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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD

March 13, 2012

Multnomah ESD
11611 NE Ainsworth Circle,
Portland, OR 97220
9am - 2pm

OEIB Members Present

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

Advisors Present
George Pernsteiner, Chancellor, OUS; Susan Castillo, Supt of Public Instruction; Camille Preus,
Commissioner of Community Colleges;

Members/Advisors Excused

Josette Green

Staff/Other Participants

Tim Nesbitt Mgr, Education Investment Proj. Sarah Ames Communications, Ed Inv. Project
Ben Cannon Office of the Governor Whitney Grubbs Office of the Governor

Margie Lowe Policy Advisor, Ed Invest Proj. Todd Jones Policy Advisor, Ed Invest Project
Seth Allen Executive Support

Introductions and Opening Remarks
The Governor thanks everyone involved in passing SB 1581. The Achievement Compacts are the first step,
not the last step. Two most important words in SB 1581: Progress needed. Achievement compacts must
be viewed as two way accountability instruments.

Adoption of Minutes

Director Samuel Henry motions to adopt the minutes from the January 3™, 2012 and February 7", 2012 meeting
of the OEIB. Director Dick Alexander seconds the motion. Passes unanimously.

Report on Legislation enacted in the February 2012 Session
a) HB 4165
Duke Shepard reports on HB 4165. Passed with a wide margin. 51-9 in the House, 26-4 in the Senate. The biggest
change in the bill since last spoke to the board is that the time-line for the commission structure to go away has
been changed from 2012 to no later than Jan. 1, 2014. Gives legislators the 2013 legislative session to look at how
the hubs will look and how they will operate. There will be additional appointments to the Early Learning Council.
b) SB 1581
Tim Nesbitt reads through the Senate Bill 1581: Summary of Provisions document.

Discussion:
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e Director Mark Mulvihill: Regarding Section 15: Is there a recommendation to for the board to direct the
waiver for the continuous improvement plan? Nesbitt: That is a future discussion item. Should have a
motion today, but wait for a later date to have specific conversations. Mulvihill: Is that a possibility for
this next school year? Nesbitt: We don’t want to preclude that.

Director Mulvihill motions to direct the Board of Education to waive Division 22 reporting requirements.
Director Samuel Henry seconds the motion. Passes unanimously.

c) Other education related legislation
Nesbitt reads through 2012 Education Legislation which summarizes other legislation that had to do with
education.

Implementation of Achievement Compacts for 2012-13
The Governor wants to approve at least a working draft of the achievement compacts today for adoption at the
March 27" meeting.
a) Proposed rules, implementation and work plans
Nesbitt reads through proposed temporary rules.
Discussion:
e Director Hanna Vaandering wants language that any parent can understand. Wants them to feel welcome
to the process. Also wants collaboration with parents and educators for the first year. Regarding Section
4: Optional Pilot measures = Local priorities. Concerned with guidance piece. Ask what they believe they
can accomplish by using this measure, and then listening to what they say.
e Suggested that the Advisory Committee report be presented at this point, and then continue with the
overview of the rules.

Report from Advisory Committee and Forums — Todd Jones

Todd Jones read through the Achievement Compact Advisory Committee Summary Report.
Other materials: Members List, Advisory Committee Notes from 3/5/12 and 3/8/12.
Discussion:

e Director Henry brought up the number of college credits that was a good predictor of high school
students moving on to college was 6. Board consensus seems to be 9. Director Vaandering asked about
the rural schools being able to offer the classes and therefore same opportunities. Director Mulvihill said
that it can be done. Director Golden has found that rural schools have been big supporters of online
options because they have to use them.

e Director Kay Toran: Has there been any correlation between discipline and attendance? Needs to be
some focus on that. The Governor agrees that that is important.

e Director David Rives: Don’t think the outcomes vs. incomes paragraph captures all the information |
heard at the meetings. Have to be talking about what the inputs are.

e Director Hanna Vaandering: The public has been very clear that inputs matter.

e Director Julia Brim — Edwards: Why the gap (besides attendance) between 3™ grade and 9" grade
indicators? Director Golden: Wanted to keep it simple and the Oregon report card has ability to measure
the other indicators. Wanted to start simple and see if we needed to add.

e Director Henry: Where is the percentage more important than a raw number? Nesbitt: Certainly high
school completion. Director Rives: Also enrollment.

Sarah Ames summarized the Community Forum on March 6, 2012 at the Self Enhancement Center.
Large Group Report Out Notes and Individual Feedback Form Compilation

b) Proposed Achievement Compacts
o K12/ ESD Subcommittee Report — Nancy Golden
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o Post Secondary Subcommittee Report — Mary Spilde

c) Panel presentation “Educational Partnership”
- Nancy Golden, Mary Spilde and Robert Berdahl

d) Public Testimony:
- Dana Hepper
- Inga McDowell
- Sheila Warren
- Eduardo Angulo
- Judy Ball
- Kris Alman
- Doug
- Kassandra Griffin
- Inge Aldersebaes
- Mary Lou Hennrich
- Jonathan Farmer
- Jim Hanson

e) Adoption of the achievement compacts for 2012
- Ben Cannon summarized the K-12/ ESD conversation.
- There is discussion regarding attendance.
Director Mark Mulvihill motions to approve the K-12 / ESD Achievement compact working document as
discussed. Director Yvonne Curtis seconds the motion. Passes unanimously.

f) Approval of content of temporary rules
- Nesbitt reads through the outline of the temporary rules, including changes.

Director Samuel Henry motions to approve the content of the temporary rules. Director Dick Alexander seconds
the motion. The motion passes unanimously.

Work Plans for P-20 Design and University Boards
Document
Regarding P-20 Workgroup and Special Committee on University Boards: Board is reminded of the
resolution that was passed in December and then let Ben Cannon or Tim Nesbitt know if they are
interested in serving the workgroup.

2013-15 Budget Process
Outcomes and indicators document
The Board will be working with a program funding team and the Governor to design a budget
recommendation that will help the state achieve the outcomes.

Report on Chief education Officer Recruitment and Selection
Meeting soon for a prospect review. The bill passing was very helpful. Broad national outreach with the
recruitment firm, and received a very healthy and diverse candidate pool.

Update on ESEA / NCLB waiver
No much to present. Application has been submitted, revised slightly to conform to a new application that
the USDE put out after the state had already submitted the application.
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Invited Testimony: Healthy Kids Learn Better
PowerPoint _presentation
Mary Lou Hennrich, Executive Director, Healthy Kids learn Better
Michael Rawls — Vice — President, Milwaukee High School

Correspondence
a) Letter from Sen. Hass and Rep. Komp re: student assessment
b) Governor’s Letter re: Quality Education Commission
Future Plans
Next meeting of the OEIB will be on March 27, 2012 in Salem. Before then, there will be another meeting
of the Post Secondary Achievement Compact Subcommittee. Time/location TBA.

Chair Designee Nancy Golden adjourns the meeting at 5:05 pm
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Oregon Education Investment Board

Tuesday, March 13, 2012
9:00 AM - 2:00 PM

é%?gnflzﬁf\fff Multnomah Education Service District, Auditorium
OL13 Chatr 9 11611 NE Ainsworth Circle, Portland, OR 97220
NANCY GOLDEN AGENDA

Chair Designee

RICHARD

ALEXANDER Meetings will be live video-streamed at:

Oregon Department of Education Video Streaming - Oreqgon Department of Education
JULIA BRIM-EDWARDS | Persons wishing to testify during the public comment period should sign up at the meeting.

YVONNE CURTIS ) , .
1. Welcome, Introductions and Governor’s Opening Remarks

MATTHEW DONEGAN
SAMUEL HENRY 2. Adoption of Minutes for the Meetings of Jan. 3 and Feb. 7, 2012
NICHOLE MAHER 3. Report on Legislation Enacted in the February 2012 Session
MARK MULVIHILL a. HB4165
DAVID RIVES b. S8 1581
c. Other education-related legislation
RON SAXTON
MARY SPILDE 4. Implementation of Achievement Compacts for 2012-13
a. Proposed rules, implementation and work plans
KAY TORAN o Overview
JOHANNA o Report from Advisory Committee and Forums
VAANDERING o Discussion
Advisors b. Proposed achievement compacts
Susan Castillo _ o K-12/ESD Subcommittee report
Supt. of Public Instruction o Post-Secondary Subcommittee report
Camille Preus o Discussion
gomm'ss_'tong ‘I’If . c. Panel presentation on achievement compacts
ommunli olleges an . . . . .
WorkforceyDevek?pmem o Nancy Golden, Superintendent, Springfield School District

o Mary Spilde, President, Lane Community College

George Pernsteiner o Robert Berdahl, Interim President, University of Oregon

Chancellor of the Oregon

University System d. Public Testimony

Adoption of achievement compacts for 2012-13
Josette Green
Oregon Student Access f.  Approval of content of temporary rules
Commission
Staff
Tim Nesbitt ***BREAK/WORKING LUNCH***

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.
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5. Work Plans for P-20 Design and University Boards
a. P-20 Work Group
b. Special Committee on University Boards
6. 2013-15 Budget Process
a. Confirm outcomes and indicators
b. Status report
7. Report on Chief Education Officer Recruitment and Selection
8. Update on ESEA/NCLB Waiver
9. Invited Testimony: Healthy Kids Learn Better
10. Correspondence
a. Letter from Sen. Hass and Rep. Komp re: student assessment

b. Governor’s letter re: Quality Education Commission

11. Future Meetings
a. Plans for March 27 meeting

12. Public Testimony

13. 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.







Tuesday, March 13, 2012
Multnomah ESD, Auditorium
11611 NE Ainsworth Circle,
Portland, OR 97220

9am - 2pm

Materials packet includes:

*Meeting Notice

*Meeting Agenda

eSenate Bill 1581, Summary of Provisions

¢2012 Education Legislation

eQutline of Proposed Temporary Rules, OEIB Approved 3/13/12
eQutcomes and Indicators document

eAchievement Compact Advisory Committee Summary Report
eMembers of the Achievement Compact Advisory Committee
eSummary of Community Forum

e Advisory Committee Notes 3/5/12

e Advisory Committee Notes 3/8/12

eK-12 / ESD Achievement Compact Working Draft, OEIB Approved 3/13/12

*K-12 / ESD Achievement Compact Working Draft Definitions, OEIB Approved
3/13/12

eCommunity Colleges Achievement Compact Draft

*OEA CCC Proposed Community College Achievement Compact Template





*\WOU Achievement Compact Draft
eU of O Achievement Compact Draft
*PSU Achievement Compact Draft
*OUS Achievement Compact Draft
*0OSU Achievement Compact Draft
¢OIT Achievement Compact Draft
*EOU Achievement Compact Draft
*SOU Achievement Compact Draft
*OHSU Achievement Compact Draft
eLane Community College Achievement Compacts Task Force Draft
*OEA CCC Proposed Community College Achievement Compact Template
e Achievement Compact Narrative
eEducational Partnership Presentation
e|egislative Concept document
eLetter from Governor Kitzhaber to Sen. Monroe, Rep. Sprenger and Rep. Komp
eLetter from Sen. Hass and Rep. Komp to Governor Kitzhaber
eHealthy Kids Learn Better PowerPoint presentation
eEducational Partnership Opportunities Mapping
eMeeting Minutes
ePublic Testimony:
Eduardo Angulo

George Russell





Dana Hepper

Jonathan Farmer

eTestimony recieved via email:

Edward J. Ray

Kris Alman

Mary Carlson

Dennis Gilbert 1, 2

Dr. Rex Hagans

Healthy Kids Learn Better
Kathleen Jeskey

Kurt Kristensen

Ron Munkres

MaryPearson

Betty Reynolds, Ph.D
Carmen Rubio

Mary Daly-Piehl






Community College Achievement Compact Template

Pilot Year

OEA CCC Proposal

3/12/12
2011-12 2012-13
Outcomes Measures Set up Data | Collect/Study
Structures Data
Number of students completing: Required
A. Enable students to extend A. Adult high school diplomas/GEDs
prior educational experiences in |B. Certificates/Oregon Transfer Modules
order to reach or continue to C. Associate degrees
pursue their full potential as D. Transfer to a bachelor's degree program
participating and contributing E. Professional continuing education credits
citizens by helping them develop Optional
scientific, professional and A. Other sub-population credits (OST, etc.)
technological expertise. B. Accreditation Standards (TBD; e.g. Full-time
C. Additional indicators TBD by college.
Percent of: Required
A. Students requiring remediation courses
B. Students completing remediation courses
C. Credential awarded to under-represented
populations (specific focus defined by local
community college)
B. Enable students requiring Optional
remediation, working students, A. Racial minorities with declared majors completing
racial minorities, and students a certificate or degree or transferring to bachelor's
from economically disadvantaged |B. Students from economically disadvantaged
backgrounds to achieve success |backgrounds with declared majors who complete a
in our educational system. certificate or degree or transfer to bachelor's program
C. Full and part-time working students with declared
majors who complete a certificate or degree or
transfer to bachelor's program
D. GED completers
E. Additional indicators TBD by college...
; Required
%Cilr;l;glg:dsggfa?; S(:tgl?:;etzs A. Number of dual enrolled high school students
. . . . B. Number of dual enrolled OUS students
credits while attending high Optional

school

A. Additional indicators TBD by college...

D. TBD







OEIB 3/13/12 Meeting
Agenda ltem #8

Specific Indicators and Measures of Program Outcomes

Education Outcomes
» Oregonians are prepared for lifelong learning, rewarding work, and engaged
citizenship.
¢ Ali Oregon children enter kindergarten ready for school
» All Oregonians move along the learning pathway at their best pace to success.
* All Oregonians graduate from high school and are college and career ready.
¢ All Oregonians who pursue education beyond high schoo! complete their chosen
programs of study, certificates or degrees, and are ready to contribute to
Oregon’s economy.

Indicators & Measures

INDICATOR 1. Ready for school- Oregon’s youngest learners—at home, in childcare, or
preschool—should gain the necessary cognitive, social, emotional, and behavioral skills to
be ready for kindergarten.

MEASURE: K readiness assessment

INDICATOR 2: Ready to apply math and reading skills: By the end of third grade, or about
age 9, students should develop fluency in reading and understanding, and should have a
solid foundation in numeracy.

MEASURE: OAKS Math & Reading at 3" grade

INDICATOR 3: On track to earn a diploma: By the start of 10th grade, or roughly age 15,
students should demonstrate the knowledge, cognitive skills and behaviors necessary to
earn a diploma. :

MEASURE: 8" Grade Not Chronically Absent; 8™ Grade on Track

INDICATOR 4: Ready for college and career fraining: High school students should
demonstrate career and college readiness through multiple measures, including academic
knowledge, critical thinking, communication, collaboration, and creativity.

MEASURES: Oregon Diploma; Credit earned in high school; Coliege enroliment

INDICATOR 5: Ready to contribute in career and community: The Oregonians who
graduate from Oregon’s post-secondary institutions should be well prepared to be
responsible and productive members of our communities.

MEASURES: Associate’s Degrees and Certificates; Bachelor's Degrees






Hello Seth and Ben,
| hope that you can forward these question to the OEIB.

Most states that have been approved for the waiver will depend on the not-yet-written
assessments of one or both of the multi-state consortia aligned with the Common Core State
Standards. (I will be referring to this document form the Center on Education Policy throughout.)
http://www.cep-

dc.org/cfcontent file.cfm?Attachment=Riddle%5FPaper%5FWaiverApp%5F021712%?2Epdf p.5

There is no evidence that the new common core standards will improve achievement. Major
Accountability Themes of Approved State Applications for NCLB Waivers
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2012/0216_brown_education_loveless.aspx

e How can Oregon policy makers claim that a student will be "on track™ for college/career
based on an unwritten assessment for standards that are not expected to appreciably
improve outcomes?

e Will Oregon use summative measures like the OAKS and/or "standardized interim"
SBAC measures for outcome based budgeting?

e How much will it cost the state and local school districts to adopt the common core
standards and SBAC assessments?

Tony Alpert has testified for SBAC at the Accountable Schools Task Force Meetings. He has
admitted that no state has created any assessments for ELL and SPED students (particularly
those with extreme disabilities) well. SBAC intends to create assessments for 5 different English
language learner sub-groups. The Colorado "growth model" is touted as one that Oregon will
follow as reforms move forward.

pp 9, 10

In one state, Colorado, all major accountability decisions will be based on some factors with no
disaggregation of student groups (achievement and growth), and other factors (growth gaps and
postsecondary and workforce readiness) that will be based on an aggregation of determinations
of academic growth gaps and graduation rates for disaggregated student subgroups. Those
subgroups will be the same as those under NCLB statute, except that all non-white racial and
ethnic groups will be combined into a single group, and a new “catch up” student group
(students below proficient in the prior year) is added.

o How can states avoid mediocrity when tracking is dependent on normative data, such as
done with the Colorado growth model?

e Will Oregon similarly create super-sub-groups?

e Will Oregon ELL and SPED advocates have any opportunity to impact SBAC
assessments for these sub-groups?

| have described data reporting differences for graduation rates and drop-out data at Riverdale
High School. There may be human inputting errors that can flaw this data. The poorest schools
have the highest mobility where drop-outs may be over-reported. Further, schools of choice
(charters, magnets and "tuition” public schools like Riverdale) can send a student back to their
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home school for behavioral or academic reasons. (Recently two Freshman students from
Riverdale were sent back to their home districts for taking pot to school!)

o Will the Oregon Department of Education assist low income, higher mobility schools so
that drop-out statistics are not over-reported?
« How will drop-out statistics take into account the advantages of schools of choice?

States that have been approved for the waiver have tended to create complex adequate
measurable objectives (pp. 6,7), in contrast to the recommendations coming from the National
Governors Association. From Tim Nesbitt's testimony, it sounds as though Oregon will pursue a
hybrid where there are common measures and local measures for a locally derived achievement
compact.

e Will Oregon set a trajectory for achieving 40/40/20?

« If so, will the state choose different outcome measures or possibly a different testing
consortium to reach the 40/40/20 goals?

« What are the projected costs at the state and local level for curriculum, assessments,
professional development, consultants, computers, data warehouses, statisticians,
etc. to implement the 40/40/20 goals? How will that data be made transparent to the
public?

e Asresources in districts vary, how will the state support schools with the start-up
costs, especially for low-income communities?

And if follow up to that last bullet, Title I allocation of funds has changed significantly over the
past decade. The distribution of the basic grant has shrunk considerably. See below.
http://febp.newamerica.net/background-analysis/no-child-left-behind-act-title-i-distribution-
formulas

« Will the OEIB change allocations of all Title I funds change with the new focus and
priority schools?
e Ifso, will LEAs have more or less control of their Title | funds?

Todd Jones has done a good job in compiling data from the community forums where we
"meaningfully engaged.” http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2011/11/09/11waiver_ep.h31.html

Parents and community members at the forums were very vocal in their desire to get away from
punitive testing. We have heard Whitney Grubbs say that Oregon will "stand firm."

« Will the OEIB survey Oregonians or have more forums to discuss the implementation of
common core standards and assessments and achievement compacts once we get more
information on measures (particularly for ELL and SPED students), implementation costs
and Title I funding re-allocations necessary for waiver compliance?

Respectfully,
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Kris Alman

Source: U.S. Department of Education Budget Tables
http://febp.newamerica.net/background-analysis/no-child-left-behind-act-title-i-distribution-

formulas
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This is a copy of a letter | am sending to the OEIB Chair, Governor Kitzhaber, and my state
legislators. 1 would like to share it with the entire OEIB:

February 25, 2012

Dear Reader,

As an occupational therapist who works with children birth-age 21 in our local school district, |
feel that | am in a unique position to offer input regarding the Oregon Education Investment
Board/Early Learning Council reports and recommendations. | am thankful that so many people
have volunteered their time to look at our education system and develop ideas for improving it,
and | am in support of many of their recommendations and ideas. These are a few of my
thoughts:

1. Yes, we need to adopt universal screening practices. Many children are slipping through
the cracks, especially in doctors’ offices. You cannot imagine how many times we have
heard parents say that they asked their doctor about their child’s delayed development
and were told that “they would grow out of it”. This delays early identification and
intervention, which we now know is critical for children who are showing early delays.

2. Yes, we definitely need to improve the quality of child care and preschool. 1 feel that all
preschool teachers should be required to have college degrees in early
childhood/teaching. We are seeing very age-inappropriate things happening in
preschools these days, especially with the current emphasis on pushing down academic
seat work to the preschool level. Preschool teachers need to have a knowledge base at
least as rigorous as K-12 teachers, if not more so. Parents and policy makers also need to
be taught what is appropriate to be teaching preschoolers! It would be more difficult to
enforce with child care providers, but I also believe that they should be required to at
least have a two-year college degree in early childhood development. We see children
entering Kindergarten with significant developmental delays that have been in child care
for years and have not been referred to appropriate early childhood programs.

3. 1 am also supportive of the proposal that families with young children who apply for
TANF, WIC, Food Stamp assistance, etc. from DHS should be automatically referred to a
Family Support Manager as a requisite for receiving assistance. Although less easy to
implement, | also feel that if a child is identified as needing Early Intervention services,
families should be required to obtain services needed for their children as a requisite for
receiving assistance. | see many children entering Kindergarten showing developmental
delays whose families were referred to EI/ECSE services and chose not to access these
services for their children. This places their children at a disadvantage right off the bat!

4. 1am also strongly in favor of building a network of supports for children. In our
community at this time, we are sorely lacking in mental health support for families and
children who need it. | feel that many children who are in families with mental health
and drug abuse issues are the ones most at risk (and most difficult to intervene with) as
they enter and progress through the school system.





5. A concern I have from the ELC report is the apparent allocation of dollars (“an average
cost per child of $10,500 per biennium”). How was that dollar amount obtained, and is
that a set figure for the upcoming biennium, or indefinitely?

6. | am also concerned about what appears to be a strong reliance on standardized testing
(even for Kindergarten readiness?) to determine outcomes, and then placing what seems
to be the total burden of outcome results on teachers, when truly this needs to be
addressed at all levels—beginning with each child’s parents and family, and all of the
other resources available in the community. I think those dollars would be much better
spent improving teacher/parent/community member skills through training and mentoring
opportunities. Standardized testing is very limited in the information it provides about
students and teachers.

7. Finally, 1 am concerned about references to bid processes, re-competition, etc. for
producing accountability and outcomes. | believe once programs are in place, it would
produce chaos to have programs constantly changing based on outcomes and economic
pressures. We need to provide support to programs and their staff to make them as
effective and efficient as possible, rather than replacing them with different programs. |
don’t believe constant program turnover is in the best interest of children or families.

I appreciate everyone’s efforts to produce positive changes for all children in these tough
economic times.

