement Compact with OHSU: Clarify that the achievement compact with OHSU shall
be limited to “enrollment of, and attainment of degrees by, Oregon residents in programs for
which the state provides funding.”
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Governor’s Proposed Amendment to Section 14(5) of SB 1581
January 31, 2012

(5) (a) As part of the process of entering into an achievement compact, an
education entity shall ensure open communications are provided to parents,
students, teachers or faculty, employees, exclusive bargaining representatives
and community representatives for the purposes of explaining and discussing the
outcomes, goals, targets and measures of progress specified in an achievement
compact for each fiscal year. These open communications may be provided during

each education entity’s public budget process.

(b) For K-12 school districts and education service districts, as part of the
process of implementing an achievement compact in 2012-13 and informing the
development and implementation of achievement compacts thereafter, the
governing board of the district shall appoint an Achievement Compact Committee
of educators, including teachers, administrators and other appropriate education
personnel, employed by the district. Where an employee organization represents
educators of a district, the superintendent of the district, at the direction of its
governing board, shall collaborate with the local president of the employee
organization to recommend the appointment of educators to the Achievement

Compact Committee.





An Achievement Compact Committee shall develop plans for achieving the
district’s outcomes, goals, targets and measures of progress expressed in an
achievement compact, including methods of assessing and reporting progress
toward the achievement of its goals and targets. An Achievement Compact
Committee shall also recommend outcomes, goals, targets and measures of
progress to be contained in the district’s achievement compact for the next fiscal
year. Each Achievement Compact Committee shall present its recommendations
in a report to the governing board no later than February 1 of the fiscal year. An
Achievement Compact Committee’s report and recommendations shall be
considered by the governing board when entering into an achievement compact
for fiscal years 2013-14 and thereafter. The governing board shall file the
Achievement Compact Committee’s report with each achievement compact it
adopts and forwards to the Oregon Education Investment Board.

(c) State associations representing educators, administrators and governing
board members of K-12 school districts and education service districts may, by
September 30, 2012, develop and recommend to the Oregon Education
Investment Board collaborative models and resources to assist districts and
achievement compact committees, including providing professional development
opportunities, for the achievement of student success.

(d) State associations, organizations and employee organizations representing
educators, administrators, students and governing board members of community
colleges and universities may, by September 30, 2012, develop and recommend
to the Oregon Education Investment Board processes for collaboration in the
development of achievement compacts for their institutions, including

professional development opportunities, for the achievement of student success.
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SUMMARY OF SB 1581

Sections 1 through 13 relate to the Chief Education Officer.
Section 1 defines the “direction and control” authority proposed for the CEdO to be
limited to “matters related to the design and organization” of the state’s P-20 education
system, clarifies that this is not hire-and-fire authority, lists the positions over which this
authority will apply and specifies that the Governor shall resolve any dispute related to
the exercise of this authority.
Section 2 clarifies that CEdO’s authority does not apply to any Deputy Superintendent of
Public Instruction appointed by the incumbent Superintendent (clarifying that the
“Deputy” refers to the position of that name to be appointed by the Governor after the
tenure of Superintendent Castillo).
Sections 3-12 contain the language changes needed to conform existing statutes
governing the positions listed above to the CEdO’s authority.
Section 13 is necessitated by the existing sunset date of the OEIB.

Sections 14 through 19 relate to Achievement Compacts.
Section 14 defines achievement compacts and education entities, makes the timeline for
adoption of the compacts coincident with a district’s budget adoption timeline, describes
the categories of outcomes to be contained in the compacts, directs education entities to
identify targets for the outcomes, requires communications with key constituencies by
education entities entering into achievement compacts and requires the OEIB to specify
the format of the compacts and set the timeline and method for year-end reports.
Section 15 allows the board to waive laws and compliance reporting generally for
education entities that are parties to achievement compacts. (See Correction #1 below).
Subsection 1(b) specifies that the Board of Education shall waive Division 22 reporting
requirements for K-12 districts that enter into compacts in 2012-13. Subsection (2)
exempts such entities from penalties for not complying with waived provisions. (See
Correction #2 below.)
Section 16 is necessitated by the existing sunset date of the OEIB.
Section 17 gives the OEIB the authority to enter into and administer the achievement
compacts.
Sections 18 and 19 repeal the authority of the OEIB to enter into and administer the
achievement compacts consistent with the 2016 sunset date.

Section 20 is the standard emergency clause, making the bill effective upon passage.

CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS NEEDED

1. Section 15 (1) should allow for the waiver of laws for compliance reporting for education
entities that enter into a compact and not require the achievement of goals in the
compacts (which was not intended and was not part of the OEIB’s legislative concept).

2. Section 15 (2) waives penalties for education entities which are parties to achievement
compacts, including K-12 districts which are exempted from filing reports under what is
known as the state’s Division 22 rules in 2012-13. The latter waiver of penalties was not
intended to extend beyond the reporting requirement for K-12 schools; compliance with
the underlying rules is intended to remain in effect.