Sincerely,

Mary Carlson

3801 Barrett Drive
Hood River, OR 97031
(541) 386-4830






March 9, 2012
Oregon Education Investment Board members

| offer testimony for your consideration regarding the form of the
Achievement Compacts. A useful metaphor is that these
Compacts serve as crucial links in the chain between the potential
to do better in a unified education system in Oregon and the goal
of 40-40-20 and a world-class educated citizenry. The attached
analysis shows that the form of the Compacts as initially
envisioned will lead to Compacts that will be weak links that are
inadequate for the strategic tasks they must perform. The aim of
this testimony is to provide a strategic framework and suggest a
realistic form for Compacts that can mobilize the human and
financial resources to achieve the goal of 40-40-20 and one of the
best educated citizenries in the world.

Please read and consider the testimony, particularly its framework
and the suggested Compact ingredients. Please take — and
create, if necessary - adequate time to agree on a compact form
that will work. | suggest it is not an exaggeration to say that the
success of the education reform effort requires you get the form of
the Compacts right.

Dennis Gilbert
Physics/Science

Lane Community College
Eugene, Oregon
gilbertd@lanecc.edu
541-463-5049




mailto:gilbertd@lanecc.edu



Achievement Compacts are worth
Getting Right and Doing Right

March 9, 2012 hearing testimony by Dennis Gilbert*
Introduction

The goal of a 40-40-20 completion rate and “one of the best-educated citizenries in the
world” is a bold call worthy of the people and institutions of Oregon. Reaching this goal
rests on the potential of a bold vision of a robust, unified, synergistic, Oregon-wide
education system, encompassing pre-kindergarten through graduate school. This
companion vision provides good reasons to conclude reaching the goal is possible.
Beyond the considerable strengths of the existing K-12, Community College, and
Oregon University System components, there is significant potential from systemic
change, alignment, balance and coordination possible in a unified education system.

Sources of this potential include the following:

1. One of the benefits of having other countries with better education systems
(some 15 countries by a recent count) and significant proven teaching advances
in different disciplines fully implemented in a relatively few institutions is that
there is great potential to learn from others. Generally, making use of these
advances working well elsewhere involves a creative process of adaptation done
by local faculties. The current education structure contains significant potential
for increasing the capacity of the educational system to examine and adapt
proven practices to create the necessary best-available learning environments in
the world.

a. A notable characteristic of successful K-12 education systems (Finland,
for example) is the provision of far more training support and professional
autonomy for its K-12 teachers relative to the US. Thus it is possible to
imagine a system in which the collective commitment and intelligence of
Oregon K-12 teachers can be mobilized at far higher levels to study,
adapt, and implement improvements to create world class learning
environments in Oregon.

b. In OUS schools, where faculty members routinely engage in research and
scholarly work is expected of faculty members, students have
extraordinary opportunities to be inspired and connected to cutting edge
intellectual and research activity. However, the scholarship of teaching
and learning is relatively absent. It is possible to imagine the routine
support scholarly work extended to include significantly more support of
the scholarship of teaching and learning. This would focus on what Lee
Schulman called pedagogical content knowledge combining the expertise
found in schools of education and content knowledge found in specific
disciplines. This understanding is generally necessary for uniformly
excellent teaching. In some, relatively few universities, in some fields, like





Physics, robust programs of discipline-based scholarship of teaching and
learning is already happening.

c. In community colleges, where faculty members generally do not engage in
disciplinary research, faculty members could, if supported focus on the
scholarship of teaching and learning, and thus help Oregon reap the
benefits of the global education experiments and experience. One could
imagine this actually happening. The effect would be huge given the
current lack of expectation, support, and authority for community college
faculty to carry out such work, and the large numbers of faculty filling part-
time positions in transfer programs structurally unable to fully engage in
research projects longer than their short term employment contracts. The
positive impact by community colleges would be amplified by their role in
providing access to people who, for many reasons economic and
personal, are returning to the education system. Creating more
successful re-entry requires engagement in the scholarship of teaching
and learning with special expertise, particularly in developmental
education where students who have been left out may need a significantly
different learning environment to be successful.

2. Separately funded segments of the education system and scarce resources have
led to perverse incentives to shift higher cost educational responsibilities away
from each segment into others with a loss of total cost efficiency and total
education effectiveness. One can imagine that these perverse incentives could
be minimized.

3. Successful students move through the system, continuously or discontinuously,
terminating with a high school diploma, a community college certificate, or a
higher education degree. It is apparent that success or failure in earlier
education greatly affects later education (though this should not be simplified with
metaphors of an assembly line). A single system can allow enable greater
communication, coordination, and alignment, and if faculties have greater
autonomy and support for this collaboration, one can imagine significant
improvements in earlier education that successfully prepares students for later
education.

4. Teachers, in some real way, move in both directions. That is, before people
become teachers they go through the system and then go back into parts in
which they were students. Since peoples’ teaching is heavily influenced by how
they were taught and they learned, the later college education of teachers has a
large effect on the education of students in their classes. Thus, for example, just
as successful college education experiences depend on successful K-12
education experiences, the reality of teacher preparation means that later college
teaching experienced by future K-12 teachers will affect the quality of K-12
education. Thus, one can imagine that pedagogical advances in college
education will have significant positive effects on teaching and learning in K-12.





5. While one can imagine that moving to a unified education system will achieve
significant efficiencies within education, and significant social efficiencies in the
sense that costs of state systems involving health and crime will be reduced,
investment in an effective unified system will involve financial investment. The
real concrete challenges before the education enterprise and the real concrete
work of creating a better system for everyone can be expected to command the
attention and support of the Oregon citizenry. The potential for this support,
however, depends on making the effort transparently real and concrete in terms
of what structural and pedagogical changes require what additional funding.
Framing the creation of a successful unified educational system primarily in
terms of numerical gains in completion and retention is too close to asking for a
blank check, and one can imagine that failing to engage citizen support, as it has
failed in the past. Fortunately, one can imagine that completing the task before
Oregon is an important and exciting one, which if really being done, has every
chance of public support to fund it.

The key, strategic role of Achievement Compacts

Agreements between the state and various educational units of the state, the so-called
Achievement Compacts, are key to drive and align the efforts of the variety of individual
units and to drive and align the larger parts into a system that can achieve the goals of
40-40-20 and a world class educated citizenry. Achievement Compacts need to
strategically connect the potential for success and the goals of the educational reform
effort. Two key questions then emerge along with their short and longer answers that
form the core of this testimony:

Do Achievement Compacts in their initial proposed form adequately
connect the educational goal and the potential for successfully achieving
it? No.

Can a form for Achievement Compacts be created that will effectively
create the necessary strategic connection between potential and goal?
Yes.

Inadequacy of the initial proposed form for Achievement Compacts

The initially proposed form for Achievement Compacts does have some good elements;
namely, in the commitment to track progress in relation to the 40-40-20 and education
level goals, and in the implicit location of initiative in reaching the goal within the
educational system itself. What is stunningly absent, however, is a sense that the
compacts are informed by analysis and strategy sufficient to drive and align efforts to
success by mobilizing the people involved and the synergy in the creation of the whole
system. The low national rankings of primarily K-12 education in the US are well
known, but this knowledge alone has not reformed the system nor significantly





increased funding for it. Educators and legislators are also aware of reports like
“Academically Adrift — Limited Learning on College Campuses”. It is not the lack of
recognition of the distance we have to go to solve a very serious problem, but the lack
of recognition of and support for a compelling path to a solution that is the problem.

It is widely understood that education has to change, and the initial proposed form for
Achievement Compact calls for monitoring the quality of education, presumably to
ensure that it is world class. The initially proposed measurement process largely
involves persistence and completion measurements, which have been critically
examined and generally discredited as a measure of quality. Another initial proposal
has been to rely on the accreditation process. This, however, is an empty measure for
the kind of process of systemic improvement needed. Oregon schools routinely have
and will pass accreditation standards without making the changes needed to reach 40-
40-20 and one of the best educated citizenries in the world.

Instead of beginning with strategy and analysis to guide the process of reach our goals,
the initially proposed Compact form carries an expectation that success can be
achieved mainly through plotting a trajectory of achievement over time to meet the 40-
40-20 completion and world class education goal by 2025 and the incentive provided by
future funding criteria, part competitive and part not, based on keeping to this trajectory.
One can and should appreciate that in this approach there is a laudable element of not
micro-managing. However, there can be a structure of support and alignment that also
does not micro-manage. And there can be incentives that reward the creation of the
dynamics of new system that avoid incentives that reinforce uniform goals on disparate
parts of the system. One can appreciate that ongoing assessment can create focus and
provide data that can spur change. This was the case in my field, which led to a
revolution in physics teaching. However, it was not the data that provided the solution
or the explanations of what to do. Yet that is what is needed.

Given the formidable task, it needs to be soberly appreciated that a strategic approach
built around numerical awareness of current outcomes encourages, at best, a kind of
magical thinking about how this change will actually take place and the roles of all the
educators. Worse perhaps is the more likely outcome of this approach, which is
cynicism regarding the whole effort. A number of thoughtful articles and commentaries
have appeared recently critical of this over-reliance on completion data (See the
Chronicle of Higher Education of March 2 Commentary in the March 9 print edition, for
example.). Judith Ramaley (See statement at the end.) makes the point that we need to
know what is being done wrong to fix the educational system. This requires more than
measurements of completion and persistence. Of course, recognizing this begs the
guestion of how one finds out what is wrong. The answer presented above is that by
gaining a good understanding of what is working much better elsewhere and creating a
way to adapt it locally, we are implicitly identifying and coming to terms with what is not
working.

Another criticism of using institutional persistence and completion data to drive change
is that the knowledge of and readiness to adapt and implement improvement varies





greatly across academic disciplines. Thus major improvement can be expected to take
place very unevenly. Since institutional persistence and completion is more of a
collective effect of a variety of learning environments (not to mention external factors),
this completion and persistence data is removed from the actual changes taking place.

Given the real challenges involving complicated, stressed systems, the initial proposed
form of Achievement Compacts is a recipe for failure.

This critical look at the initial proposed form for Achievement Compacts suggests a
number of questions to ask in evaluating such compacts; and among them are the
following:

1. How well do the Compacts identify the goals and ensure the accurate monitoring
of progress along a viable path to these completion and quality goals?

2. In general, how well do the Compacts clearly and transparently align educators
at all places in the system with the potential for success provided by the
increased capacities of a transformed, unified education system in Oregon?

3. In particular, how well do the Compacts mobilize educators throughout the
education system and support their initiative to move along a path that has a
credible chance of success?

4. How well are the Compacts aligned with a concrete vision of what needs to be
done so that educators and the public will support and be part of the human and
financial investments necessary for success?

Ingredients for effective Achievement Compacts

The analysis up to this point strongly suggests that compacts that can work are
agreements that include the following commitments by educational institutions and
agencies in the three components of education in the state and the OEIB:

1. Education institutions and agencies commit to timely reporting of relevant
institutional and system-wide data, including student access, persistence,
completion, systemic improvements in the learning environment, and other
elements of actual progress to a world class educated citizenry and the 40-40-20
goal by 2025. Such data elements would be developed in all parts of the
education system, with a commitment to a common language for data and
analytical markers that have meaning to the faculties throughout the system.
The data would also include documentation of levels of participation specified in
the commitments in the rest of the Compact.

2. Metrics defining the quality of education will be based on the learning
environments provided by the institutions, and in particular on their closeness to





rigorously validated learning environment best practices, which have been
identified by the institutions as worthwhile to establish. In the subject matter
areas, where such rigorously validated best practices exist, institutions commit to
support discipline faculty to study and identify possible best practices for
adaptation and implementation in their institutions and identify appropriate
metrics to measure successful implementation.

Education institutions and agencies commit to support and engage institution
faculties to create comprehensive proposals for submission to the OEIB as best
practices to support. Documentation to justify investment in these proposals
would include realistic expectations based on and including a summary of
existing data, financial analysis including any expected efficiencies and
alternative sources of funding, and a statement of commitment by the staff
directly involved in implementation.

In areas where systematic best practices are not well defined and rigorously
validated, another process will be available. Educational institutions and
agencies commit to supporting faculties in institutional and inter-institutional task
forces to investigate and define existing road blocks to meeting the 40-40-20
world-class education goal and promising approaches. For such approaches,
educational institutions and agencies commit to support and engage institution
faculties to create comprehensive proposals for submission to the OEIB for its
support.

The OEIB commits to public accounting of the reasons for decisions made
regarding investment proposals brought before it, and the maintenance of a
website that provides access to data and proposals brought for consideration.

The OEIB and other state agencies commit to undo elements of funding models
and distribution formulas that provide perverse incentives that lower education
quality; for example, the elements of the Community College distribution formula
that reward the creation of excessive part-time positions, and the K-12 funding
formula that leads to excessive class size and many students taking too few
classes.

Underlying strategic assumptions

The above framework is informed by several assumptions worth repeating:

The assessment that educational crisis is real and there is a real opportunity for
improvement.

The necessity for mindful application of strategic considerations and analysis that
provide a plausible path to reaching the desired goals.





e The usefulness and significant impact of local adaptation of rigorously validated
best practices already existing elsewhere.

e The usefulness of defining a world class education system in terms of rigorously
validated world-class learning environments globally that can be appropriately
adapted in Oregon’s education system.

e The necessity of empowering local understanding and expertise and faculty
leadership to ensure effective adaptation and adequate institutional commitment
when state investments are made.

e The fact that progress can and will be made unevenly by subject matter
disciplines and institutions and particular joint efforts. Momentum will be created
primarily by these individual parts taking significant steps that, in turn,
demonstrate possibility and provide practical guidance to other parts of an
institution or other institutions.

¢ Significant efficiencies can be achieved, but more resources are also needed.
More internal resources can be mobilized through empowerment, but more
external support will be needed. Public support of education will increase if a
practical vision of real systemic improvement and investment in it are provided in
a concrete, transparent way.

e The general form of the Achievement Compacts is crucial to seizing the
opportunity before us. Getting the general form right is a necessity. The price of
not getting it right is likely to be making the situation worse and wasting valuable
time and resources.

e |t is worth making and taking the time to get the form of the Compacts right.

* Gilbert is a faculty member at Lane Community College and currently a Co-Chair of the LCC Faculty
Council, sits on the LCC College Council, and previously on the LCC Learning Council. He is currently a
member of the Committee on Research in Physics Education, a governance group of the American
Association of Physics Teachers. During his 20-year employment at LCC, Gilbert’s service included Vice-
President, President, and Past-President on the LCC faculty union Executive Board; Vice-President,
President, and Past-President of the OEA Community College UniServ Council (currently the Oregon
Community College Council); OEA Liaison to the Office of Community College Services (precursor to the
CCWD); and faculty leader in systemic college innovation efforts including Lane’s Strategic Learning
Initiative, and its Vanguard Learning Colleges Project Leadership Team. In the late 90s Gilbert
participated in the multi-year Oregon Collaborative for Excellence in the Preparation of Teachers. Before
coming to Lane, for nine years Gilbert was a Visiting Assistant Professor at the University of Oregon.





There are numerous articles supporting the line of thought in this testimony above, and
such commentary is increasing critical of attempting to drive progress on the basis of
completion and persistence data. One short piece in the March 9 Chronicle of Higher
Education, copied below, is an example.

March 2, 2012 in March 9 print edition (EMPHASIS ADDED)

Do College-Completion Rates Really Measure Quality?

'First, Figure Out Why We Are Failing'

By Judith Ramaley

In his inaugural speech, President Obama declared that "our schools fail too many." Few would
disagree with the fundamental premise that we must promote greater educational attainment for
everyone if we are to meet the challenges of today's world. The United States once led the world in
the percentage of young adults with college degrees, but in recent years, 15 other nations have
surpassed us in that measure. Some nations are already pulling ahead of us in the proportion of their

total adult population that holds college degrees.

Concerns about our nation's declining position in the global education race and what that may mean
for our competitiveness have led us to a focus on college completion. Policy makers are setting goals
for degree attainment, designing ways to measure the progress of students and how quickly they earn

a degree, and asking colleges and universities to shorten degree programs and remove barriers to





academic success. Few of these efforts include a discussion about what it means to be educated and

why we are failing to serve all of our students well.

A focus on "completion" will not be enough to help us increase our competitiveness, prepare our
students to be responsible citizens, and protect and enhance our nation's role in the world. We must
first figure out why we are failing so many students, and then we must do something about it. Only
then will the completion rates go up. We must also talk about what an accumulation of credit hours
can actually tell us about our graduates. By focusing on degree completion without considering the
quality and outcomes of the experiences that accompany that achievement, we are shortchanging

ourselves and our students.

Every thoughtful observer has his or her own favorite explanation about why we are failing so many
of our students, as well as a preferred solution. It is tempting to pick a solution that can generate
solid data—for example, credit hours or degrees conferred—to be used for accountability. However,

our problem is bigger than that.

To meet contemporary needs, our colleges must not only graduate a higher proportion of students
but also educate them in new ways. We need to pay attention to the skills they will need to thrive in
the 21st century, as individuals and as contributors to a democratic society. Public policy should
provide additional financing that promotes both completion and a quality educational experience

that prepares graduates for the demands of a new age.

Many institutions that serve a broad range of students have reason to worry that data on degree
completion will become dashboard indicators of institutional quality. It is too easy for institutions
that serve exceptionally well-prepared students to look good and for institutions that serve a

significant proportion of nontraditional and underrepresented students to look bad.

Many colleges welcome students who are simply not fully prepared for college-level work. I have
been inspired and encouraged by what I have learned from institutions like Salt Lake Community

College and LaGuardia Community College about how to support students like these.

Salt Lake Community College has produced a road map outlining what it must do to prepare its
students for academic and career success. The early results are encouraging. LaGuardia Community
College has developed a First Year Institute that is yielding exciting results for both new students and
continuing students who are having academic difficulties. Both institutions serve a significant
proportion of nontraditional and underrepresented students. These colleges have a compelling story

to tell about what it takes to help students who are not fully prepared for college-level work. We can





all learn from these stories, regardless of whom we serve. We should be judged on what we know
about our students and what we are doing to help them be successful. Improved degree completion

will follow.

A heavy focus on degree completion leaves out the realities of life in today's academy and can,
unfortunately, lead to unintended consequences. Institutions that enroll extremely well-prepared
students from economically secure and well-educated families will naturally have high completion
rates. Institutions that serve the underserved can improve their standing in two ways—by raising
their admissions standards to weed out students who are unlikely to succeed without special support
or by adopting new and promising practices that foster academic and career success for all their

students, regardless of how prepared they are when they enter college.

Both approaches will increase completion rates for a particular institution. Only the latter strategy
will deal with the serious gaps in academic and career success that are causing us to fall behind other

nations in the educational attainment of our citizenry.

Judith Ramaley is president of Winona State University.






Testimony for Oregon Education Investment Board meeting, March 13.
OEIB members and guests

On March 9, | entered testimony regarding the form of the Achievement
Compacts initially envisioned (“Achievement Compacts are worth Getting
Right and Doing Right”). The gist of the testimony was that the Compacts
as initially envisioned were inadequate to the strategic task of
accomplishing 40-40-20 and a world-class educated citizenry. This initial
form of compacts did not seem informed by an analysis and strategy that
had a credible chance of mobilizing the human and financial resources for
success. The problematic element in the initially formulated Compacts was
their primarily focus on completion and persistence data to drive progress
toward the goal of 40-40-20 and a world-class educated citizenry.

If completion is not an adequate driver, what is a credible driver of change
that can mobilize the human and financial resources to achieve the bold
and desirable goal of 40-40-20 and a world-class educated citizenry?
Please, seriously consider that it is investing in a unified Oregon education
system and aligned it to identify and adapt for Oregon the rigorously proven
practices existing globally that exemplify world-class best practices. (This
approach is sketched out with some detail in the March 9 testimony.)

This approach requires a fuller and a best-practices targeted form of
Achievement Compact. Oregon’s success plausibly rests on taking the
time to make this mid-course correction in the form of the Compacts. Thus,
| suggest it is important, while being immersed in the details arising from
the initially proposed form of Compact, to be open to the wider
conversation that is critical of this completion-driven approach. Please
consider the variety of voices in the attached March 2 report featured in the
March 9 Chronicle of Higher Education. Paying attention to this diversity of
people, all critical of completion data as a driver of education quality, can
be particularly valuable for gaining perspective on the importance of getting
the Compacts right.

Dennis Gilbert
Physics/Science

Lane Community College
Eugene, Oregon
gilbertd@lanecc.edu





March 2, 2012 (Emphasis added)

Do College-Completion Rates Really Measure
Quality?

'First, Figure Out Why We Are Failing’
By Judith Ramaley

In his inaugural speech, President Obama declared that "our schools fail too many." Few
would disagree with the fundamental premise that we must promote greater educational
attainment for everyone if we are to meet the challenges of today's world. The United States
once led the world in the percentage of young adults with college degrees, but in recent
years, 15 other nations have surpassed us in that measure. Some nations are already pulling
ahead of us in the proportion of their total adult population that holds college degrees.

Concerns about our nation's declining position in the global education race and what that
may mean for our competitiveness have led us to a focus on college completion. Policy
makers are setting goals for degree attainment, designing ways to measure the progress of
students and how quickly they earn a degree, and asking colleges and universities to shorten
degree programs and remove barriers to academic success. Few of these efforts include a
discussion about what it means to be educated and why we are failing to serve all of our
students well.





A focus on "completion" will not be enough to help us increase our competitiveness, prepare
our students to be responsible citizens, and protect and enhance our nation's role in the
world. We must first figure out why we are failing so many students, and then we must do
something about it. Only then will the completion rates go up. We must also talk about what
an accumulation of credit hours can actually tell us about our graduates. By focusing on
degree completion without considering the quality and outcomes of the experiences that

accompany that achievement, we are shortchanging ourselves and our students.

Every thoughtful observer has his or her own favorite explanation about why we are failing
so many of our students, as well as a preferred solution. It is tempting to pick a solution that
can generate solid data—for example, credit hours or degrees conferred—to be used for

accountability. However, our problem is bigger than that.

To meet contemporary needs, our colleges must not only graduate a higher proportion of
students but also educate them in new ways. We need to pay attention to the skills they will
need to thrive in the 21st century, as individuals and as contributors to a democratic society.
Public policy should provide additional financing that promotes both completion and a

quality educational experience that prepares graduates for the demands of a new age.

Many institutions that serve a broad range of students have reason to worry that data on
degree completion will become dashboard indicators of institutional quality. It is too easy
for institutions that serve exceptionally well-prepared students to look good and for
institutions that serve a significant proportion of nontraditional and underrepresented
students to look bad.

Many colleges welcome students who are simply not fully prepared for college-level work. I
have been inspired and encouraged by what I have learned from institutions like Salt Lake
Community College and LaGuardia Community College about how to support students like

these.

Salt Lake Community College has produced a road map outlining what it must do to prepare
its students for academic and career success. The early results are encouraging. LaGuardia
Community College has developed a First Year Institute that is yielding exciting results for
both new students and continuing students who are having academic difficulties. Both
institutions serve a significant proportion of nontraditional and underrepresented students.
These colleges have a compelling story to tell about what it takes to help students who are

not fully prepared for college-level work. We can all learn from these stories, regardless of





whom we serve. We should be judged on what we know about our students and what we are
doing to help them be successful. Improved degree completion will follow.

A heavy focus on degree completion leaves out the realities of life in today's academy and
can, unfortunately, lead to unintended consequences. Institutions that enroll extremely
well-prepared students from economically secure and well-educated families will naturally
have high completion rates. Institutions that serve the underserved can improve their
standing in two ways—by raising their admissions standards to weed out students who are
unlikely to succeed without special support or by adopting new and promising practices that
foster academic and career success for all their students, regardless of how prepared they
are when they enter college.

Both approaches will increase completion rates for a particular institution. Only the latter
strategy will deal with the serious gaps in academic and career success that are causing us to
fall behind other nations in the educational attainment of our citizenry.

Judith Ramaley is president of Winona State University.

) " 'We Should Look to Other Indicators to
Measure Worth and Value'

By Arthur M. Hauptman





There is little question that the shift in policy focus in this country over the past decade from
access to success has been a positive development. College officials and policy makers at
both the federal and state levels now recognize that it is not enough to measure the scope of
higher education just in terms of how many students enroll; if we as a nation are to remain
globally competitive, it is also critical to ensure that more students actually complete their
program and attain a degree.

But are high college-completion rates a good indicator of educational quality, and do
increases in completion rates over time mean that quality is improving? As with so many
things, the answer is that it depends. If higher completion rates are achieved by high schools
doing a better job of preparing their students, or by colleges and universities paying more
attention to the needs of students once they enroll, or by states financing institutions at least
partly based on the number of students who graduate, then we are on the right track in

using completion rates to improve quality.

In some other important ways, though, the attainment and completion debate in this
country has taken some wrong turns over the past five years. One such misdirection is the
assumption that higher completion rates automatically result in higher attainment rates. To
understand the problem here, we need to recognize that completion and attainment rates do
not measure the same thing. Completion rates are the percentage of students who finish the
program they began, while attainment rates measure the share of the adult population who
hold a degree.

Traditionally the United States has had high rates of bachelor's-degree attainment
compared to some other countries. But this ranking was not achieved by having high
completion rates. Indeed, for a long time we have had comparatively mediocre completion
rates because we expend more effort to increase access than many other countries that have
more elitist systems of higher education. So the traditional U.S. leadership in bachelor's-
degree attainment has been a function of enrolling lots of students who, even with modest
completion rates, produce very high rates of bachelor's-degree attainment. The stimulus for
the national debate we are having is that we now rank much lower on all measures of

educational attainment.

But it is a mistake to assume that modest completion rates are the reason for our lower
standing when it comes to attainment. Rather, the philosophy and the policies of countries,

states, and systems of institutions are the primary determinant of completion rates. For





example, a country with an elitist higher-education system that allows only 10 or 15 percent
of its population to enroll in college is likely to have a much higher completion rate than a
country that allows a much broader share of its population to enroll.

Similarly, it is also a mistake to use institutional completion rates as a measure of
educational quality, because institutional selectivity is by far the principal predictor of
completion rates. An open-access institution that graduates 50 percent of its students is
most likely doing a much better job of educating its students than a highly selective
institution that graduates only 60 percent of the students who enroll. So in assessing the
record of institutions with regard to their quality, they ought to be compared with peer
institutions with similar degrees of selectivity. If we are really interested in improving and
measuring quality, then we should look to other indicators that measure the worth and
value of the educational process, such as a willingness to invest in faculty who are good
teachers and a commitment to provide a quality education to whichever students are
admitted.

Arthur M. Hauptman is a public-policy consultant specializing in finance issues in higher

education.

'Student Commitment Is a Major Determinant

of Quality"

By Patrick M. Callan





The issue of quality cannot be separated from the question of how well higher education
serves students and society. Do colleges and universities produce and certify graduates in
sufficient numbers and with the requisite knowledge and skills to enhance opportunity,
citizenship, and productivity in the knowledge-based global economy?

Educators, institutions, accreditors, and government have historically relied on institutional
characteristics, processes, and practices—principally inputs—as proxies for educational
quality. In the current environment, with the imperative to significantly raise rates of
educational attainment and with less deferential attitudes toward educators, direct evidence
of educational effectiveness is also needed. Completion rates are important, but measurable
and comparable evidence of student learning will be essential if completion is to be

ultimately accepted as a legitimate measure of college quality, as it should be.

Of course, there are issues of definition and measurement. How to account for students who
attend multiple institutions en route to earning a degree or certificate? Or those who enroll
for other purposes than certification? Or those who meet their goals—new knowledge or

skills or employment—without obtaining certification?

However, even with the most sophisticated metrics, relying on completion numbers and
rates exclusively is as unjustifiable as leaving completion out of the quality equation. A one-
dimensional emphasis on completion can have unanticipated and unwanted consequences
at the institutional and policy levels.

College students are adults, and no institution can or should take full responsibility for the
learning or graduation of every student. Student effort is a major component of educational
quality. Public-opinion research has consistently found that the American public believes
that the commitment of students is the principal determinant of higher-education quality—
one reason it has been difficult to convince the public and many policy makers that
completion rates are key indicators of quality and should be taken seriously as major

components of public accountability.

The issue of completion has justifiably become an important element of quality and

accountability, not because colleges should ensure that every student completes, but
because poor completion rates are a systemic pattern of all too many postsecondary
institutions. They are a necessary but not sufficient measure of quality.





Patrick M. Callan is presiden of the National Center for Public Policy and Higher
Education

'We Have Yet to Use Them Where They Are

Needed Most'

By Sylvia Hurtado

College-completion rates only partially reflect institutional quality, and we have yet to
adequately make use of completion information for institutional improvement where it is
needed most—with students who are first generation, low income, or are from
underrepresented racial and ethnic groups. Recent analyses of national data that track full
cohorts of freshmen to graduation suggest that completion rates reflect entering-student
characteristics and intentions, how students are able to finance college, peer norms
associated with enrollment-mobility patterns, and institutional resources.

If we hope to improve degree completion in this country, we have to use more sophisticated
ways of assessing completion rates that not only inform students who are making choices
but are also fair to institutions with fewer resources that are doing the most to offer access
to diverse college students and advance them toward a degree.

The recent report on Completing College released by the Higher Education Research

Institute encourages the use of completion rates adjusted for entering-student





characteristics and intentions to assist campuses in assessing whether they are doing better
than expected (or worse) based on the types of students that they recruit and admit. That is,
it is well established that students who are low income, first generation, part of an
underrepresented minority, or entering college with lower academic ability are more likely
to leave their original college for a variety of reasons.

This tendency for student mobility is almost a force of nature, particularly at broad-access
institutions in urban areas. Students take advantage of higher-education opportunity as it
suits their learning needs, goals for particular careers, or family finances. Over all, the
likelihood of a student's completing a degree at his or her first college is lower when many
peers are attending part time, consider it normal to stop their education, have to work many

hours per week, or take some of their courses at other local colleges.

Moreover, the lingering economic downturn affects students' decisions to stay as much as it
affects colleges' ability to offer aid, open more sections of classes, or provide support for the
students most likely to leave college. In fact, the higher the loan that students take out in the

first year of college, the less likely they are to graduate from the same college six years later.

We now have the data to try a more systemic approach to degree completion. We can
identify institutions that contribute to the degree progress of underrepresented students by
sharing the assessment of institutional impact and employ intermediate benchmarks to help
institutions review internal policies or economic decisions that may be causing unnecessary

mobility among particular groups of students.

Instead of ranking institutions using completion rates, we should find ways to use measures
of degree completion that reward institutional contributions to improving degree progress
over all and equity in degree-completion rates across populations. This could permit
institutions to share resources via regional consortium agreements, allow families to
conserve resources or reduce costs, and give students more choices if they can obtain basic
skills and general-education courses at one institution and select majors at any number of

local institutions.

The point is not to halt student mobility but to allow institutions to exert more control over
it—to channel students instead of either diverting them or ignoring the issue completely.
Completion rates should reflect both institutional contributions and collective efforts to
increase degree attainment and educational equity.





Sylvia Hurtado is a professor of education and director of the Higher Education Research
Institute at the University of California at Los Angeles.

0\ '‘There's a Serious Distortion for Community

By Thomas Bailey

Colleges'

Completion rates certainly have the potential to provide useful information to people who
need to make decisions about enrollment, financing, hiring, and other matters. However,
particularly in the case of community colleges, which enroll nearly half of all
undergraduates in the nation, there are fundamental deficiencies in how the rates are
defined, determined, and used. Unless these shortcomings are dealt with, completion rates
will continue to offer a distorted snapshot of how well community colleges fulfill their
mission. For instance:

Completion rates do not distinguish between types of institutions. The concept of
a "graduation rate" seems simple enough, but different definitions can change the rates and
significantly alter institutional rankings. Both four-year institutions and community colleges
are required to report to the U.S. Department of Education completion rates based on the
proportion of first-time, full-time, "degree seeking" students who obtain a degree within 150
percent and 200 percent of the "normal" time it takes to complete a degree.





This measure may make sense for selective four-year colleges, where most students attend
full time immediately after high school. But it is much less meaningful for community
colleges, where many students attend part time, return to college after an absence, or
transfer from another institution. For community colleges, the normal graduation rate is
based on the experience of a small minority of students.

Moreover, the current calculation treats students who transfer to another college without
completing a degree at the "college of first enrollment” as "noncompleters." This standard
creates a serious distortion for community colleges because most of their students enroll
with the goal of transferring to a four-year college, but those who do transfer tend to do so

without first obtaining a community-college credential.

Completion rates obscure variation within colleges. Students or employers may be
interested in a particular program, but success measures can vary significantly by program
and major or by degree type within a college. In community colleges, certificates and
associate degrees are combined in one measure, but certificate programs have higher
completion rates, so a college with more certificate programs will have a higher graduation
rate than one with fewer certificate programs, even if the quality of certificate and degree

programs in the two colleges is the same.

Completion rates lack crucial measures of quality. Graduation rates can be raised
by lowering standards. Or colleges may have programs with high completion rates in
occupational areas for which there are few or only low-quality jobs. So a comprehensive
measure of institutional performance should also include indicators of program quality such

as measures of student learning or employment outcomes.

Completion rates do not take into account costs. This is an increasingly critical
component when assessing college productivity and quality, especially in the current fiscal

environment.

The Department of Education began reporting consistently measured graduation rates for
most colleges in late 1990s, and these numbers have significantly advanced the discussion
about college performance. But we must recognize that they continue to provide only a
partial picture. Given their limitations, completion rates should serve as a jumping-off point

for conversation and exploration rather than as an end in themselves.





Thomas Bailey is a professor of economics and education at Teachers College, Columbia
University, and is director of the Community College Research Center.

'‘Many Two-Year Students Are Counted as

Failures'

By Eric Reno

As the accountability steamroller flattens any attempts to provide meaningful explanations
of institutional missions and individual student circumstances and motivations, I would like
to focus on the neglected 40 percent of community-college students who are vital to
building the country's economic strength and civic engagement: those who are between the
ages of 25 and 65.

As opposed to four-year students in this age group who are largely upper-division and
graduate students, two-year students of these ages are in the beginning, or resurgence, of
their higher-education journeys. Seventy-four percent of them are attending part time, and
they are more likely to include parents, professionals, and breadwinners. As a result, they
are also more likely to be subjected to those pesky instances of life that affect the best-laid
educational plans.

In debating the definition of a "successful community-college student" many years ago when

I was in the Florida system, the chief academic officers finally agreed that the only





legitimate measure of student success was proof that a student was still in good academic
standing whether or not she was currently enrolled. Aside from identifying students who
had actually failed, all other measures were subject to the vagaries of life far beyond most
institutions' control. Under many current accountability measures, the following students
would be counted as institutional failures or not counted at all:

o First-time college students who fail or drop out and return later to achieve
doctorates.

e Students who do not begin their college careers as full-time students.

¢ Students who take longer than five years to complete their degrees.

e Active military members whose educational goals are stalled due to deployment.

e Students who get jobs after having received skills from the partial completion of their
programs.

e Students who transfer to any private or out-of-state institutions, without having
completed degrees, and where tracking processes are not in place.

¢ Students who stop their education, for reasons too numerous to list, and who remain

in good academic standing at their institutions.

So how do we convert what should be seen as quintessential American success stories to
successes in the eyes of those who want to hold us accountable, and of the multiple
communities we serve and whose support and confidence we have worked so hard to earn?

First, we should establish accountability measures on things that institutions can control,
including measuring graduation rates only for terminal-degree or certificate programs and
making four-year colleges require associate degrees as a condition of transfer.

Second, we should establish measures that reflect the mission and character of the
institutions, including creating timelines that reflect student demographics and enacting
success and accountability measures that recognize the accomplishments of returning and

part-time students.

We all know the many sayings that reflect the unreliability of data, by itself, to speak the
truth. As educators and public decision makers we need to start being more deliberate in
how and what we measure, given that the results will color public perception, determine
public and legislative support, and mandate operational change.





As leaders of public institutions it is our job to be accountable; it is also our job to ensure
that our accountability measures are meaningful. There is too much truly meaningful work
that needs to be accomplished to do otherwise.

Eric Reno is president of Northeast Lakeview College, in Universal City, Tex.

‘Inputs Have Never Measured Quality’

By Jamie P. Merisotis

Most people now agree that, as a nation, we desperately need more citizens with
postsecondary degrees. We need them to bolster our economy, to strengthen our
democracy, and to lead our communities. For individual Americans, the consequences of
not completing some form of postsecondary education are increasingly dire—especially in
this economy. It's no wonder that millions are seeking postsecondary education and that
policy makers and higher-education leaders are focused on increasing the number of
Americans with college degrees and other postsecondary credentials.

But the pursuit of increasing college-attainment levels is not without its critics. More to the
point, the drive to increase the number of college degrees is raising legitimate concerns
about their quality. At Lumina, we believe strongly that increasing the number of Americans
with postsecondary degrees and credentials to 60 percent by the year 2025 is essential, but





we also believe that merely increasing the number of college graduates isn't enough. Quite
frankly, without a sharper focus on quality, increased degree attainment is meaningless.

So we must have an honest discussion about what a quality education comprises. Is it
correlated with such things as admissions selectivity, faculty credentials, class size, physical
facilities, the size of the endowment—even the price of tuition? Most people think of higher-
education quality in terms of these input measures.

But inputs are not now—and probably never have been—a measure of quality. Today actual
outcomes are what matter, particularly outcomes for students. There are many student
outcomes that are important, but they can best be described in three overarching ways:
employment, learning, and completion. The main reason that so many more Americans are
seeking college educations is that employers are increasingly demanding college credentials,
and opportunities for people without them are severely limited in today's economy.

But all available evidence points to the fact that employer demand is based on a real need
for the underlying skills and knowledge that college degrees represent. In this sense, what
matters is what students actually learn and how they can use what they gain in their
programs of study. To really benefit students, employers, and society as a whole, this
learning must be clearly defined, transparent to all, and recognized in a credential.

A list of credits earned and courses taken does not provide that assurance of quality. We
must be accountable for the quality and integrity of our degrees, and that means we must be
accountable for student learning.

If degrees really do matter, we must increase the number of Americans who complete them.

But in the final analysis, college degrees must represent real learning.

Jamie P. Merisotis is president and chief executive of the Lumina Foundation.






Oregon Education Investment Board

Public Testimony of Dr. Rex Hagans on SB 1581 regarding
constructing more meaningful Achievement Compacts

February 8, 2012
Governor Kitzhauber, Members of the Board

Thank you for the opportunity to offer my ideas on this
important legislation.

My name is Rex Hagans. | live in the Canby School District.

| am retired from a 42-year career in education. | have been
a teacher, counselor, principal and associate superintendent
in local schools, and spent the last 30 years as educational
researcher specifically working on change and innovation in
our public k-12 school system. | am the Chair of the Canby
Education Foundation and have served three terms as the
Chair of the district budget committee.

But | am speaking today primarily as the grandfather and
great-grand father of 6 children who are currently in or about
to enter the Oregon public schools, and in behalf of all those
children who are their classmates.

My message is a simple one. The actions taken as SB 1581
is implemented will greatly affect the lives of these children -
now. They cannot wait for improvements which are as much
as 10 years in the future and should not be exposed to
disruptive actions which have high risk of failure in the hope
of a better system at some distant future date. While |





applaud the truly impressive efforts of the Governor to
improve our educational system, | regard many of current
specifics of those efforts with some skepticism. Changes and
improvements must be made, beginning with the
Achievement Compacts proposed in SB 1581.

The Achievement Compacts effectively change the most
basic relationship between the State and our local school
districts. Stating that the State will be "tight" on the outcomes
and "loose" on how they are to be achieved says to me that
local community will have effectively no voice in determining
what the truly important outcomes actually are. This is an
astounding and disturbing reversal of our long-standing
tradition of local control. That concern was soundly echoed
by many voices in the recent hearings around the state.

To his credit, the Governor has responded to those concerns
by proposing specific amendments to Section 14(5) of SB
1581. These are a significant step in the right direction, but
they do not yet go far enough in assuring that the local
community does not lose control of its own schools.

Therefore | would like to ask this committee to request that
attention be directed to the following in the rule making
process that will follow if SB 1581 becomes law:

* Increasing two-way accountability

The current amendments speak only of the processes the
local district must follow in preparing a local compact, and
the kinds of things that are to be addressed. What happens
if a local district proposes to measure success in some
unique way? Will the state refuse to accept that?





* A much more concrete role for the voice of parents and
community in the process of determining outcomes for
which the district will be responsible, and the state
support needed to achieve them.

The current amendments call on the local educational entity
only to ensure "open communications" with parents and
community representatives, and say that these may be
provided during the public budget process. Simply
communicating with parents and the community is not
sufficient. There needs to be clear direction providing for
parent and community voices in the planning and decision
making as well.

* Greater attention to how those outcomes that are not
encompassed by OAKS but clearly are key to college
and career success will be both embraced and
assessed from the very start of this process.

An extended vision setting process involving some 500
people in my district found this set of outcomes to be the
highest priority for our children:

Critical Thinking
Problem Solving
Communication

While most of these are addressed in the emerging common
core standards for schools, precious few of them are
measured by the current standardized tests which seem
likely to dominate the assessment of outcomes in the
emerging Achievement Compacts.





| would remind us all that what gets measured is what gets
taught. Please do not allow us to be in such a hurry to
become outcomes based that we effectively ignore the very
things that parents and community value the most.

Thank you for your consideration.
Rex Hagans

13847 South Leland Road
Oregon City, Oregon 97045

rex@bctonline.com
503-632-6169







HeaLTHY Kips i
[EARN BETTER

Dear Governor Kitzhaber,

The Healthy Kids Learn Better Coalition, a group consisting of over 35 organizations, fully
supports a meaningful transformation of Oregon’s education system and recognizes the
high priority your office has placed on passage of SB 1581. However, we are concerned about
the fast pace at which crucial decisions about implementation of education reform are being
made.

We urge you to consider modifying the stakeholder input process so proposals are given
adequate time and consideration.
We know that the goal has been to release the model compact to districts by April 1, but we
believe it would be more effective to spend one more month deliberating and discussing what
should be in those compacts. We propose:
¢ One additional month to develop meaningful model compacts, and
e Two months for districts to review and customize their compacts.
This would still allow districts to finalize their compacts by July 1 and implement them for the
beginning of the 2012-13 school year.

Furthermore, we believe it is imperative that there is a meaningful input process, rather
than simply allowing limited feedback on the existing proposal.

e Our Coalition was invited to participate in the advisory group working on indicators that
would be included in the achievement compacts. We interpreted it as an offer for input,
one that we appreciated and did not take lightly. Our delegate, whose expertise bridges
both health and education, already began a series of meetings to gather input for the
health-related indicators to include in the compacts.

e However, at the first K-12 / ESD Achievement Compact Subcommittee meeting on Friday,
February 17th, we were disappointed to discover that the Subcommittee has very little
time to discuss the short list of proposed key indicators®, which were not developed by
them, and the advisory group is only invited to “provide feedback” on the draft list.

e In the current process, there does not appear to be a real opportunity to influence the
final indicators.

This speedy process of developing such an important component of the education reform
package does not facilitate broad community support. Nor do the proposed key indicators in the
sample compact distributed on Feb 17t achieve the goal of transforming the education system in
a way that advances the “whole child”.

On behalf of the Healthy Kids Learn Better Coalition and our member organizations, we
urge you to:
e Allow additional time for the OEIB K-12 / ESD Achievement Compact Subcommittee and its
advisory group to discuss and decide on the most important and strategic indicators,





e Use a “whole child” approach to education reform and to the compacts and indicator
selection, recognizing the value of more than test scores, including removing health-

related barriers to learning.

There are a number of factors which could be used in the
compacts as key health indicators and predictors of future
academic success, which still fit within the various domains
described by both Tim Nesbitt and Nancy Golden at the
Informational Hearing at the House Higher Education
Committee on Feb 20, 2012. One example is attendance,
which gets at health-related and other barriers to learning that
directly impact a student’s ability to graduate and is
particularly relevant for already disadvantaged students.

Please consider our request to allow additional time and
the input of stakeholders when developing the
Achievement Compacts. On behalf of all of our organizations
and the Oregon students for whom we all wish success, the
HKLB Coalition thanks you in advance for your consideration.

Maureen Hinman & Mary Lou Hennrich,
Co-Chairs,
Healthy Kids Learn Better Coalition

Cc: Oregon Education Investment Board Members

*- Graduation rate (four and five year, and "other completers")

- 3rd grade proficiency in reading and math

- 9th grade on-track

- High school students earning 6+ college credits
- "Subgroup graduation”

- Ready for school entry

- Post-secondary enrollment

An ECONorthwest
analysis of 2009-2010
ODE data shows that
there is a clear and
consistent relationship
between early
attendance and later
achievement. Poor
physical, emotional and
social health is a leading
contributor to absences.
Measuring an indicator
such as attendance
would encourage
districts to address
health-related barriers to
learning and support the
whole child, and reward
districts for improving on
those indicators.







February 13, 2012
Governor Kitzhaber and Members of the Board

My name is Kathleen Jeskey. I've been a teacher for 25 years and my main concern with this plan is that
it appears to be more of the status quo: NCLB on steroids. Our current reliance on multiple choice tests to
assess student achievement at the state level does not address critical thinking skills. Better, more
authentic assessments are needed, performance tasks for example. But the state has already dropped
the statewide math problem solving assessment and more recently the state writing assessment due to
lack of funds. If we continue without funding, how will we be able to pay for these authentic assessments
that are needed? We currently spend a good deal of money on incomplete assessments that give us a
very narrow definition of student achievement. Perhaps like the writing assessments, we could again trust
classroom teachers to authentically assess their students.

This brings me to the question of local control. How much input will local schools and districts have about curriculum
and budgeting decisions under this new plan? Or will this be another move further away from local control towards a
top down education establishment, where an appointed state head of schools enforces curriculum and expenditure
priorities handed down from the state and federal level? Will our local school boards become obsolete, as has
happened in other states which have followed similar paths? Will all our students, urban, suburban and rural be
expected to march to the same drum?

And speaking of drums: since this plan appears to continue the current system of reliance on multiple choice
assessments delivered online, how does this address the other sad consequence of NCLB: the narrowing of our
curriculum? What's the plan to restore art, music, physical education? Or will we only restore them when we find a
standardized test to measure these things as well?

What has happened to the QEM? Have we just abandoned it? A great deal of time was spent developing that plan.
This plan is being pushed through much more quickly. Will it soon end up gathering dust in a corner along with the
QEM? Or could we maybe just take QEM out, dust it off, and figure out how to adequately fund our schools?

In the Executive Summary, | read this: “We must find ways to improve the teaching and spark the learning of all
students, now and every year hereafter.” As a teacher, it is and always has been my goal to spark students’ minds, to
make them love learning and want to learn more, now and every year hereafter. An ever more specific prescription
for instruction, narrowing of curriculum, rising student poverty, and decreasing school funding have made it
increasingly difficult to do that. | see nothing in this plan that gives me hope for a change in those circumstances.

Please provide adequate funding so that my grandchildren are able to enjoy the kind of education | was able to
receive as a child growing up in Oregon.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Jeskey

1055 NW 13th Avenue
Canby, OR 97013

velablanca@aol.com
503-412-8034
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Governor Kitzhaber and OEIB Members:

| have been an ESL case manager and teacher in HSD at Evergreen MS. Since 1999, responsible
for all 7" and 8™ grade ELL learners, and my data and experience may be worthwhile
considering as you contemplate outside-the-box solutions to a cohort that, state-wide and nation-
wide- is now performing at academic levels below those historically recorded for African-
Americans.

My perspective, should you be interested in looking at program solutions that are not being
presented in current public and academic discussions, is informed by both personal and
professional experience:

12 years Experience as an Oregon ESL case manager and teacher

K-8 Teaching License-University of Alaska

ESOL Endorsement-Lewis & Clark University

MA in Reading- George Fox University

Gymnasium Degree-Math Major and Language Minor-Soroe Akademi, Denmark
Project Manager-Oil & Gas Industry-World-Wide

Deep-Sea Diver-Oil & Gas Industry-World-Wide

Multi-Lingual at various skill levels of social and academic ability —Danish, English,
Spanish, Swedish, Norwegian, German, French and Latin

Danish immigrant

Father of two

PTA member and president-K-12

VVV VVVVVVVY

Our ELL learners represent a valuable resource, and | would like an opportunity to, instead of the
many research documents you are exposed to, tell you my story as it relates to the hundreds of
students | have helped become successful in the last 10 years:

Tanya who went to BYU to become a global aides worker

Lucero who went to Pacific U. to become a teacher

Brenda who went to Western to become a nurse

Nathaniel who went to the Naval Academy

Yabie who wants to become an optometrist

Dao from Vietnam who learned English in less than two years to earn a GPA of 4.0
John from Japan whose family came after the Fukoshima Collapse and became a 4.0
student in one year

YVVVVYVYYY

Specifically, 1 would like an opportunity to discuss the concept of regional Language Academies
with you as an approach to develop global language experts from our Oregon K-12 educational
system; briefly, this approach would:

> Identify students who are Talented, Gifted and Motivated to acquire academic skills in
English and another global language





» Provide K-12 regional language academies for these students, i.e. students from
immigrant backgrounds as well as students with a tested aptitude for acquiring academic
grade level competency in English and at least one more global language.

» Provide funding and transfer mechanisms for enabling these students to cross districts to
attend, or monitor via distance learning

» Create K-12 connections with undergraduate and graduate language programs

Simultaneously, this success approach, with wide commercial applications, would look at
creating accelerated reading research based opportunities for students that do not demonstrate the
ability to function at academic grade levels with peers due to their multiple language
background.

If the board is interested in listening to a definitive scope of addressing our ELL students’
challenges, I would enjoy the opportunity to ‘Tell My Story.’

If interested in having be present during the school year, please give me adequate time to
schedule a personal day of leave.

Respectfully,

Kurt Kristensen - M. Ed.

22520 SW Fairoaks Ct.
Sherwood, OR 97140-9720
503-625-2340
http://www.commondreams.org/
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NEW YORK TIMES

March 6, 2012

The Wrong Approach to
Discipline

Distressing new federal data on the disciplinary treatment of black students adds urgency to
investigations into the treatment of minority children in a dozen school districts around the
country by the Office of Civil Rights in the Department of Education. The agency, which is
negotiating policies with some of these districts, needs to push for procedures that keep
children in school.

The new 2009-10 federal data, drawn from more than 72,000 schools, serving about 85 percent
of the nation’s students, covers a range of issues, including student discipline and retention.

Black students made up only 18 percent of those in the sample but 35 percent of those
suspended one time and 39 percent of all expulsions. Blacks, in general, are three-and-a-half
times as likely to be suspended or expelled than their white peers, and more than 70 percent of
the students who were involved in arrests or referred to law enforcement agencies were black
or Hispanic.

The federal disciplinary data echoes a major study in Texas last year that showed racial
disparities in school discipline. Both surveys offer grim evidence that states and local districts
must revisit “zero tolerance” policies, which are increasingly common in schools and often
cover too broad a range of misbehaviors. Studies have shown that removing children from
school can lead to long-term problems like the risk of being held back, dropping out or ending
up in the juvenile justice system. Students who pose a danger to others should be suspended or
expelled, but that is not the case in most removals.

For its part, the Office of Civil Rights should be pressing school systems with the worst records
to develop fair and sensible strategies that involve working with troubled children and their
families instead of reflexively showing them the door.






Suspensions, Expulsions of Black Students: The School to Prison
Pipeline?

‘Kiddie racial profiling’ in the classroom keeps students behind, Part 1 of 2
Lisa Loving Of The Skanner News

February 23,2012
T ’?‘ | Tamberlee Tarver’s son Camron has been suspended from his North
Portland school nine times since last October.

He's run away from teachers, tried to run away from school, spit on
a teacher and thrown papers on the floor.

Camron has a short list of disabilities impacting his coordination and
his ability to focus — and now is being treated for an anxiety
. disorder. '

A kindergartner, Camron is five years old.
“I'm currently looking for a therapist to undo some of the damage
that’s been done so far — because my son’s turned into a whole
different person,” Tarver says.
Mom Tamberlee Tarver has . . .
spent months advocating for Who knew such little kids could be kicked out of school? But a 2005
her son, Camron, at his ~ Study by Yale University found that in Oregon, preschoolers are
North Portland school. She is €xpelled at twice the rate of school-aged kids, and that black
working with other parents toddlers are expelled at about twice the rate of white tots — even
to educate the educators  higher than the national average.
about the long-term impacts
of excessive suspension and Not only are the littlest African American students banished from
expulsion of black students. (|asses at higher rates than their teenaged counterparts, but
Lisa Loving photo nationwide, Black students are punished with classroom dismissals
at a far higher rate than any other group throughout the K-12

system — especially if they're in special education programs.

Yet, many researchers say, there is no evidence that Black kids act out more than any others.

Despite the fact that the dynamic has been known and recognized for generations, many
educational policymakers have been slow to move on the evidence that hundreds of millions of
dollars could be saved nationwide by state and local governments with one simple policy: use
suspensions and expulsions as -- genuinely -- a final resort.

Can reducing the use of kiddie racial profiling to discipline youth by kicking them out of class be
the key to reducing the achievement gap — and the incarceration rate?







Allen,

| recently attended a meeting for the new Technology and Education Center as a member of the
EDCO Higher Education Committee. | should say before any comments that | sincerely
appreciate the State support and funding assistance for this important center that will be designed
to bring and educate more business in Central Oregon.

What | am about to point out is my real concern about how the State is holding us hostage in how
we approach our programs. As a member of the HEAT report that was designed to give OSU a
better foothold in Central Oregon, | have been a strong supporter for improving the status of
OSU in our community. | am a graduate of OSU and | am grateful for the education I received.
However, | am really concerned about OUS telling us that we can not have another state college
in our community.

We are very limited in what we can offer now. A number of our manufacturing companies hire
from OIT and have a good working relationship with them. OIT also offers a great 2+2 program
that fits very well with the programs being planned for the new Tech Center. This is NOT a
duplication of the type of engineering programs being planned for OSU. This slammed door is
not going over with our industry partners.

Our EDCO Higher Education Committe is asking OIT to bring in their on line programs because
you can't stop that effort. If you really want to get us to invest in your efforts, maybe you should
invest in ours first.

Ron Munkres

CoChair, EDCO Higher Ed Committee
Member of HEAT

From: ALLEN Seth * GOV <seth.allen@state.or.us

Sent: Monday, March 5, 2012 2:28 PM
Subject: Oregon Education Investment Board meeting notice 3/13/12






PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DEPARTMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

501 N. Dixon / Portland, Oregon 97227
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 3107 / Portland, Oregon 97208-3107
Telephone: (503) 916-3152 Fax: (503) 916-3174
Robert Ford- Director

Dear Governor Kitzhaber,

I want to first commend you for the work you are doing to improve and stream line the
serves to young children and their families. | am very hopeful about the direction we are
heading as a state and so appreciate your commitment to Early Childhood Education and
to addressing these difficult issues and status quo.

| am one of the Assistant Directors in the Special Education department at Portland
Public Schools. My primary focus and back ground is early childhood special education.
Our Early Childhood Evaluation Team conducts initial and ongoing evaluations for
EI/ECSE eligibility, approximately 1200 evaluations last school year. The children who
meet the eligible criteria are then sent to Multnomah Early Childhood Program to receive
their EI/ECSE services. Our team also coordinates the transition of 350-400 young
students with disabilities into kindergarten every year. We see the gap between what is
“expected” for kindergarten and the reality of many incoming students. The EI/ECSE
system is not a seamless system into kindergarten. It is very disjointed and traumatic for
parents and our students.  Portland Public Schools would like to be at the table in
discussions about EI/ECSE services in our District and how we can be a part of the new
structure in serving our students with disabilities.

Portland has made Early Childhood education a priority and is working to align our early
education programs to maximize outcomes (Pre-K and Head Start). We have also
created an Early Learners Group whose focus is the align our programs within PPS and
collaborate with our community partners to create continuity for families and program
alignment.  Portland is very interested in early childhood services, kindergarten
readiness skills, assessment and how these services align and support our district
milestones, enter 1% grade ready to read, end 3" grade reading to learn, end middle
school ready for high school, enter 10™ grade on track to graduate and 12" grade
graduating on time and ready for college and work.

| have attended two of your council meetings and am excited about the work. In the last
meeting, 1/26/12, it was mentioned that there may be some opportunities to help pilot
some of this work. We would be interested in learning more about this opportunity and
any future opportunities to be involved or have input.

Thank you!

Mary Pearson

Assistant Director, Special Education
Early Childhood






IN CONSIDERATION OF LOCAL GOVERNANCE FOR OREGON PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES
Edward J. Ray
Oregon State University
March 16, 2012

Discussions regarding the governance of public universities in Oregon should focus on the higher
education needs of the people of Oregon, as reflected through their elected officials. One expression of
those needs is the recently adopted 40-40-20 goal. This means that the Governor and the legislature will
seek to manage all elemenits of the education continuum so that by 2025, 40% of the adult workforce in
Oregon will have at least a college degree as their highest level of educational attainment, 40% will have
the equivalent of a post-secondary certificate or associates degree and the remaining 20% will achieve a
high school degree.

The current effort to define a new seamless governance structure for the education continuum, P-20, is
driven largely by this objective. It also reflects the understanding that Oregonians who progress through
the Oregon education system should represent the dominant majority share of the more highly
educated adult workforce in the state. We should not be satisfied by merely importing, rather than
creating, college graduates.

This educational attainment initiative in no way diminishes the importance of public higher education in
pursuing basic and applied research, advanced educational training at the professional and doctoral
levels, and the need to create new businesses and jobs in Oregon. It also means that the service role
provided by the public universities to the general public through such efforts as those of 4-H and the
statewide public service programs must continue to be fulfilled.

The organization of public higher education in Oregon should be configured to efficiently educate
Oregonians, create new businesses and jobs, and serve individual and community needs throughout the
state. In achieving the goals described above, as in most instances, form should follow substance. The
strengths and weaknesses and the details of proposed governance structures for higher education
should be measured by the extent to which they advance or deter the state from achieving these
objectives relative to the current governance structure.

The two most important factors for greater success in achieving 40-40-20 and the other goals of public
higher education in Oregon are:

1. Flexibility in management at the individual university level coordinated to achieve common
goals by a single statewide board that is respensibie for ensuring that universities are working
together for the benefit of the state. Flexible management at the university level will benefit all
of the roles that universities play in Oregon’s economy —~ teaching, research and outreach and
service.

2. Greater financial support from the state and private sources to foster these efforts. This
includes targeted financial support for the research and outreach services that universities
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provide to state citizens. Investments in the teaching, research, and outreach services that all of
the state’s universities provide will position Oregon as a leader nationally and internationaliy in
economic competitiveness. Research and service activities would also benefit both from
increased operating flexibility at the university level and continued collaborative strategic efforts
at the system level.

Although the argument for additional investment in all three aspects of public higher education is
compeliing, [ will not dwell on that issue here. Instead, | focus on how the governance structure we
choose can optimally advance the effectiveness of our efforts in higher education for the benefit of the
people of Oregon. | particulariy address the role of local boards in that optimal structure.

In seeking the passage of 5B 242 [ast legislative session, we contended that the universities will be able
to graduate more Oregonians from undergraduate and graduate programs under any given level of
resources. The hill provided relief from some of the dysfunctional regulations of state agency status.
Additional operating flexibility for the universities to manage their own business activities will improve
their operating efficiency and result in more “bang-per-buck” for the people of Oregon for their tax,
tuition, partnership, and philanthropic dollars.

Examples include greater flexibility in setting salaries, health benefits and pensians, purchasing and
selling real property, and capital projects that are not financed by ~ and do not increase the need for -
state resources. | do not advocate for complete flexibility in any of these areas. After a transition period
to establish procedures and trust at the university level, resident undergraduate tuition could be set
locally within limits and procedures established at the system level. | believe efficiencies can be gained
by added flexibility in each area. It is instructive that some years ago the then president of OHSU, Peter
Kohler, attributed the remarkable success of OHSU during its first decade of greater autonomy to its
focus on expanding its research capabilities and its ability to use its own borrowing capacity to make
strategic investments in faciiities.

The case for changing governance at the local level

Colleagues at the University of Oregon and Portland State University want to have local governing
boards, while | have expressed a preference for a system level board. The smaller public universities
seem to prefer governance through a system board also, though they may ultimately choose otherwise.
The current discussion of governance should take the perspective of the presidents into account, but |
believe i would be a mistake to have presidential preferences, including mine, settle the issue of
whether all or some of the universities should have local governing boards.

The appropriate question is: what are the needs of the overall governing authority for public higher
education in order to ensure alignment of objectives at the university and state level to achieve our
common goals such as 40-40-207 The answer surely depends on the structure of governance at the state
level, But, this is not simply a matter of whether all of higher education is overseen by the Oregon
Education Investment Board, (OEIB), The Higher Education Coordinating Commission, (HECC), or by
independent community college boards and the Oregon University System, {OUS), board, as is currently
the case. The state governing authority should determine whether or not the effective discharge of its
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governing responsibilities requires - or will be aided by - the establishment of local governing boards at
all or some of the public universities.

It is not clear to me that the question above has been adequately addressed over the last two years. | do
not oppose the creation of local boards at other universities but | do not prefer a local board at Oregon
State University. | recognize the importance of oversight and coordination of public university activities
at the state level. HB 4061 B creates a special committee that may produce enabling legistation for the
2013 session to create local boards. [ believe the appropriate question is: if they are to exist, how should
local boards be configured and charged to capture the best features of a system board and still meet the
needs of the statewide governing authority?

In the worst instances, universities with local boards meander toward excellence, if they are lucky. They
often must accommodate the tastes of local board members while trying to execute longer term plans.
My experience with a local board and with the NCAA leads me to conclude that many of the problems
universities in Division | have with NCAA violations are related to boards or board members who tell the
president when and how to hire and fire coaches and when to ook the other way in the face of possible
infractions because “things” are going well.

What might be calied the care and feeding of local boards can be very expensive. Usually thereisa
board secretary with staff to arrange visits to programs, individuals, and groups for board members.
General Counsel ts almost always needed at board meetings to ensure that public open record laws and
other regulations are adhered to by the local board. Also, the more frequently the local board meets,
the more resources are needed to arrange meetings, prepare content and follow up on requests from
board members. In addition, sometimes individuals or groups within the university will try to make an
end run around the university administration to gain support from the local board- or, board members
may reach down into university operations to champion an individual or program. This kind of mischief
is less likely with a system hoard, which must oversee several universities and maintain a broader and
statewide perspective.

Local boards represent a local power base with an expressed purpose of seeking local interests that may
not align with those of a statewide governing agency. If the local board hires and fires the president and
has direct access to the legislature and/or the Governor for support for capital projects, general funding
or other forms of special consideration, the state governing body will quickly lose relevance. The state as
a whole will lose the benefits of a focused, coordinated effort in attaining common goals. Alignment
among all of the institutions is crucial if Oregon is to achieve goals such as 40-40-20 as effectively as
possible.

As suggested already, local boards will naturally advocate for the success and benefit of the universities
they lead. Unfortunately, that can create tension between the university and the executive and
legislative branches of state government. The people of Oregon created the public universities and bear
the credit for their substantial property holdings and reputational capital. While the state continues to
struggle to provide operating fund support for the public universities, the universities cannot realize
their potential for service to Oregonians and the nation without a strong positive partnership with





government leaders, A strong state governing authority is an important factor in holding fast to that
important partnership. '

Based on my experience operating under a local board elsewhere, | prefer a state governing authority to
a local board for two additional reasons. First, | believe adding one more layer of bureaucracy will
detract from accountability in our business and public sector management by blurring the lines of
responsibility. Presidents have been known to tell governing authorities that they cannot control their
focal governing board which is not supporting system policy. The state authority is then forced to decide
whom to believe. | prefer to be held directly accountable for what we do -and do not- accomptish at
Oregon State University; and | think that clarity of accountability is in the interests of the people of
Oregon.

Second, | do not fee! at a loss for excellent advice. The OSU Foundation is perhaps among the best
managed and overseen foundations in America. | have used that board to discuss every major challenge
that we have faced at OSU, and the advice has been of the highest possible quality. Incidentally, | know
that some would argue that local boards can help raise money. We are in our first university-wide
campaign and rapidly gaining on our twice upward revised goal of $1 billion for the Campaign for OSU
without a local governing board.

The advice | receive is not solely from the Foundation. We believe in -and practice- shared governance at
Oregon State. Currently, we are assessing proposals that would literally transform the university from
63 colleges, schools and departments to as few as 32 under the direction of the faculty. We do not need
a local board to telt us how to innovate and change. Also, | receive excellent advice from colleagues, the
faculty senate, special commissions on campus, our alumni association board and from my board of
visitors. This fast group is helping us to create an inclusive community on campus and to recruit the best
and brightest and most diverse faculty, staff, and students.

Most of these points are not novel observations. In order to design and instruct local boards in ways that
will minimize the adverse and costly behavior that | have identified, | encourage those charged with
designing local boards to consult with representatives from the Assodiation of Governing Boards, (AGB),
the consuitants previously engaged by the loint Interim Legisiative Committee on Higher Education
foliowing the 2009 session which led to the passage of SB 242, as well as those who advised the OUS
board.

My preference for a system board is simply based on the observation that a board at the system level is
less prone to micro-manage, is less likely to contribute to athletics violations, is less expensive to work
with from a financial, time, and staffing perspective, and is better able to maintain alignment in
operating objectives of individual institutions and the siate. | am sure that consultants, including those
from the AGB, could provide advice on best practices for operating local boards to somewhat mitigate
the negatives | have mentioned and others that | have missed.

HB 4061 B calls for a Special Committee on University Governance to make recommendations regarding
local governing boards for the 2013 |egislative session. Therefore, | am making a number of suggestions
on the operation of iocal boards.





All members of the local board should be appointed by the Governor, including the board chair,
for a once renewable, six year term, with advice from university, foundation, and other leaders,
including the members of the board themselves.

Once the board is established, the president couid be appointed and removed by the local board
with the advice and approval of the state governing board.

Students, faculty, and staff should be represented on a local board with perhaps two year terms.
The board should consist of no more than 12-15 members.

Local boards should be organized to conduct quarterly meetings except in emergencies.

The operating flexibility | mentioned earlier could be constrained by system guidelines with oversight
and implementation managed by a local board. For example:

The local board might be authorized to approve salary increases up to a fixed percentage
without requiring the approval of the system board.

Health benefits and retirement benefit packages might be developed at each university
providing that system packages are not more cost effective.

Resident undergraduate tuition levels should continue to be set at the state authority level until
local procedures and trust are built for limited tuition flexibility at the university level.
Universities should set non-resident tuition.

Universities could be authorized to use their own borrowing capacity up to a defined limit of
debt service on capital projects as a percentage of operating revenue.

Universities could be authorized to purchase and sell real property up to a defined dollar limit in
value.

Universities should be authorized to address personnel policies for faculty and staff.
Universities should manage legal affairs coordinated through the state governing authority.

The state governing authority should retain control over the allocation of state general funds

~ among universities and establish state priorities for capital projects that rely on state matching

funds.

The state governing authority should atso ensure compliance by each university with established
performance or achievement compacts, and submit a unified budget to the legislature for which
the state board coordinates lobbying and advocacy activity for the public universities.

University mission statements and programs should be determined by the state governing
authority.

Since | arrived in Oregon in 2003, | have called for the public universities to collaborate as a “virtual

mega-university” to provide the impetus for economic development and social progress for the people
of Oregon. Uniess we work together, we will never attain the economic and social impact that large,

comprehensive public universities in states like Florida, Texas, Minnesota, and [llincis have done. The

need for collaboration is felt nowhere as strongly as in the area of strategic statewide investment in

research. The effectiveness and efficiency of our system-wide research capabilities can benefit from
oversight and strategic investments by the state governing agency in areas such as nanotechnology,





sustainable building practices, energy alternatives, manufacturing, and natural resource protection and
management.

Decisions about whether or how to create local boards should be based on the degree to which local
boards will effectively manage Oregon’s universities on behalf of the people of the state. | understand
that some believe the degrees of freedom for operating efficiently at the university level that | have
mentioned may not be possible if there are no local boards. It is not clear to me that local boards create
greater accountability and better decisions —or if they actually create the need for a stronger statewide
board in order to control and overses them. | remain particularly concerned about the considerable cost
burden that local boards wouid impose on the four smaller universities in the state.

| hope these observations contribute to the ongoing conversation regarding the best governance
structure for public higher education in Oregon. The structure we adopt must ultimately be judged by its
effectiveness in enabling us to achieve the 40-40-20 goal, to advance research and to provide services
that meet the needs of the people of Oregon.

Finally, if there is local discretion regarding the creation of a local board at Oregon State University, |
hope that time will be aliowed for me to fully engage my faculty, staff, students, alumni, foundation
colleagues and donors, in a conversation regarding the best governance structure to manage our affairs
going forward. We are deeply committed to -and invested in- shared governance at Oregon State; and |
believe deeply that colleagues can help all of us determine whether or not a local governing board can
position Oregon State University to best serve the people of Oregon as their land grant university.






Dear Oregon Education Investment Board,
Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment regarding Achievement Compacts.

1. Overall, the Oregon School Boards Association prefers that the system and measures be as
simple as possible, and allows maximum flexibility in recognition of the great differences among Districts
and Oregon’s tradition of local governance.

Some specific comments are:

- The compact includes a reporting category, “pilot outcomes.” Use of the word “pilot” might
imply that the programs or methodologies are untested or not yet backed by research. OSBA would
prefer the term “district specific local outcomes.”

- The draft compact provides space for only 3 pilot outcomes. Local boards and districts need

flexibility based on their unique circumstances, and are most excited to share what is working in their
communities. If we limit it to 3, we may be artificially limited the listing and sharing of best practices.
OSBA would ask that districts be allowed to list at least 5 and up to 10 local outcomes.

- The OSBA believes the 4 year goal setting may be too much for the first year compacts and may
be more appropriate for subsequent compacts. First, the compacts will not have validated data for the
2011-12 school year, and districts will be setting goals for the following year without final data from this
year. This would be challenging enough for year to year goal setting, and even more difficult four years
out. Second, 2012-13 will be the first year of the compacts, and districts will only have 60-90 days to do
the work rather than an entire year to plan and goal set, which doesn’t coincide with the districts’
timetable, or a deliberative, participative process. Due to the compressed window to set goals and the
fact that no one has done a compact before, it may be premature to ask districts to set goals four years
into the future when they don’t have time for input or good data. Additionally, many districts are in
“crisis” mode due to the recession and are cutting programs, days, and laying off staff. Long term
planning may not be effective in such an environment.

- Not all Districts have equal access to college credit courses. Please consider broadening the
“Earning 6+ College Credits” quality measure to include other college readiness experiences, or
providing college readiness experiences as an example under the “Pilot Outcomes [District Specific Local
Outcomes]” category.

2. Regarding accountability/achievement under the compacts, OSBA wants a system that assures
stable, adequate funding.

Specific comments are:

- As the compacts are drafted, please keep in mind the eventual link between the compacts and
school funding. OSBA urges development of a system that is based on working with Districts to improve
their outcomes, rather than withholding funding.

- The latest draft adds “other [local] funding” to the “investment” section. This could have the
unintended consequence of being a disincentive to passing local option and/or construction bond levies,
if they reduce State School Fund support. Compression with the decline of property values could further
jeopardize funding in Districts that have approved local options





- The QEM recommendation is a state school fund number, and the actual state funding per
district will vary greatly. Some districts get no state school fund dollars and some get almost all of their
money from the state school fund. OSBA would encourage adding a box for “local funding from
property taxes” and retitling the “state funding” box to “state school fund support.” Also, the row titled
“other” needs to be defined. Is it federal money, local option, bonding funds? The box may be
confusing; adding the sums of the three boxes could give the inaccurate result that some Districts are
getting more than QEM funding. We want to assure that we are comparing apples to apples and not
mixing up funding streams that are not comparable.

3. Regarding the state’s role in implementation, some basic guidance such as timelines and
procedures will be helpful. Overall, however, OSBA prefers that there be a minimum of state
restrictions and requirements, and that local Districts have maximum flexibility in how they achieve
results.

Thank you again for allowing OSBA to comment, and for your hard work in considering the perspectives
of such a broad range of stakeholders. Please feel free to contact me at 503-481-9480 if you have any
questions.

Best regards,

Betty Reynolds, PhD

Representing Oregon School Boards Association
West Linn Wilsonville School Board

OSBA Legislative Policy Committee






March &, 2012

TO: Oregon Education Investment Board
FROM: Carmen Rubio, Latino Network

Latino Network is a community-based nonprofit organization that serves the Latino community in Multnomah
County. Our missioryis to provids transformative opportunities, services and advocacy for the education,
leadership and civic engagement of our youth, families and communities. As an advocate and service
provider, we work to improve education opportunities and connect families to the education process, bridge the
achievemnent gap, and ensure a successful future where our children may thrive.

We appreciate any opportuniiies to pariicipate in today’s effort about the development of new and innovative
education strategies for Oregon children. However, we are disappointed that we were not more deeply
engaged in these ongoing dialogues prior fo today. We hope that in the future we will be able be more
intentionally connected and participatory as this endeavor moves forward.

We also learned from our colleagues in other diverse communities that you have recently met with certain
siakeholder communities on education issues. As Latinos in Mutinomah County comprise the largest
ethnic/racial poputation at 12%, we urge you o consider expanding your network to work more closely with -
Mutthomah County Lafinos and Latino-based organizations — particularly those whose services include
experienced “Jaime Escalante” practitioners in pre-kindergarten through high school education programs.

" As organizations working to end poverty and educational disparities of Latino youth and famiiies, Latino
Network, Hacienda CDC, and Catholic Charities respecifully request an additional Latino community
stakeholder meeting about the education crisis in this growing community be scheduled in Multhomah County
with your represeniatives. Our collaborative would welcome the opportunity to host this much-nesded
conversation.

My colieagues and | look forward to working together for the success of children in Oregon. | can be reached
at 503-283-6881 or Carmen@latnef.org.

Gracias,

Carmen Rubio
Executive Director







EDUCATION ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT - DRAFT

This Achievement Compact is entered into by the State of Oregon, acting through the Oregon Educational
Investment Board, and , an education entity, for school year 2012-13.

1. Oregon intends to develop one of the best-educated citizenries in the world. It has established in law the
goal that by 2025, 100% of Oregon students will have earned an education degree that represents attainment
of a quality education. Specifically, the state will achieve the following (known as 40/40/20) for Oregonians
aged 25-34 in 2025: 40 percent of adult Oregonians will have earned a bachelor's degree or higher; 40
percent of adult Oregonians will have earned an associate’s degree orpostsecondary credential as their
highest level of educational attainment; and 20 percent of all adult‘Oregonians will have earned at least a high
school diploma, an extended or modified high school diploma, or the equivalent of a high school diploma as
their highest level of educational attainment. 40/40/20 must'be achieved equitably, with Oregon’s diversity
equally well-represented in each stage.

2. Absent a significant change in policy and investment, Oregon is headed for 30/18/42 (and 10 percent
dropouts) rather than 40/40/20. To achieve 40-40-20 by 2025, it is essential to create a trajectory for all
education entities that is consistent with that goal.

3. The OEIB believes that in addition to establishing goals for high school and post-secondary completion, the
State and education entities should establish goals for outcomes that represent progress towards completion
and connections with other parts of the P-20 continuum and the workforce/society.

3. The goals established in this Achievement Compact express the trajectory of
towards 40/40/20. This.Compact represents a shared commitment by the State and the education entity to
achieve the ambitious goals contained herein.

4. Having established shared goals for learning outcomes, each party has responsibility for implementing the
strategies that will ensure those outcomes are achieved. Education entities are obliged to adopt
transformational practices, policies, and budgets. For its part, the State must (1) build a learning continuum,
rather than a collection of disconnected institutional silos, (2) align funding with the levels, strategies, and
practices that produce the necessary outcomes, experienced equitably, (3) ensure that Oregon’s educators are
well-prepared and well-supported, (4) remove barriers to local innovation, (5) identify, support, and, if
necessary, intervene to improve struggling education entities, (6) research, identify and disseminate best
practices, and (7) along with education entities and other partners, engage in two-way communication with
the public about these efforts.

6. The results measured and data collected from education entities will enable the comparison of outcomes
and progress within each district and between like education entities (those with similar student populations
by demographic and socio-economic criteria) over time, as well as progress toward the 2025 goal.

7. ltis the parties’ goal to maximize the flexibility of the education service provider in achieving the desired
outcomes, so long as acceptable progress is demonstrated. To that end, K-12 districts that are parties to
Compacts in 2012-13 will not be required to file the state’s Division 22 reports for that school year.






2012 Education Legislation 3/13/12, Agenda Item #3c

Bill # Topic
HB 4165 B | Early Learning Council
SB 1581 A | OEIB: Achievement Compacts & Chief Ed Officer

HB 4002 B | Forestry Education: Created a subacccount for forestry education

HB 4056 A | STEM: Created the STEM task force

Cost of Higher Ed textbooks: Required the HECC to convene a workgroup to review cost of
HB 4058 A | textbooks in higher education

HECC, prior learning and Western Governors University: Directs HECC to carry out goals
related to awarding credit for prior learning. Directs HECC to report to Legislature on proposed
HB 4059 A | partnership with Western Governors University.

HB 4061 B | University Governing Boards: Created the Special Committee on University Boards

Teen Dating Violence Policies: Directs school district to create a policy on teen dating

HB 4077 B | violence

SB 1538 B | HECC: Clarified duties of the HECC

School Building Seismic Information: Requires Department of Geology and Mineral
Industries (DOGAMI ) to maintain website identifying seismic risk category for public K-12
schools and provide information on how to access DOGAMI website on the school and district
SB 1566 A | report card.

Cyberbullying: Requires school employees to report to the appropriate school official acts of
“harassment, intimidation or bullying” including when this activity is conducted via electronic
SB 1555 communication. Allows a student or volunteer to also report these acts.

Accelerated Learning Options: Directs Superintendent of Public Instruction to provide
specified information for purpose of assisting school districts and high schools in increasing
availability of accelerated learning options. Requires Superintendent of Public Instruction to
make information available on Oregon Department of Education website to high schools, based
HB 4013 A | on the extent accelerated learning entities provide information to Superintendent.

Mandate relief - Abolishes several provisions of education statutes mandating data collection
and reporting, curriculum requirements and textbook adoption processes. Additionally, the
measure abolishes the District Best Business Practices Advisory Committee and removes
requirements for the State Board of Education to mediate between school boards and charter
HB 4014 B | school applicants.

Lead Poisoning Prevention: Requires Oregon Health Authority to develop and maintain lead
HB 4015 poisoning prevention clearinghouse on its website.

Child Abuse Reporting: Mandatory reporting of child abuse, extended to employees at
institutions of higher education, coaches/sports trainer, and certain employees of youth centers,
HB 4016 A | camps, and scout groups or camps.

Changed due date for report from State Board of Higher Education committee that evaluated
options for: employees optional retirement plan; and continued participation in PEBB,
transferring participation to OEBB or participation in alternative group health and welfare

HB 4057 A | insurance benefit plans.

HB 4063 B | Professional licensing of Veterans: Granting certain licenses to veterans (including teaching)

Workforce Development: Directs Governor and State Workforce Investment Board to convene
advisory committee to study workforce development issues and impediments to job creation
and report findings to interim legislative committees by November 15, 2012. Clarifies advisory
HB 4141 committee is subcommittee of standing Workforce Investment Board.







Achievement Compact Advisory Committee
Oregon Education Investment Board
Discussion notes
March 5, 2012, 6 to 8 p.m. George Fox College, Portland

Committee members in attendance:

e Inge Aldersebaes, OEA Choice Trust

e Eduardo Angulo, Executive Director, Salem Keizer Coalition for Equality

e Marcy Bradley, Executive Director, Self Enhancement, Inc.

e Lindsey Capps, Assistant Executive Director, Center for Teaching and Learning, Oregon
Education Association

e Ed Dodson, Clackamas Community College Board Director

e Jim Francesconi, State Board of Higher Education

e Merrily Haas, Executive Director, Oregon Association for the Education of Young Children

e Craig Hawkins, Executive Director, Confederation of Oregon School Administrators

e Andrea Henderson, Executive Director, Oregon Community College Association

e Phil Lesch, Executive Director, Portland State University-AAUP

e Mary Li, Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon

e Jim Mabbott, Executive Director, Oregon Association of ESDs

e Jeff Matsumoto, 3" grade teacher, Oregon Education Association

e Betty Reynolds, West Linn Wilsonville School Board, Oregon School Boards Association
e David Robinson, Executive Vice Provost, OHSU

e Richard Schwarz, Executive Director, American Federation of Teachers- Oregon

e Carol Wire, Oregon PTA Executive Director

Oregon Education Investment Board members attending:

e David Rives

e Mary Spilde

e Hanna Vaandering

e Susan Castillo (ex officio)

e George Pernsteiner (ex officio)
e Cam Preus-Braley (ex officio)

Staff participating: Whitney Grubbs, Todd Jones, Margie Lowe
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K-12 ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT PRESENTATION

Eduardo Angulo: | need clarification about how information will be disaggregated for
subgroups. For the first time in a long time we have sunshine on some issues (under NCLB). For
many years we had a blindfold on how well — or not — English language learners were doing in
our schools. The same with Black, Hispanic, Native Americans, Asian Americans, and low
income learners. For many people who look like me — a black, Puerto Rican, Hispanic man —
advocating for families of color, this is important, and something we need to keep from NCLB.
We need to know how well these students are doing.

Whitney Grubbs: All of the data would still be presented disaggregated — each individual
subgroup’s data — but the top page would refer to the goal setting with aggregated information.

Lindsey Capps: One of the important challenges in our schools is equity. | think | understand
why we’re looking for a high-level snapshot. The OEIB talks about “leverage points for reaching
statewide priorities” — how do we do that without looking at inputs? How do we calibrate
expectations? We need to look at how schools, community colleges, universities are faring.
That’s a more complex set of indicators to look at to figure out how the state is driving toward
the goals. | think it’s simplistic just to look at student data. It’s limited. There are a number of
other things we can look at. Some of them are qualitative — school climate, collaboration,
leadership, policies in place — not quantitative. But they get at how students achieve.

Craig Hawkins: As we have declining investment — K12 could be lower next year — what
expectations do we have for student achievement? We need to have reality, matching up
investment with achievement. That might mean looking at inputs. Specific thoughts? A couple.
Goal-setting for 2012-13 is difficult given that school boards won’t have the current year data
while setting goals for next year. Could we provide opportunity for supplemental compact in
the fall? Adjustments? I'm reflecting on the four-year goal piece. It seems a little challenging.
It’s difficult to look four years out given the uncertain world we are in, with resources and
funding. It’s asking a lot of boards to do that. They will naturally look beyond next year, but
perhaps the first compact should be for next year alone. We had a meeting of 100
superintendents — they liked that it was “sparse,” a short list of measures. But they want to be
sure they are the right measures of being on track to graduation. Rob Hess of Lebanon School
District did some research and shared “7 keys to college readiness” — some are in this compact
draft, some of the other ones are 5™ grade math, 7 grade writing, g grade algebra and then a
real proficiency in reading and math at the 9th grade level. Every single superintendent echoed
Eduardo’s comments: Where is the disaggregated data? That information is critically important.
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[NOTE: Craig Hawkins emailed staff the following day to provide the “Seven Keys of College
Readiness,” which are based on the benchmark measures used by some of the highest performing school
districts in the nation:

1) 3rd grade exceeding in reading

2) 5th grade exceeding math

3) 7th grade proficient in writing

4) 8th grade Algebra with a B or higher

5) 9th graders on track to graduate (6 credits or more)

6) 11th graders proficient in reading, writing, math (OAKS)

7) College credits per graduate (college now, AP, BLHS)
In addition, Craig noted that school leaders support emphasis on higher-order-thinking targets and
measures, or “The Four C’s of Creativity, Critical Thinking, Communication and Collaboration.” He noted
that may be too much for the first year of Achievement Compacts, but it is important that we continue to
evolve the compacts, because what we measure is what we will emphasize, so it’s important that we
measure what we truly value.]

Carol Wire: We have had decades of education reform efforts, including benchmarks. These
look like the benchmarks — with a hammer attached. How is this different? What has changed?
If we accomplish these goals will we get what we want: an accomplished, educated populace?
We should be thinking a little bit bigger — what our students need to be the leaders in the new
economy, social and political thought. Some of the inputs should take into account how
children learn right now (technology, not just one teacher/30 kids). Also, it may not be possible
to reach 100 percent graduation by 2025 — | am concerned about holding educators responsible
for an impossible goal.

Inge Aldersebaes: I'd like have health indicators to roll up into a high level — help inform the
true picture. Are they nourished, do they have healthy foods, did they eat breakfast. Chronic
absenteeism. Those all require more complex, bigger, broader thinking about how children
learn and the supports they need.

Mary Li: We can use outcomes to measure what’s going on. We can also use the indicators to
try to drive people toward certain things — the things we care about. We’re missing an
opportunity if we simply measure what we are doing now rather than pushing the kind of
reform that measures the whole child, the whole community. I’'m not sure why disaggregated
data doesn’t go all the way through (referring to chart handed out). Even including all Asian-
Pacific Islanders doesn’t reflect differences with immigrants and others. The work of the
Communities of Color coalition has called this out. The “underserved students” category will
mask what’s really going on. We need to disaggregate data at every opportunity. We need to
measure whether students are thinking critically, being active citizens, globally aware — not just
math and reading. We also should measure parent and community involvement, a critical factor
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in success in school. Bilingual dual immersion is a key measure. Finally in terms of money, |
would like to see accountability for how the money that comes for ELL students and how it is all
spent, how different groups of students are able to access opportunities (e.g. AP classes). Need
to disaggregate data and tie it to funding.

Jim Francesconi: | chair the academic strategies team for the Oregon University System. I’'m not
familiar with the K12 achievement compact. | think you have to disaggregate the data (based on
his experience in a “previous life”). At OUS we targeted different ethnic/racial groups, rural
Oregonians. | like the idea of putting some funding measures in the community colleges and
university compacts — as the QEM offers in the K12 compact. The university presidents asked
for this: How does funding relate to the compacts, and how we get to 40/40/20? It’s got to be
about continuous improvement. How are the measures going to be linked over time?

Todd Jones: Right now achievement compacts do not impact funding directly. Some OEIB
members have indicated that in the future they want to consider different funding systems
based on what they learn through achievement compacts.

Phil Lesch: A big problem over time: A greater number of students who come to the university
system don’t come ready for college work. They can’t write. Students need remedial work; it’s a
real issue. The conversation is missing an important component. It’s worth talking about.

Jeff Matsumoto: As a classroom teacher, | want to see something about our kids -- whether
they are creative, collaborative problem solvers, their love of learning, how do they see
themselves in the future and their place in the world. As a classroom teacher, those are the
things we look at. And if we have that impact on our kids, we’ve accomplished a great deal.
Compacts are described as “a tool for focusing attention on schools that are higher or lower
performing.” So what next? Being in the classroom, what’s the next step and how does that
impact me and my colleagues in the classroom? And finally, in all of this, where is the teacher
voice? Where are my colleagues in terms of doing this work?

Jim Mabbott: 1) Materials talk about a trajectory to get to 40/40/20 — we need a funding
trajectory as well. You don’t just set that thing out there that far in the future without
understanding there will be some pitfalls and you have to adjust. We need to build BOTH
trajectories in parallel. 2) Early on | helped draft some compacts, which were more complex.
Now it’s March and we hope to get compacts out to districts and ESDs April 1. | believe right
now this is the way to go, and we need to be simple. But as we move along, we can adjust the
compacts. If we start too complex, the whole thing will collapse and fail. If | had my way,
career-technical education would be in there, but for now we need to be simple. 3) | don’t
believe the state has info on 9™ grade credit accumulation to populate that chart. You may
have reliability issues as districts start filling it in. | also heard from my colleagues that high
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school students earning 6+ college credits is low — the average is already above that. 4) A school
district isn’t going to be able to fill out the QEM boxes at the bottom; the State needs to fill
these boxes on the compacts. 5) | agree with tight/loose. If you start getting too specific about
indicators going in, inputs, you start to muddy the waters. If you have the correct disaggregated
data you can dig deeper when districts aren’t meeting their targets. 6) ESD superintendents will
need support to fill this out; ideally we’ll partner with school districts. Try to keep it simple. This
one looks like one | could adapt to be a regional (ESD and local districts) compact. ESDs can
work with ODE to offer a regional support network to help districts meet their goals.

Whitney Grubbs: To clarify, the recommendation was that an ESD compact look like the K-12
district compact.

Andrea Henderson: In community colleges, we struggled with the notion of “quality” and
decided to rename ours “progression.” We should keep those notions separate.

Richard Schwarz: If tight/loose is the model, everything people are saying is important when it
comes to implementation. But | see this as collecting strategic objectives from every district.
Everything doesn’t have to be in place except the strategic goal — which helps identify the
resource needs, missing resources, reallocated resources to help meet those goals. That’s the
loose part. Not quite getting there isn’t necessarily a bad thing — maybe you reassess what you
do, how to get there, maybe you bit off more than you can chew. To really make this work, the
real outcomes are going to take some time and come along the way. If anything | would suggest
the compacts have longer-term goals than 4 years.

Betty Reynolds: School boards are interested in the long-term vision, stable and adequate
funding. “Other funding” might need additional definition. Does it include local option? Bond
levies? We need to make sure the inclusion doesn’t provide a disincentive for local funding.
“Pilot” project or measures implies “untested.” Perhaps “negotiated” measures at the local
level or district-specific outcomes are better terms. Are there qualitative measurements? Can
we measure creativity, collaboration?

POST-SECONDARY COMPACTS PRESENTATION

Ed Dodson: | like the compacts, and | don’t think we'll get where we need to be without
measures of knowledge and skills, completion and connection. | even support a higher number
of specifics, but I’'m not troubled that they’re not there. These are compacts, not contracts. I'm
not looking at this as a hammer or something I’'m going to be punished for. Achievement
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compacts will evolve. As you’re thinking about finances, poverty is significantly impacting, and
we need to keep that in mind.

Jim Mabbott: I'm hoping sections A-F don’t get lost in the raw numbers. Percentages might
mean more. Why is it important for someone outside the institution to know how many
students pass a national licensure exam?

Margie Lowe: It’s a national validation of our programs — say, are our nursing program
graduates making it?

Jim Mabbott: | like the dual enroliment on the community college compact; we should add it to
the K-12 compact. It’s kind of there, but not really.

Margie Lowe: We left it more open on K12 because different schools and districts use AP, IB,
dual enrollment.

Mary Li: Fidelity scale system or model —is there an ideal program envisioned? A fidelity scale
toward model program? So folks are able to say I'm at O fidelity with model, or higher level
(usually 5-box scale). That’s a way in which we can measure the progress, articulate what a
really strong model looks like. Where is my organization in comparison with a model? Offer a
rubric. Over time we could articulate the key components with the model. . . and what does
fidelity to that model look like? Part of the conversation annually might be moving from 2 to 3
with certain steps. It could include self-assessments and third-party assessments.

Richard Schwartz: In Post Secondary Quality Commission, | struggled with the middle 40
(associate’s degree or technical certificate students in 40/40/20). If someone enrolled in
welding school and ended up getting the job (without completing the program), they are a
success. The fidelity scale if | understand it, that goes to the tight/loose concept. If the
community college wanted to adopt that model, it might work, but someone else might want a
different model. On the university compact, I’'m not sure the “quality” measures have anything
to do with quality — for example, the employment rate is more indicator of the economy. I'm
not sure how you measure employer satisfaction. People will have 10 or 12 different jobs. Are
we measuring satisfaction by the first employer, second, third, fourth? You have higher
expectations at later jobs. | don’t equate the university system with being the farm team for
employers. That undercuts the purpose of education.

Margie Lowe: Employer satisfaction component would be an in-depth survey of different
sectors of the economy in different years (technology, retail, education, etc). That would offer
more specific feedback.
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Phil Lesch: | share Richard’s reservations. Employer satisfaction is not so reliable an indicator,
and not comparable year to year if you are surveying different sectors of employers. There’s
not a single way to measure quality; it’s elusive. There’s no silver bullet to measuring quality.
When you get close to it you can smell it, but it’s difficult to measure. And you need to measure
all aspects of the education experience. Employer or alumni satisfaction not the way you want
to fund the education system. | like how the community college system moved their
conversation from “quality” to “progression.” | didn’t get to be involved in anything like that.
Quality is something faculty like to debate. We feel the pressure to push more students through
the system faster with less money. Ending fund balance is going to zero by 2014. We need to
measure the consequences on students of a decline in funding. We would like to look at
measures from class size to support to funding per class — something closer to the student
experience.

Jim Francesconi: | like the community college notion of “progression” rather than “quality.” We
should take that back to the Higher Education board for discussion. Alumni satisfaction is a
customer survey — | don’t see anything wrong with that. But it’s not sufficient. Our parents
paying tuition are paying $22,000 a year. They do want the graduates to get a job. Don’t drop
the measure of percentages of graduates unemployed. Employer satisfaction, | see your point.
I’d like to talk with other board members and get back to you.

Carol Wire PTA: “Oregonians” what does that mean in this context?
Margie Lowe: The university system wants to focus on resident students, in-state.

Merrily Haas: Measuring percentages at community college throws every statistic off, since the
student body is so fluid (some taking just one course, others fulltime, pursuing associate’s
degree). Also there should be connection with early learning spectrum — who is leading these
programs, teacher/early learning instructor preparation? How does it connect to K-12 goals and
beyond?

David Robinson: Employer satisfaction is a measure of whether graduates are career-ready.
Quality is hard to measure, a very wet fish that’s hard to get your hands on. Of course
employees are not all the university system is aimed at producing — we want graduates to be
lifelong learners, etc. But are we producing students who are able to work? That’s an important
guestion. (Students are paying an awful lot of money now.) How you ask that question is
important, too.

IMPLEMENTATION PRESENTATION
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Todd Jones: How prescriptive do you want the OEIB to be with methodology for developing
targets and/or target trajectories?

Andrea Henderson: For community colleges, the most flexibility possible in setting goals is
necessary. We have a broad mix of programs. Some are 50% transfer, some 50% technical.

Jim Mabbott: We’ve been telling our districts for months about tight/loose — more prescription
about how to set targets would undermine OEIB’s credibility. Pre-setting those targets would
be a big mistake. After a year re-visit with districts that didn’t meet their targets or set low
targets, as you suggest under #9 in the implementation document.

Craig Hawkins: Agree with Jim. We have to acknowledge the challenge of setting four-year
goals with unknown funding. A trajectory makes sense for targets AND funding. This is a two-
way compact; one of the challenges for the state is set a trajectory for funding.

Marcy Bradley: The challenge for children in families we serve is that we are in crisis. In
Multnomah County, we have students of color graduating at 35%. There ought to be some
formula to demand growth and progress. Sometimes the pendulum swings the opposite way
after a bad experience (from top-down goal setting of NCLB). I’'m worried that traditionally
underserved populations will fall through the cracks. There will be some losers in this.

Mary Li: We should be describing the “what” and leave the “how” to the greatest extent
possible should be pushed down locally. There is a challenge to describing the “what” — but it
should be crystal clear and standard for everyone. The “how” can be localized.

Jeff Matsumoto: | would echo what Mary just said. We’ve had 10 years of NCLB at the K12
level, but one thing that we didn’t learn from it is that, aspirationally, 100% is lofty and not
attainable. Statistically | don’t think it is. My concern then is that what are we going to do for
kids that don’t make it? What’s the net that addresses the population that is not going to meet
the 40/40/20 success rate?

Jim Francesconi: If the investment board is just going to delegate the responsibility for setting
goals forever, that doesn’t make sense. But if we become like the federal government, an
outside agency setting goals, that won’t work. We need to engage the institutions in a deep
meaningful way to set targets. Timing-wise, that’s difficult. You can’t engage in that kind of
deep conversation so quickly, so for now you need to defer to the institutions.

Eduardo Angulo: The question is how are we going to close the achievement gap? African
American graduation rates are 50%, English language learners have a 50% graduation rate. Are
we going to have a trajectory, moving the students forward and closing the gap? That’s a leap
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of faith. We are hoping the system will be a benign bureaucracy. We are moving the posts. Our
teachers work very hard. We have research-based programs we didn’t have 10 years ago. | do
recognize as a longtime advocate there has been a lot of progress. . . . but we need to stop
moving the mileposts. Let’s get to something and hold ourselves accountable for meeting the
needs of the students who are falling through the cracks. | appreciate that we are at the table
and having this conversation.

Inge Aldersebaes: I’'m concerned about the pace of implementation. It would be dangerous to
move forward without the deep engagement of our teachers, our community, our families. |
have heard conversation about looking at student readiness and the whole child. We might lose
that if we move too quickly. | am also worried about capacity — ability to provide tools and
resources for districts to implement. This is an opportunity to think big and make a difference —
| would hate to tarnish that by moving too quickly to get compacts in place July 1.

Jim Mabbott: If you have the buy-in from 197 school districts, we have the opportunity to build
in a progression. We have the opportunity to go slow, start with simple compacts, move
forward, eventually connect funding to compacts. It’s a progression.

These notes prepared by Sarah Carlin Ames and reviewed by Todd Jones, Whitney Grubbs and
Margie Lowe.
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K-12 ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT PRESENTATION

Eduardo Angulo: One question for clarification is the issue of trajectory and closing the
achievement gap. How do we express that to the affected communities, that we are not getting
away from achieving our quest of closing the gap between our well-off students, the middle of
the pack, our English language learners, Asian, Black, Latino, Native American and of course our
children of poverty. This is embedded in No Child Left Behind and something that we all in the
communities of color are looking for. Are we making progress? There’s a feeling we are
throwing away NCLB but we are forgetting that ESEA is a civil rights bill created to give
opportunity to those kids in those neighborhoods that nobody paid attention to. This is an
extension of Brown vs. the Board of Education. When you hear “let’s throw NCLB away,” we
don’t want to throw away civil rights.

Steven Wojcikiewicz: Disaggregation. It’s going to be reported because of federal mandate, but
how much is that going to be part of the compact?

Ben Cannon: We will continue to report the disaggregated data, for every subgroup, their
scores at every testing level and graduation. The question is whether and how districts are
required to set targets for those populations. Whether an aggregation of underserved
populations, and goal-setting for those populations is acceptable. And then what will those
targets be? How will they be determined to be sufficient or insufficient? What if they set goals
for no narrowing of achievement gap? That would not be acceptable: We do expect
improvement.

Steven Wojcikiewicz: | think the information should be disaggregated — to direct investment.
The concerns or steps you might take to address a gap for English language learners might be
different from some other groups. Even if the compacts are very high level, you might break
them out.

Judy Miller: My big concern would be about the underserved populations, at-risk children,
pregnant and parenting teens, more — the whole array for whom special services are needed to
bring them up to standard. Will this lead to selecting those students who are more ready to
achieve, and the rest would just fall off because they are more expensive to serve? | also hope
there is a way to address the very rural areas of the state. Sometimes we adopt systems that
work in urban areas, or where there are more schools and possibly more community resources
available and options that urban schools have. | would want to have those things looked at
carefully as you implement and look at resources. | hope this doesn’t place a burden on schools
so they take time away from students in the classroom to follow this reporting.
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Dan Jamison: Logistics. We have an assumption that our districts will enter into a conversation
in April but the data from the Oregon Department of Education comes in late summer and early
fall. That data informs the work of school improvement and site teams. There’s a disconnect in
the cycle. It would be better for achievement compacts to be produced in the fall, right after
data becomes available, but before districts start their budgeting processes.

Inge Aldesebaes: If students are hungry or unhealthy, they are not ready to learn. That needs
to be part of the diagnosis. Students do better in school when they are emotionally and
physically healthy. They are in the classroom and attending, doing better on tests, etc. The
Healthy Kids Learn Better coalition has done research and is proposing health indicators based
in evidence. [See handout provided at meeting.] | would like to propose absenteeism, a health
indicator, as a core component of our compacts. We propose we use it as an indicator not only
in 9™ grade, but in 3" and 5™. We need to take a whole child approach. Also you did ask about
language. Perhaps change “quality” to include progress.

Carol Wire: The compact includes common measurements of a traditional education system,
not a careful analysis of what’s causing our kids to succeed or fail: hunger, racism or, for us,
parent involvement. Nor does it reflect a visionary approach to what the 21" century will
require of our kids. Looks like the status quo, not revolutionary.

Mark Jackson: Problem solving and critical thinking are important skills. Applying learning in
community, global, civic leadership. We need to think beyond math and reading and include
partnerships outside the field.

Ben Cannon: The K-12 compact hangs on completion — high school graduation. The Oregon
Diploma will include technology, community engagement, personal management and
teamwork skills, critical thinking. . . those are not yet assessed, but begin to address some of
those concerns.

Marcie Ingledue: We have some students who are going to be looking at a modified diploma,
an extended diploma, a certificate. By investing in those students, as they start in early
intervention and work their way through, they will be ready to meet the employment first
policy (for those with developmental disabilities), looking at post-secondary (even for those
with developmental and intellectual disabilities). Those students have not been part of the
discussion of 40/40/20. | appreciate the compacts’ emphasis on outcomes.

Craig Hawkins: One of the hopeful things about compacts is that they are evolving. In time we
will determine whether we’re measuring the right things. | was just looking at attendance
information — with superintendents and nationally — the key points in time for attendance seem
to be in Kindergarten, sixth grade and ninth grade. Those are places transition points for kids,
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and that can be a challenge for attendance. That might be place to focus. As for completion, I'm
not sure if we have the right definition on the K-12 compact now. This definition should speak
to how well students are doing in reaching the ultimate K-12 outcome. Under “connection”
perhaps that should include not only post-secondary enrollment but also kindergarten
preparedness: How well are students prepared upon entry AND exit in k-127?

Tricia Smith: | agree with Craig on the entry connection. Also, | think it is important to
disaggregate in the compact. Those groups achieve differently and if you don’t keep those data
in front of the decision makers, that indicates it is of secondary importance. They are the
groups that will help us meet 40/40/20, if we ever do. We need to focus on the kids who don’t
have the supports — not the well-to-do with mom and dad sitting at the table working with
them. We need to drill down and look deeper than the federal categories for subgroups. Also, |
think “pilot” indicates it’s something someone just made up and we’re going to see if it works.
Compacts need different language here. Let’s move districts to the Quality Education Model,
the research-based practices to meet the goals — the things the school should provide students
to meet the goals of the state. Which are the things the district is going to put in the schools to
move them toward those goals. We have at our disposal those best practices. Let’s not call it
“pilot” but push it to model best practices.

Dena Hellums: Especially in the first year of implementation, let’s focus on a few key measures.
When you look at districts across the nation that have closed the gap — Dr. Golden has shared
this research — they keep measures “few and focused.” The flexibility for local school districts —
whether we call it pilot —is useful to us, to see what is meaningful information, and what is not.
It would be nice to have something in compacts that states how students fare on kindergarten
readiness assessments, to see what students’ trajectories are. In the achievement compact
measures proposed, there’s a big gap between 3" and 9™ grade. There are critical indicators in
the middle grade years —it’s where the wheels come off for a number of kids. There are
research-based indicators to say who’s moving along well, and who is at risk of dropping out.

Keep the disaggregated data, which is one of the strengths of NCLB. The weakness is the
universal goals to be achieved by every group under a universal timeline with no flexibility. In
additional to the state school fund we should identify local resources — PTA, foundations, local
levies, more. My kids’ elementary school has $100,000 PTA budget — the middle school where |
teach, twice the size, works hard to raise $4,000. It makes a difference to student achievement.
I like Craig Hawkins” mention on Monday of the need for a funding trajectory. Key community
factors — health, employment rates, crime and incarceration rates, homelessness and housing
security -- maybe they don’t belong on the achievement compact, but on the state report card?
They should inform each other as pieces of a broader accountability system. | appreciate the
ability to adjust goals, especially this first year. Should it be a one-year goal or 4-year goal?
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When | am scaffolding for where | want my students to be at the beginning of 7t grade and
where we want them to be when they head off to high school — we need to think beyond one
year about the resources we need to get to the point we want to reach.

Craig Hawkins: 7 Keys of College Readiness — Robb Hess, Albany schools superintendent, looked
at high performing districts and the measures they used. Some of the measures on the draft
compact are there. Some might be added in that 3"to 9" grade gap. One might be 7" grade
writing proficiency, 8" grade algebra (with a B grade or higher), 5" grade math (exceeds). [The
7 Keys were added to advisory committee notes for March 5.]

Betty Reynolds: Overall the OSBA would prefer a simple system of measures to allow maximum
flexibility, and which recognize the great differences among districts — geographic, demographic
— across the state, as well as local control. This current draft allows 3 local measures. Some
districts might want more than that. It will be difficult to set a 4-year goal — they don’t have
data, and because of the rapidity of the implementation, they wouldn’t have time to do the
community involvement they’d like to around goal-setting. Accountability: We would like stable
and adequate funding. In some ways budgets will eventually be linked to performance. We
hope that is a collaborative process. The “other funding” category might need more discussion.
Property taxes might be worthwhile. What about federal funding? Capital bonds? We might be
looking at apples and oranges. It might add up to more than QEM. It might serve as a
disincentive to local electorates to pass levies.

Andrea Henderson: | met with council of instructional administrators of community colleges.
They wondered if there could be a more explicit measure of dual-enrollment. Perhaps making
the connection more explicit — it’s transfer courses (toward 4-year college) and also
professional/technical courses. Perhaps the K-12 compact’s measure could mirror our
community college compact with a dual enrollment measure.

POST SECONDARY ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT PRESENTATION

Tricia Smith: We need to have some measure of access, perhaps related to availability of slots,
or the relationship between costs and affordability. How many students apply to the school and
can’t get in? It seems like that would relevant if we’re trying to get to 40/40/20. Why do K-12
compacts ask for four-year goals and post-secondary compacts do not?

Phil Lesch: | spent a lot of time talking about quality on Monday night and ended up wondering
how we can have an output measure that is meaningful around employer satisfaction. Also, the
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four- and six-year graduation rates are a meaningful qualitative outcome measure and are
relevant to this conversation.

Dan Jamison: In many measures we’re looking at raw numbers, which may be a function of
population growth. As a parent or student paying for education, I'd like to see percentages.

Margie Lowe: The statute calls for number and percentage.

Jonathan Farmer: | question whether proposed “quality” outcomes are true measures of the
effectiveness of programs in getting students through the system. “Quality” should measure
the use of education beyond school.

Andrea Henderson: The targets for next year — | hope they are seen as best guesses for this first
year. We won’t even have this year’s data complete. | hope not too much weight is put on
those targets as we start on this. We need definitions, particularly around outcomes. Are these
measurements outcomes themselves? Is there a broader outcome of what we’re trying to
accomplish here that could be clarified?

Phil Lesch: Completion rates are not the whole conversation. Faculty realize how much
remedial work is needed before students can start into the queue to graduate. We need some
sort of measure talking about incoming students who require remediation. (A sort of “college
readiness” measure.) Every student comes in with a different level of need — some across the
board, some in single subjects.

Mark Jackson: I'm curious to see what'’s possible on retention rates at the college level. How
are universities being more transparent about the social climate along the way? We’re jumping
from A-Z so quickly, what about measurements along the way? There are challenges that
students who traditionally don’t make it to college face when they get on campus. We need to
look at that data to see what support our colleges provide to students to make sure they are
successful. | speak from personal experience.

Steven Wojcikiewicz: There are good reasons for the input/output distinction. But it can
obscure some of the things that happen in the “gap” between the two — are there numbers for
participation of students in particular kinds of support programs. That might be a good goal.
The input/output conversation somewhat obscures the role of faculty and staff. If you want a
quality organization, a happy satisfied workforce is part of that. There may be some way to
represent that in there. The first thing that comes to mind might be a satisfaction survey. | hear
the quality conversation is being reconsidered? I'd like to piggy-back on that. There is some
overlap with the accreditation process — which includes judgment by our peers and others in
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the field. We should look again at what we call “quality” — There are many measures of quality.
Perhaps we can call these post-graduation measures or next-level outcomes.

Dena Hellums: It doesn’t disaggregate data into specific student groups. It could give an
incomplete, skewed picture. Where can it be broken down into components? Tuition equity
impacts on our 7" graders. The value of a high school diploma diminishes if they believe they
won’t have opportunities to continue into higher education.

Margie Lowe: There’s a question of how much do compacts need to share in common, how
much distinction among education sectors. Disaggregated data might be something held in
common across the P-20 spectrum.

Lindsey Capps: Some integration across P-20 achievement compacts is important. Also, the
commitment to equity is critical. What are the access points for disadvantaged populations to
opportunities for high quality programs, curriculum? We can’t just look at completion. This gets
back to inputs, and shared responsibility. Looking at equity could drive some critical
conversation to look at remediation rates, completion rates, actual skills students need to enter
the work world.

Jonathan Farmer: What does “connections” mean? To what?

Margie Lowe: It’s the connection to their experience before post-secondary, and then once
they graduate. From high school college to work force.

Jonathan Farmer: The OIT compact measures connections, incoming freshmen with dual
credit, for example. Everyone took their own spin on those. Western Oregon University has
information on first generation students. There should be more emphasis placed on
connections, and perhaps we should take some of the proposals from the individual institutions
like OIT around connections and take them statewide. The general idea of making sure we are
assessing the ability of high schools to feed into universities. | like the first to second year
retention rate measure in the UO compact — of first-time, fulltime students. It’s important to
keep the students there, keep them involved, keep retention going.

Ed Dodson: Achievement compacts are a great opportunity for change in education. We need
to find a deliberate balance in the number of measures we include and the language we use to
describe them — If the measures are too few, or the language too vague, we’re tinkering.

Mark Jackson: | don’t see the word “equity” anywhere in the compacts. We need to be bold
and recognize the circus in the room (Not just one elephant). “Districts ensuring success across
buildings and beyond”. . .We're talking about high performing schools trying to serve low
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performing students. We need to look at resources — How are we distributing dollars, how are
we ensuring the transparency of schools and districts. Let’s be bold about the language. Let’s
not be vague. Let’s say “equity.”

Jeff Matsumoto: We need to go deeper with disaggregation — perhaps break out Pacific
Islanders and take an intentional look at this population. In terms of time, we need to take the
time to get it right, allow classroom teachers to participate, without taking time from their
students and while respecting the fact they already commit many hours outside the classroom.
Teachers are tired of building the plane while flying it. Take the time to get it right. The success
in meeting the compacts is dependent on mutual agreement with local teachers associations,
rather than just giving their “input” — as Chalkboard’s work with local teachers associations has
shown.

RULES DISCUSSION

Judy Miller: (Regarding Item 4 of the implementation document.) Does the term “pilot” imply
test measures?

Tim Nesbitt: Should the OEIB provide a menu of proven, research-based optional measures for
districts and colleges to consider, or just let districts develop home-grown ideas?

Inge Aldesebaes: Why not simplify and call it “local measures”?

Betty Reynolds: | think OSBA would concur with that. This is going to be an iterative process,
we’d like to see OEIB engage with local districts.

Tricia Smith: Perhaps direct districts back to components of the QEM — whether these
measures fit with that body of knowledge.

Andrea Henderson: For community colleges, this is where we express the local mission of our
community colleges, which is slightly different from K-12.

Craig Hawkins: | would suggest we provide little or no direction, use it as our learning
laboratory. Let local districts learn from each other, try things out, take some chances. I'd hate
to see that restricted.

Todd Jones: What if OEIB provide a menu?

Craig Hawkins: If the menu was a list of options okay. If it were a restriction, and you could only
pick from that list, no.
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Dena Hellums: We all know examples of some doing better. Two neighboring districts, similar
demographics, low income students of color might have a 50 percent difference in their
chances of graduation from one district’s large high school to the next. Optional measures are
an opportunity to share best practices and discover where equity is being addressed.

Judy Miller: Agree.

Eduardo Angulo: We have pockets of success. We've been trying to share best practices.
Beaverton has a 57% graduation rate with English language learners. Reynolds: 25%. We've
been sharing that information, but they don’t want to learn — nothing has changed.
Communities of color have no control in “local control.” It’s the establishment, the wealthy, the
well-connected. . . There’s an inherent inequality built into the system already. Let’s get to the
starting line at the same time. We're not there.

Steven Wojcikiewicz: | like pointing districts toward evidence based, research-based efforts.
Historically school reform has one lesson to them: There is a lot of good research out there that
doesn’t always get into political realm. For example, positive youth development. Pointing
districts toward the collective knowledge that is out there would be helpful.

Tim Nesbitt: Another question — How much guidance should the OEIB provide regarding
“progress needed” to hit 40-40-20?

Judy Miller: With regard to districts having to arrive at aggregate subgroup targets by building
toward that target subgroup by subgroup, how do you ensure that the data is aligned and
includes the single cohort of students? Instruction will need to be provided on pulling data sets
together.

Eduardo Angulo: The Massachusetts ESEA waiver is a model. To be a “Level 1” district, school
districts need to get all of their schools to be at Level 1. We have one of the largest
achievement gaps in the nation. That is a goal we should strive for, getting all schools to Level 1.
We don’t have what it takes to be there — pulling the kids who are down there up. That is our
biggest challenge. [Eduardo later passed out a handout summarizing states’ ESEA flexibility
waivers.]

Betty Reynolds: Could the guidance be discretionary rather than mandatory? Allow some
flexibility among districts.

Craig Hawkins: We need to look at all disadvantaged populations individually, and | think our
schools and districts would do that anyway, whether we require it or not. It’s the piece of NCLB
we can’t let go. It’s really important we keep going there. The next thing is to measure progress.
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Steven Wojcikiewicz: Process. If the 40/40/20 is the final goal, there’s a danger the process can
fixate on the immediate measure as the goal — not the ultimate goal. Maybe this is an issue of
communication and buy-in and time. Chalkboard Project is a good model for communication
and achieving buy-in. | think when people hear about this they’re going to be thinking of a
compliance model rather than an investment model. We need to keep the 40/40/20 goal in our
sights.

Andrea Henderson: Be flexible the first year, then the second year we can learn from our
experiences as we set targets for the next year.

OEIB MEMBER COMMENTS

Hanna Vaandering : Thank you. Your input is very helpful. It's important to hear from all of you
your hopes and dreams as we work through this process.

David Rives: Thank you for taking the time. | think we’re seeing some of the problems — or
tensions -- with the tight/loose. | don’t want a top-down model either, but | know it’s a little
vague. We can work through this. Equity: we have to make sure the administrators aren’t just
getting the easy numbers, looking at next year’s graduation rate but not the long-term goal. We
need to focus on our disadvantaged populations. I'd like to go in loose, finding out the problem
areas, and we can keep looking at this and improving the model. This isn’t a silver bullet. It’s
going to require people in this room who have expertise in education to keep on going and
keep the pressure on in the right areas so this doesn’t become just a numbers system.

These notes prepared by Sarah Carlin Ames and reviewed by Todd Jones, Whitney Grubbs and
Margie Lowe.
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Report to the Oregon Education Investment Board on

Achievement Compact Advisory Committee Meetings
March 13, 2012

At its February 7, 2012 meeting the Oregon Education Investment Board appointed two
subcommittees to recommend outcome measures for achievement compacts, one for K-12
public school districts and education service districts, the other for community colleges and
universities. An advisory committee of representatives of affected organizations was formed to
provide feedback on the proposed outcome measures to the board and the two subcommittees.
The purpose of this report is to summarize key themes that emerged from the advisory
committee’s two two-hour meetings, one on March 5 and one on March 8.

Following this summary are full sets of notes from the two meetings, additional communications
received from committee members, and the advisory committee roster.

Themes in Advisory Committee Feedback — K-12/ESD Compacts
A number in parenthesis following a theme indicates how often this topic came up in
conversation, not how many committee members mentioned the topic.

Disaggregation — Some members recommended that compacts include disaggregated data for
all subgroups, not a single data point for all “under-served” populations combined. Some added
this is a way to keep focus on the achievement gap and to keep the state focused on equity.
(12) Note: This conversation carried across to the conversation about post-secondary
compacts.

Broader Indicators — Some members said that proposed measures are too limited and that
broader indicators are needed to speak to “21% century skills” like critical thinking and a “whole
child” view that might include health indicators. (9)

An Evolving Document — Some members spoke in support of keeping compacts short and
simple for now, recognizing that compacts will evolve over time. (6) Note: This conversation
carried across to the conversation about post-secondary compacts.

“Pilot” Measures? — Some members recommended that compacts drop reference to “pilot”
measures, which suggests something being tested, and instead invite “optional local outcomes.”

(4)

Quality v Progression — Some members questioned whether proposed outcome measures
listed under “quality” really are measures of quality, and suggested that “progression” might be a





better term for that collection of measures than quality. (4) Note: This conversation carried
across to the conversation about post-secondary compacts.

Dual Enrollment — Some members suggested that dual enrollment should be measured in K-
12 compacts as it is proposed in the community college compact. (3)

Outcomes v Inputs — Some members suggested that, in order to get a true sense of what
factors impact student achievement, compacts need to measure inputs, what goes into the
education system, not just outcomes, what comes out of the education system. It was
suggested, too, that some of these inputs are qualitative and difficult to quantify, but no less
important. (3)

Other Funding — Some members suggested that the “other funding” row at the bottom of the
compact may need to be detailed to provide deeper understanding of what goes into it. (3)

“Middle” Measures — Some members suggested that there is a “gap” between grades 3 and 9,
and that the board might consider other measures for middle school years based on “Seven
Keys to College Readiness.” See Appendix B. (2)

Six College Credits Too Low — Some members said that an outcome measure of high school
students earning six-plus college credits is too low to serve as an indicator of college readiness.

(2)

Attendance — Some members recommended attendance as a key outcome measure,
particularly in kindergarten and grades six and nine, key transition points. (2)

Definition of “Connections” — Some members suggested that compacts should measure not
only post-secondary enroliment but also kindergarten readiness. (2)

Short v Long-Term Targets — Some members suggested that it is difficult to set targets four
years out given “the uncertain world we live in,” and that targets should be set just one year out.

(@)

Trajectories — Some members suggested that compacts need not only information indicating
trajectories entities will need to follow with outcome targets to reach 40/40/20, but also funding
trajectories that will prove necessary to achieve 40/40/20. (2)

Themes in Advisory Committee Feedback — Post-Secondary Compacts
A number in parenthesis following a theme indicates how often this topic came up in
conversation, not how many committee members mentioned the topic.





What is “Quality”? — Some members commented that “quality” is important but difficult to
quantify, and questioned whether draft compacts have the right “quality” measures. (4)

Employer Satisfaction — Some members questioned how “employer satisfaction” can be
accurately measured. Some suggested it belongs under the “connections” category rather than
the “quality” category. Others questioned whether it belonged on compacts, saying that colleges
are not jobs factories. (3)

Other Measures Needed — Members suggested the need for measures relating to incoming
students requiring remediation, retention rates, social climate, and workforce satisfaction. (3)

Percentages v Raw Numbers — Some members suggested that percentages will provide more
meaningful information than raw numbers. (2)

Themes in Achievement Compact Implementation
Toward the end of the advisory committee meetings, members were asked to respond to
specific questions relating to policies for implementing achievement compacts.

Q: How prescriptive do you want the OEIB to be with methodology for developing targets and/or
target trajectories?

Consistent response was that entities want maximum flexibility. Members referred to staying
true to “tight-loose,” with the State describing the “what” and leaving the “how” to local entities.
Q: Should the OEIB provide a menu of proven, research-based optional measures for entities to
consider, or just led entities develop home-grown ideas?

Consistent response was that entities want the flexibility to select local measures, and that a
menu of optional measures is welcome, but entities do not want to be restricted to that menu.

Q: How much guidance should the OEIB provide regarding “progress needed” to hit 40/40/207?

Feedback suggested that guidance may be helpful in setting targets for subgroups, and that
such guidance on trajectory ought to be discretionary and not mandatory.

Report prepared by Todd Jones, Policy Coordinator for Education Investment Project
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Members of the
Oregon Education Investment Board’s
Achievement Compact Advisory Committee

The advisory committee is comprised of representatives of organizations affected by
achievement compacts. Committee membership includes:

Inge Aldersebaes of OEA Choice Trust representing Healthy Kids Learn Better

Eduardo Angulo, Executive Director of the Salem-Keizer Coalition for Equality

Marcy Bradley, Executive Director of Self Enhancement, Inc.

Lindsey Capps, Assistant Executive Director, Oregon Education Association Center for Teaching and
Learning

Ed Dodson, Chemeketa Community College Board Member and Co-Chair of the Higher Education Task
Force on Student and Institutional Success

Jonathan Farmer, Oregon Student Association Board Director

Jim Francesconi, Oregon State Board of Higher Education Member and Co-Chair of the Higher Education
Task Force on Student and Institutional Success

Merrily Haas, Executive Director of the Oregon Association for the Education of Young Children

Craig Hawkins, Executive Director of the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators

Dena Hellums, Reynolds School District Teacher representing Stand for Children

Andrea Henderson, Executive Director of the Oregon Community College Association

Marcie Ingledue, Executive Director of Arc of Oregon

Mark Jackson, Executive Director and Vice President of REAP Inc.

Dan Jamison, Vice President of Education Policy for Chalkboard Project

Phil Lesch, Executive Director of Portland State University-American Association of University Professors
Mary Li, Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon Board Director

Jim Mabbott, Executive Director of the Oregon Association of Education Service Districts

Jeff Matsumoto, Forest Grove Teacher and Oregon Education Association Member

Judy Miller, Executive Director of the Oregon Head Start Association

Betty Reynolds, West Linn-Wilsonville School Board Member, representing the Oregon School Boards
Association

David Robinson, Executive Vice Provost of Oregon Health & Science University

Richard Schwarz, Executive Director of American Federation of Teachers-Oregon

Daniel Silberman, Co-Chair of Superintendent of Public Instruction’s Youth Advisory Team

Tricia Smith, Government Relations Specialist for Oregon School Employees Association

Carol Wire, Executive Director of Oregon Parent-Teacher Association

Steven Wojcikiewicz, Executive Council Vice President for American Federation of Teachers-Oregon






CALLING ALL OREGON ELECTED AND APPOINTED LEADERS:
ADDRESS THE INEQUITIES FACING STUDENTS OF

COLOR AND ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS

“We have far to go in creating a public education system that delivers equity for all students no matter their race. We know that students of color
and English Language Learners have lower graduation rates, higher discipline rates, and are far less likely to have the opportunity and preparation to
take advanced classes necessary to prepare them for college. This is not an overwhelming challenge, but rather a great opportunity. By increasing
the number of students of color and English language learners who come to school prepared, graduate from high school, and access post-secondary
education, we improve outcomes for our entire state. ” Governor John Kitzhaber

OREGON STUDENT BODY IS CHANGING Oregon Graduation Rate
e According to ODE, students of color comprised 16.3% Class of 2011 '
(88,196) public school enrollment in 1997. Today, students of Asian American | % 1 -
color make up about 33.7% (189,134) enroliment. white | 705 I
® Half of Oregon’s 561,000 public school students qualify for Hispanic | 57%
free and reduced lunch, compared to 30% in 1997 (ODE). African American | =%
OREGON IS BEHIND OTHER STATES English Language Leamners | 52%
® Oregon is one of seven states where the NAEP score gap ““’“"eﬁ’s’;:r',‘;:;"""‘“c ] 51%
between higher and lower-income students widened from 10%  20% 30%  40%  S0%  60% | 70% 80N  90%  100%

2003 to 2011.
OREGON STUDENTS ARE NOT GRADUATING FROM HIGH
SCHOOL PREPARED OR WITH ACCESS TO COLLEGE

e According to state data, among African American, Native American and ELL students, only half graduated on time with a
regular diploma in 2010.

Oregon Department of Education, 2011 Data State Average: 67%

We'll feel confident that elected and appointed leaders are addressing these important issues when we see:

e A consistent effort to close the achievement gap. English Language Learners, students of color, and low-income
students account for an increasing share of Oregon children. Therefore, Oregon needs a targeted strategy to reach
these students by having cohesive early learning opportunities, a plan for closing the achievement gap in k-12 schools
and improving college access and completion.

e A clear plan for identifying and Aiding the lowest performing schools and districts. By having comprehensive
information about low performing schools, community partners can play a critical role in helping to make
improvements and engaging in turnaround plans and action.

e An excellent system of support for principals and teachers. Any effort to better prepare students for college
depends on the interactions teachers and principals have with students on a daily basis. Teachers who work with
historically underserved children need additional time and resources to help their students make the significant
learning gains they need.

e Cultivate a diverse workforce: According to the Oregon State Report Card, only 8.4% of our teachers are minorities
while 33.7% of our students are racial minorities. As our minority student population grows, it is essential to make
concerted efforts to hire and retain teachers of color.

e Recognition that successful education includes both in and out of school time. We must make sure that our
resources include the wraparound services necessary to support the whole child’s ability to function as a ready learner.
And meaningful parental/community/school partnerships become the norm in Oregon.

e A commitment to keep students in school and to find alternatives to suspension and expulsion. Distressing
new federal data and Oregon Department of Education data show that there are racial disparities in school discipline.
In order for students to be successful, it is essential that we keep students in school.

WE, THE OREGON COMMUNITIES OF COLOR AND ADVOCACY ORGANIZATIONS BELOW, ARE READY TO HELP AND BE COUNTED AS
MEANINGFUL PARTNERS IN ACKNOWLEDGING INEQUALITIES AND FINDING SOLUTIONS

Stand for Children, Salem/Keizer Coalition for Equality, Chalkboard Project, Self Enhancement Inc., APANO,
Black Parents Initiative (BPI), CAUSA, NAACP Branches from Portland, Salem, Corvallis, & Eugene, Centro
Cultural of Washington County, Casa Latinos Unidos of Corvallis, Latino Network of Portland, Latinos en
Liderazgo from Reynolds, Oregon Commission on Hispanic Affairs, Oregon Native American Community

« 1 Organizations, Partnership for Safety and Justice, Portland Parent Union, Portland Urban League, Unete from

Medford & Una Voz Coalition from Jackson County, Siwash Resources, Oregon Diversity Institute, Mano a

ﬁ Mano Family Center, Adelante Mujeres, Oregon Commission on Black Affairs, Si Se Puede Oregon, Oregon

Sl Action, Oregon Indian Education Association (OIEA), Latinos Unidos Siempre (LUS), & PCUN.







Public Document

Draft Community College Achievement Compact Measures

Year One
2010-11 2011-12 2012-13
Outcome Actual Projection Target
Student completion outcomes:
Number of students completing:
A. Adult high school diplomas/GEDs A-# A-# A-#
B. Certificates/Oregon Transfer Modules B - # B - # B - #
C. Associate degrees C-# C-# C-#
D. Total number of students transferring to a four-year institution D-# D -# D-#
(public, private, in-state, out-of-state)
E. Credential awarded to under-represented populations
(specific focus defined by local community college)
F. Program of Study — under development
Student readiness/progression for next level outcomes:
A. Percentage of students in remedial writing or math who
complete the course.
B. Number of students who reach the 15 (30) college level
credit threshold in the year (cumulative credits in their
record).
C. Number (percentage if available) of students passing a
national licensure examination.
Connection to high school, university and communities:
Dual enrolled high school students # Students | # Students | # Students
Dual enrolled OUS students # Students | # Students | # Students
Students who transfer to OUS # Students | # Students | # Students

Connection to Employment (Under Development)

Additional college specific student outcome target(s)







EDUCATIONAL PARTNERSHIP

J—

Bob Berdahl Colt Gill
University of Oregon Bethel School District
Shelley Berman | N_ancy Golden. |
Eugene 4J School District Springfield School District
Mike Bullis Mary Spilde
University of Oregon Lane Community College
Debbie Egan

Lane Education Service District
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HISTORY OF EDUCATIONAL
PARTNERSHIP

— e

* Local education coalition a long held goal of LCC
President Spilde

- Based on OSU Mid-Valley Partnership

* Akin to PSU Cradle to Career initiative and
EOU Eastern Promise

 Similar to many successful university and school
connections across the country
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PURPOSE

Share information, increase cooperation, and support Lane
County students in their education transitions:

* |ldentify shared strengths, issues, and concerns among institutions
* Address barriers to equity and accessibility for all students

* Explore opportunities for cooperation

* Discover resources to benefit partners

Utilize the resources and inspiration of LCC and the UO to
support all aspirations for higher education
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EXAMPLE PROIJECTS

i

Assess Inspire Engage
* High School * Duck Bucks: * College Ready Lane
Achievement Data Positive Behavioral County
Review Interventions and
S * Plan test assessment
" upports
* Opportunities Map for sophomores
Go to gcr.uoregon.edu/ * Middle School
community-relations and :
look for “Opportunities MenForShl_p
mapping document” link Presidential GTF
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FOCUS ON COLLEGE
READINESS

it

 Partnership among school districts, the UO, and LCC

* Supports 40-40-20 and governor’s education agenda

* Raises awareness and creates or enhances curricular
partnerships to support college readiness for Lane County
students
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* College-going rates in Lane County must increase to align with

state’s educational attainment goals

» Significant numbers of Lane County students are not
completing high school prepared for higher education

* To prepare students, leverage multiple resources and engage
intellectual capital at all education levels

* Partnerships raise awareness and collaboration in curriculum
design and preparation between secondary and postsecondary
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Create a collaborative program that increases college
preparedness

|dentify and implement national benchmark measures in high
schools for assessment of college preparedness

|dentify and implement intervention to better prepare students
for college

Encourage and implement innovative approaches to curriculum
development across education levels

Increase the number and percentage of students enrolling In
higher education
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COLLEGE READY LANE COUNTY

J—

Intended Outcome

Increase college enrollment, retention, and completion for a wider
range of students from our local community with an emphasis
and focus on students who would be or are first-generation
college attendees

Key Goal

Deepen institutional connections between secondary and post
secondary education in Lane County
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COLLEGE READY LANE COUNTY

J—

Key Strategies

Develop new networks and expand existing connections
between faculty members at area high schools and at the

UO and/or LCC

Use the four Keys to College and Career Readiness as the
conceptual framework

Diagnose schools’ college and career readiness
Incorporate middle school staff into networks

Align partnership with LCC efforts, including Lumina Grant
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COLLEGE READY LANE COUNTY

.

Work to Date
* Funding secured

* Workplan developed

Partnership introduction, network, and strategies training
meeting—fall 2012

School diagnostics—fall 2012
 Existing faculty identified

 Existing programs identified
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COLLEGE READY LANE COUNTY

J—

Next Steps
* Recruit additional faculty partners

Convene partnership network and strategies meeting, train

Seed new partnerships

Conduct school-specific assessments: CollegeCareerReady™
School Diagnostic

Develop Oregon Toolkit providing status information,
actionable data, and specific strategies
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COLLEGE READY LANE COUNTY

J—

Intended Results
» School-specific assessments

* Implementation of dual enroliment courses with assured quality
 Structured and supported networks

* Oregon Toolkit

Key issues identification

Tools to aid data-driven decisions
Partnership-building concepts
Comprehensive action plan
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CONTACT INFORMATION

.

Bob Berdahl ¢ Interim President, University of Oregon
541-346-3036, pres@uoregon.edu

Mike Bullis » Dean, College of Education, University of Oregon
541-346-3405, bullism@uoregon.edu

Nancy Golden ¢ Superintendent, Springfield School District
541-726-3201, nancy.golden@springfield.k12.or.us

Mary Spilde ¢ President, Lane Community College
541-463-5200, spildem@lanecc.edu

Educational Partnership Staff
Greg Rikhoff ¢ Director of Community Relations, University of Oregon
541-346-2402, grikhoff@uoregon.edu

MARCH 13,2012 | EDUCATIONAL PARTNERSHIP 13






EO

EASTERN OREGON

UNIVERSTITY

OUS CAMPUS COMPACT & OEIB ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

Assumptions:

Each OUS institution will have a Board of Higher Education approved Campus Compact with OUS. The Board of
Higher Education will recommend that these Campus Compacts be adopted by the OEIB as the Institutional
Achievement Compact. The Campus Compacts/ OEIB Achievement Compacts will include all of the measures in
OUS’s Achievement Compact with the OEIB as well as institution specific measures based on institutional mission,
capacity, array of programs, etc.

Attainment of targets is contingent upon sufficient resources.

Eastern Oregon University Mission:
EOU guides student inquiry through integrated, high-quality liberal arts and professional programs that
lead to responsible and reflective action in a diverse and interconnected world.

As an educational, cultural, and scholarly center, EOU connects the rural regions of Oregon to a wider

world. Our beautiful setting and small size enhance the personal attention our students receive, while

partnerships with colleges, universities, agencies, and communities add to the educational possibilities
of our region and state.

EOU Institutional Core Themes & Associated Goals

Theme 1: EOU has high quality liberal arts and professional programs that prepare students for the world
beyond college.
Goal 1: Foster and assess student learning

Goal 2: Ensure faculty and staff success

Theme 2: EOU is a regional University with a deep sense of commitment to students where they are.

Goal 3: Serve students where they are
Goal 4: Make excellence inclusive
Goal 5: Adopt and enhance appropriate educational technologies

Theme 3: EOU is the educational, cultural and economic engine of eastern Oregon.

Goal 6: Foster Partnerships
Goal 7: Ensure a fiscally and environmentally sustainable university environment
Goal 8: Provide programs and resources to respond to high demand regional needs

Theme 4: EOU provides personal, student-centered experience in both the curricular and co-curricular
programs.
Goal 9: Ensure access and success for all students
Goal 10:  Provide opportunities for students and faculty to engage with their community
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Outcomes

2010-11

2011-12
Target

2012-13
Target

Completion

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented minority
Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

Six year graduation rate for all first-time, full-time freshmen
and intra OUS transfer students

Three year graduation rate for transfer students from Blue
Mountain, Treasure Valley, Mt. Hood, Chemeketa, Central
Oregon, Umpqua, Columbia Gorge, and Southwestern
regardless of credits transferred

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with the % of
workforce unemployed in Oregon

Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

% of graduates employed or enrolled one year after graduation

# of students enrolled in partner programs2

Connections

Degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet state
needs

e STEM Professions

e Health Profession

e STEM Education

Research: Sponsored research expenditures

# of students who complete internships/service learning or are
engaged in some form of community based learning

# of bachelor’s degr(;_'es awarded to transfer students from
community colleges

Degrees awarded in education areas important to the
institution's geographic region

(Business Administration, Education, Public Administration,
Anthropology/Sociology, Environmental Studies)

Credit hours earned in distance education courses as
percentage of total credit hours

% of newly admitted freshmen entering with HS dual credit
and other early college credit

% of newly admitted undergraduates who are transfers from
Oregon community colleges

! Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goals

> EOU partner programs: OIT/ODS—Dental Hygiene; OHSU—Nursing; OSU—Agriculture programs.
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Hello,

My name is Jonathan Farmer and | am a member of the Achievement Compact Advisory
Committee. | wanted to follow up with some more feedback following last Thursday's meeting
and hope that it is not to late as the next meeting is currently underway. If it is then at least | will
have clarified some of my comments in the notes.

First off and MOST importantly | want to reiterate that | believe our only chance to hitting 40-
40-20 is to imbed the needed statewide, as well as education-spectrum wide, connections that are
imperative to our success into everything we do. If these Achievement Compacts are to reflect
our State's, and indeed each school's, progress in preparing and moving kids along our
educational pipeline, from one level of education to the next, we need to ensure that it is visible
from the reported data.

To that end | mentioned OIT's emphasis on newly admitted freshman who had HS dual credit
courses, % of newly admitted transfers who came from OR CC's, and Distance Education
enrollment as a percentage of total enrollment. | feel that these as well as other reportable data
like this that measures pipeline continuity should be looked at ACROSS the board and not just at
OIT and one or two other schools. | would also mention that statistics for instance like the 1st to
2nd year retention rates of first-time, full-time students would help us capture some very
important information about students choosing the right fit the first time and allow us to develop
a better idea of how knowledgeable students are about where they are going, if schools are able
to keep up with students needs, and if students are able to meet the demands placed on them.
This wouldn't measure all of that but as stated in our meeting all of these reports are to alert us
when we need to dig deeper and discuss best practices etc.

| also want to mention that the# of bachelors degrees awarded to Oregonians is important. Even
if our numbers towards 40-40-20 can also be met by those that come from out of state and
choose to remain in Oregon we do not want to focus on importing students from out of state. 1
believe that we are striving to fix the system here in our own state first and not water down our
numbers with implanted out of state students correct?

In addition to and in conjunction with that we should have some reportable data about access and
affordability. This is understood by most students to be the most crucial data we could monitor
at the university level. I know that quite a few universities attempted to address it but I did not
see anything in the OUS's compact itself that | felt was doing the topic justice.

Achievement compacts could track tuition and TOTAL student costs including institutional,
state, and federal financial aid for example. While this information is readily available it is not
linked to the achievement of 40-40-20 as well as it should be. Especially with these achievement
compacts potentially being linked to financial support in the near future.

How many Oregon students apply to a school and can’t get in would be another very beneficial
piece of the data to have in regards to access and student preparedness.As well the ratio of in-
state to out-of-state students and not just raw data would be helpful in painting a very clear
picture of the students we are educating.





| fully understand that it is not just a numbers game in regards to degrees completed. | was
excited to see a quality factor on the the data sheet. I think that the quality word should be
changed to effectiveness as | don't think those qualifiers fully captured what we should be
thinking of as quality. The effectiveness category then should include data points such as the
number of students within the national completion rate: 3yrs for CCs and 4yrs for OUS. 1 also
liked the 3 year completion rate for community college transfers once in the oregon university
system, this is again a pipeline continuity data point.

There is obviously a lot we still need to figure out how to quantify for example:
How do we measure employment readiness and what are good post-graduate measures?

How important is faculty/student ratio and their office hour time/availability to students as well
as access to full-time faculty (not GTFs or faculty who can’t be accessed on campus for
questions)?

How much emphasis should we place on additional college experiences that build career
readiness skills (SOU has an option)

Why just STEM, health, and STEM education? What about balance of different programs and
not raw data (SOU has an option)

What about career placement and other support programs and the availability/use of those
programs?

At the k-12 level are they required to offer a life long learner course that discusses college as
well as other certificate/trade programs?

What kind of relevance do we place on the whole child approach to success in school? IE.
Access to support staff on campus (financial aid, healthcare, academic advisors) as well as
exercise, nutrition, and mental health.

Think about equity (how can we support an equitable system)?

In the end my main question is why don’t our schools need to share measures across the
system? Schools can keep track of what ever they want to keep track of but this is a statewide
report and should show statewide support of the same ideas, goals, and objectives. Many of our
requests should be upheld at all our institutions.

Jonathan Farmer

Student Body President
Associated Students of
Western Oregon University
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"You see things; and you say, 'Why?'
But | dream things that never were;
and | say, "Why not? " - George Bernard Shaw
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Members of the Oregon Education Investment Board,

My name is Dana Hepper, and I’'m the Advocacy Director for Stand for Children. Thank you for the
opportunity to testify regarding K-12 Achievement Compacts. Stand for Children supported SB 1581
during the 2012 session to create Achievement Compacts. We are also proud to be a member of a
growing coalition of advocacy and communities of color organizations looking at how to ensure equity in
our public schools. | will provide testimony for Stand from both of these vantage points.

Stand for Children supported SB 1581 because we believe that Achievement Compacts can be a
powerful tool to improve student learning. Effective school districts, who are demonstrating amazing
learning among students, consistently set clear, quantifiable targets and commit to them with
unrelenting focus. Achievement Compacts ensure all districts adopt this effective practice. Stand for
Children would like to make three points with regard to how the Compacts need to be structured to
improve student learning:

e Compacts should include short- and long-term targets for student learning. It takes more than
one year and one teacher to ensure each child is on a path toward high school graduation and
college. It requires sustained focus. We understand the concerns expressed about holding
school districts accountable to the long-term goals because of the variety of factors that are
outside of their control. However, long-term goals are critical to ensuring districts and the state
are focused on each child is getting what he or she needs, year after year.

e We support the metrics in the Compacts being student outcomes — not school district inputs —
while recognizing that any analysis of these outputs is absolutely going to consider the inputs.
For example, Stand has been looking at the Reynolds and David Douglas School Districts. We've
chosen these two because they both have 80%+ students in poverty, 50%+ students of color,
and 20%+ English Language Learners. Yet, in almost every category, David Douglas students are
demonstrating proficiency at rates 10-20% higher than Reynolds students.

So we know that all students can learn, and that under equally constrained budgets some school
districts are demonstrating greater student learning than others. The Compacts are the place we
can find out what is working right now. If we bog these Compacts down with too much
information about inputs, they’ll lose their potential effectiveness.

o We feel a strong sense of urgency to get started now. The Compacts represent a commitment to
our children that we are relentlessly focused on their learning and figuring out what it takes to
get them what they need. Students get this message from many of the individuals working in
schools every day — they need the state to make the same commitment now.

As | mentioned, I've also been part of a coalition striving to improve equity in education. I'd like to speak
specifically to the disaggregation of data in the Achievement Compacts. We were pleased to see SB 1581
so explicitly call out underserved student populations. I'd also like to make three points relating to
equity and the Compacts.

e We support the detailed disaggregation of data in the sample Compact. Previous versions of the
Compacts used an aggregate ‘underserved’ category as a way to track district progress in closing
achievement gaps. However, aggregated data masks some of the disparities that can exist






between underserved populations. This is often the case for Asian and Pacific Islander students.
High rates of success among Chinese and Japanese students often mask real challenges facing
Hmong, Vietnamese, and other Asian or Pacific Islander students. Disparities between students
who speak English and those learning English is another key distinction — a district could do well
on an aggregated measure by serving the needs of one of these populations without serving the
needs of the other. We have to be clear that we can’t leave any group of students out of the
progress made by a district.

o  We also support detailed goal-setting for each disaggregated subgroup. Because different
populations of students may have vastly different realities, they require unique sets of strategies
to maximize their learning. This means school districts need to create tailored interventions to
meet the unique needs of a diverse body of students. If we do not set clear goals and track our
progress for each population of students, it is too easy to put some students on the backburner
once again. When districts set these goals, those will access to strong community organizations
will have an incentive to enter into powerful partnerships to meet the needs of students’ of
color, students living in poverty, and students learning English.

e Finally, we ask you to stay focused on closing the achievement gap. SB 1581 was clear on this
point. It says, “The target number and percentage of students must reflect the education
entity’s goals of improving education outcomes for disadvantaged student groups and closing
any student achievement gaps between disadvantaged student groups and other student
groups.” We will be here to help ensure all students benefit from the leadership of this board.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Dana Hepper

Oregon Advocacy Director
Stand for Children






Our shared goal
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Is this guy ready to learn?

HEALTHY KIDS LEARN BETTER





How about this guy?

“Could someone help me with these?
I'm late for math class.”
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A new approach

40-40-20

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

- Governor Kitzhaber
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Educating the whole child

“The best of teaching cannot
always compete successfully
with the challenges many
students face outside of
school.”

Lee-Bayha & Harrison, 2002
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The intersection of grades

and health risk factors
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Schools have a role in student health

“Health and success in
schools are interrelated.

Schools cannot achieve
their primary mission of
education if students and
staff are not healthy and
fit physically, mentally and
socially.”

National Association of State
Boards of Education

HEALTHY KIDS LEARN BETTER





Long term: four key recommendations

Coordination

= Healthy environment and
workplace

= Data collection and analysis

Access





Shorter term: integrate health

into current actions

Health-related indicators in
compacts

= OEIB subcommittee on
health

= Chief Educational Officer as
health champion

| HEALTHY KIDS LEARN BETTER





An indicator in the compacts: absenteeism

Cause: poor health

Impact: poor performance, dropout

Opportunity: track and address
absenteeism and its causes

Result: remove barriers to learning

HEALTHY KIDS LEARN BETTER





Healthy Kids Learn Better

“We know that good
nutrition, exercise and
general health and
wellness play a critical
role in students’ ability
to come to school
ready to learn.”

State Superintendent
Susan Castillo
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Questions?

“No educational tool is
more essential than good
health.”

Council of Chief State School Officers

HEALTHY KIDS LEARN BETTER





We ask for your commitment today

“If these (health) factors
are not addressed, the
benefits of other
educational innovations
will be jeopardized.”

Dr. Charles E. Basch,
Columbia University,
In Journal of School Health

HEALTHY KIDS LEARN BETTER






K-12, ESD Achievement Compact Working Draft Definitions
OEIB Approved, 3/13/2012

Completion: Are students completing high school college and career ready?

Four-Year Cohort:
The percent of students that earn a regular high school diploma within four years of first entering
Four-Year Cohort Oth grade.

Five-Year Cohort:

Five-Year Cohort The percent of students that earn a regular high school diploma within five years of first entering
9th grade.

The percent of students who earned a regular diploma, modified diploma, extended diploma,
adult high school diploma, GED, or alternative certificate within five years of entering high school.
Calculated as the percent of students who earned such diploma or certificate within five years of
entering 9th grade divided by the size of the cohort.

Graduation Rate

5-Year Completion Rate

Number of students enrolled in a post-secondary institution (community college, technical
certificate program, or 4-year institution) within 12 months of high school completion. Defined as
the number of graduates in a particular cohort that enroll in post secondary education divided by
the number of completers in that cohort.

Progression: Sufficient progress toward College and career readiness?

3rd Grade Proficiency The percent of 3rd grade students who met or exceed in reading or math. Includes only those
students enrolled on the first school day in May that have also been enrolled in the district for a
full academic year.

Post-Secondary Enroliment

Reading Math

The percent of students who were present at least 90% of enrolled school days while enrolled in
6th grade (not chronically absent). Calculated as the number of students who are not chroncically
absent in 6th grade divided by the number of students enrolled in sixth grade. Includes only those
students who have been enrolled in the district for a full academic year.

6th Grade On Track

% of students who meet both of the following criteria: (1) have earned at least 6 credits on the
date that is 12 months past first enroliment in 9th grade; and (2) present at least 90% of enrolled
9th Grade On Track school days. Calculated as the number of students who meet both of these criteria within 12
months of first enroliment in 9th grade divided by the fall enroliment of first-time 9th graders.
Includes only those students who have also been enrolled in the district for a full academic year.

% of students who have received 9 or more college credits while enrolled in high school or earlier.
Credits can be earned through any means approved by local school board policy, including but not
Earning 9+ College Credits |limited to AP exam, IB course completion, dual credit course completion, community college or
university enrollment. Calculated as the percent of students who earned at least 9 college credits
by the end of their fourth year in high school divided by the size of the cohort.

Equity: Are students succeeding across across all buildings and populations?

For 2011-12 and earlier this is the count of schools on the federal title 1 school improvement list.
For 2012-13 and later this will be the counts of priority and focus schools in the district.

Priority / Focus Schools

Disadvantaged student groups includes students who are: (1) economically disadvantaged; (2)
Disadvantaged Students limited English proficient; (3) students with disabilities; (4) Black (not of Hispanic origin); (5)
Hispanic origin; (6) American Indian / Alaskan native; (7) Multi-racial / multi-ethnic.

Investment: What is the public investment in the district?

Formula Revenue
Local revenue not passed through formula

Detailed information regarding these funding sources can be found in the
Oregon Department of Education Program Budgeting & Accounting Manual
(PBAM), http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?=1605

Federal revenue
State grants not passed through formula







Lane Community College

Achievement Compacts Task Force Draft

March 9, 2012

The Achievement Compact taskforce® has completed its work on the Achievement Compact framework
and submits it to the Lane Community College Board of Education.

Section 14 of SB 1581, identifies three categories of educational outcomes to be measured or validated:
Completion rates; validations of the quality of knowledge and skills; and relevance and contribution to the
workforce, the economy, and society.

Completion rates. In addition to completion rates (degree and certificate), the community college
achievement compact also includes other progress measures of “programs of study” as well as GED.
Explicit measurement of under-represented minority completion rates are emphasized in the framework.

Validation of Quality of knowledge and skills acquired. Quality cannot be validated with a series of
guantitative metrics. Evaluation of quality includes descriptions of the learning outcomes that an
institution has established for the learner as well as the assessment of whether the learner has achieved
these outcomes. In higher education, student learning outcomes address both discipline level outcomes as
well as cognitive outcomes. The result of the evaluation then informs changes in the learning
environment to further improve conditions for the learner to demonstrate acquisition of the learning
outcomes.

Establishment of competencies and outcomes for K-12 has been accomplished in the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS). For higher education however, learning outcomes cannot be prescriptive given the
discipline specific nature of learning. The Degree Qualifications Profile (DQP) has developed a
“reference framework” for higher education that is being beta tested and Oregon is currently negotiating a
$1 million three-year grant from Lumina to beta test the DQP that has nested outcomes for the associates
and baccalaureate levels. So given this context, we propose deferring the quality outcomes for now.

Also the taskforce affirms that higher education in the United States has provided quality assurance
through the accreditation process. Carol Geary Schneider, President of AACU, states the following:
“accreditation is providing assurance of the value and worth — the quality — of the work accomplished by
our educational institutions”. In the future we might consider the seventeen community colleges
submitting their accreditation evaluation report from the Northwest Commission on Colleges and
Universities as the “validation of the quality of knowledge and skills acquired.”

Relevance and Contributions to workforce, economy, and society. The governor, in his ten-year
budget framework has focused on five areas: education, the economy and jobs, healthy people, safety and
security, and the environment. Education, studies have shown, has a positive impact on the remaining
four area. The two measurements proposed under this category are in the workforce, economy and jobs
area. However, this section is largely under developed.

! Taskforce Members: Bob Baldwin, Sonya Christian, Phil Martinez, Jim Salt, Craig Taylor





Institutional Connections. This outcome category does not appear in the legislation. However, the
community colleges believe that this is a critical aspect in the K-20 educational continuum; ie the inter-
institutional connections that facilitate student progression towards meeting Oregon’s 40-40-20 vision.





Oregon Community College Achievement Compact

Assumption:

In addition to the Achievement Compact with the State, CCWD will develop with the community
college internal achievement compacts based on the student success indicators developed by the
Student Success Oversight Committee.

Measurements 2011-12 2012-13
Setting up Data Pilot Data
Structures Collection Year
all underrepres all underrepres
Oregonians ented Oregonians ented
minority minority
Oregonians Oregonians

Completion Rates

Associate’s degrees awarded to

Certificates and Oregon Transfer Modules awarded to

Transfer to bachelor’s degree program

Adult high school diplomas/GEDs awarded to

Programs of study awarded to

Percentage of students in remedial writing or math who
complete the course.

Number of students who reach the 15 (30) college level
credltO| ghreshold in the year (cumulative credits in their
record).

Contribution to Workforce (Under development)

Number (percentage if available) of students passing a
national licensure examination.

Unemployment rate of graduates compared to the
unemployment rate of non-graduates

Connections

# of dual enrolled high school students

# of dual enrolled OUS students







3/13/12
Agenda ltem # 5
Legislative Concept

Authority of the Chief Education Officer
To Organize the State’s P-20 Education System

Adopted by the Oregon Education Investment Board, December 1, 2011
Management/Administration: Chief Education Officer

Give the Chief Education Officer the authority and resources needed to organize the state’s
integrated education system from pre-K to college and career (P-20).

Propose legislation for the February 2012 session to accomplish the following.

1. The Chief Education Officer shall have direction and control over the following positions

for the purpose of designing and organizing the state’s P-20 education system:

a) Commissioner of Community Colleges and Workforce Development;

b) Chancellor of the Oregon University System;

c) Executive Director of the Oregon Student Assistance Commission;

d) Early Childhood System Director*;

e) Executive Director of the Higher Education Coordinating Commission (upon
appointment per SB 242); and,

f) Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction* (upon appointment per SB 552).
*Governor has appointing authority under current law.

2. The Chief Education Officer shall direct the positions listed in Section 1 (a)-(f) herein
and work with the Superintendent of Public Instruction and her designees to design and
organize the state’s P-20 education system (see B — Governance/Management).

3. The Governor shall resolve any conflicts that may arise with existing boards and
commissions which hold the appointing authority over the positions listed in Section 1
(@), (b), (c) and (e) herein.





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)

d)

e)
f)

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)

d)

€)
f)

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.





Establishment of Work Group
Regarding the Oregon University System and Institutional Boards

Adopted by the Oregon Education Investment Board, December 7, 2011
Governance/Coordination: OUS and Institutional Boards

At the Governor’s direction, develop legislation for the 2013 session to authorize independent
boards for one or more OUS universities, beginning in 2013-14 fiscal year.

1. The Chief Education Officer shall work with representatives of the Oregon Education
Investment Board and the Oregon State Board of Higher Education, whose
representatives shall be designated by the Governor, to develop recommendations for
terms, conditions and authorities for independent boards to take effect in the 2013-14
fiscal year for one or more universities in the Oregon University System.

2. The Chief Education Officer shall consult with the administration, faculty, staff, students
and supporters of each university with an interest in an independent board.

3. The Chief Education Officer shall report his/her recommendations for terms, conditions
and authorities for university boards to the Governor by October 15, 2012.

4. The Governor intends to submit legislation for the creation of one or more university
boards within the state’s P-20 education system for submission as a legislative measure to
the 2013 Legislative Assembly.






Achievement Compact (OHSU)

Investment: Presently the State will invest $30,145,932 in Oregon Health and Science University {OHSU).
This value does not include the $2,358,611 that was withheld in the 2011-13 Legislative Approved
Budget. 523,885,256 will be directed to the Schools of Dentistry, Medicine and Nursing to support their
healthcare professional programs.

Assumptions and Outcomes: OHSU shares in the responsibility of 40-40-20 as the major educator of
health care professionals and biomedical scientists and engineers in the state. It strives to continuously
improve its programs in order to provide the highest level of healthcare, science and engineering
workforce for the State of Oregon. As a partner with undergraduate institutions throughout the state, it
will continue to advance pipeline programs for OHSU's graduate programs in allied health, dentistry,
medicine, nursing, science and engineering. As our compact with the state, we will strive for the
following outcomes.

Outcomes:

2011-12 2012-13
Actual Target

Evaluation Metric

School of Medicine:
e 9% of students admitted to the M. D program that
are Oregonians
e Total number of students admitted to the M.D.
program that are Oregonians

School of Dentistry: 3
s % of students admitted to the D.M.D program that
are Oregonians
e Total number of students admitted to the D.M.D
program that are Oregonians

School of Nursing:
¢ % of Graduates from the Bachelors of Nursing
programs that are Oregonians
s Total number of graduates from the Bachelors of
Nursing programs that are Oregonians

School of Nursing: Total # of graduate degrees awarded®

Total # of healthcare professional degrees awarded*

*Data regarding degrees awarded are for the prior fiscal year
Note: Graduation rates in the M.D. and D,M.D, programs are aimost equivalent fo admission rates {>95%) and not reflective of yearly
decisions resulting from changes in State appropriations, Admission rates more accurately reflect the impact of State funding on these
programs

Flexibility: In FY13 OHSU is granted the following flexibilities:

March 9, 2012





[nvestment:

2009-10

2010-11

2011-12 .

State Funding for
Education Programs

Conseguences:

Conditions: This is a public agreement and can be amended by mutual consent:

March 9, 2032







Oregon
I I Institute
. of Technology

OUS CAMPUS COMPACT & OEIB ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

)

Assumptions:

Each OUS institution will have a Board of Higher Education approved Campus Compact with OUS. The Board of
Higher Education will recommend that these Campus Compacts be adopted by the OEIB as the Institutional
Achievement Compact. The Campus Compacts/ OEIB Achievement Compacts will include all of the measures in
OUS’s Achievement Compact with the OEIB as well as institution specific measures based on institutional mission,
capacity, array of programs, etc.

Attainment of targets is contingent upon sufficient resources.

Oregon Institute of Technology Mission:

Oregon Institute of Technology, a member of the Oregon University System, offers innovative and
rigorous applied degree programs in the areas of engineering, engineering technologies, health
technologies, management, and the arts and sciences. To foster student and graduate success, the
university provides an intimate, hands-on learning environment, focusing on application of theory to
practice. Oregon Tech offers statewide educational opportunities for the emerging needs of Oregon’s
citizens and provides information and technical expertise to state, national, and international
constituents.

Mission Core Themes
o Applied degree programs
e Student and graduate success
e Statewide educational
e  Public Service

Outcomes 2010-2011 | 2011-12 2012-13
Target Target

Completion

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented minority
Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

% of bachelors and advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with the % of
workforce unemployed in Oregon

Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

% of graduates employed or enrolled one year after graduation

Programmatic accreditation by DOE-recognized professional
accreditation agencies

March 1, 2012





Connections

Degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet state
needs

e STEM Professions

e Health Profession

e STEM Education

Research: Sponsored research expenditures

#of patents, licenses, and start-ups per faculty FTE

# of students who complete internships/service learning or are
engaged in some form of community based learning

# of bachelor’s degrtlees awarded to transfer students from
community colleges

% of newly admitted freshman who had HS dual credit courses

% of newly admitted transfer who came from Oregon
community colleges

Distance education enrollment as percentage of total
enroliment

! Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goals

March 1, 2012






Oregon State

UNIVERSITY

OUS CAMPUS COMPACT & OEIB ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

Assumptions:

Each OUS institution will have a Board of Higher Education approved Campus Compact with OUS. The Board of
Higher Education will recommend that these Campus Compacts be adopted by the OEIB as the Institutional
Achievement Compact. The Campus Compacts/ OEIB Achievement Compacts will include all of the measures in
OUS’s Achievement Compact with the OEIB as well as institution specific measures based on institutional mission,
capacity, array of programs, etc.

Attainment of targets is contingent upon sufficient resources.

Oregon State University Mission:

As a land grant institution committed to teaching, research, and outreach and engagement, Oregon State
University promotes economic, social, cultural and environmental progress for the people of Oregon, the nation
and the world. This mission is achieved by producing graduates competitive in the global economy, supporting a
continuous search for new knowledge and solutions, and maintaining a rigorous focus on academic excellence,
particularly in the three Signature Areas: Advancing the Science of Sustainable Earth Ecosystems; Improving
Human Health and Wellness; and Promoting Economic Growth and Social Progress.

Outcomes 2010-2011 | 2011-12 2012-13
Target Target

Completion

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented minority
Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

Total # of bachelors and advanced degrees awarded
OSU-Corvallis
OSU-Cascades Campus

Six year graduation rate for all first-time, full-time freshmen
and intra OUS transfer students

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with the % of
workforce unemployed in Oregon

Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

High-achieving Oregon high school graduates (GPA>3.75) as
percentage of first-year class

Licensing revenue and # of invention disclosures for
University R
Agriculture, Forestry, and Extension Service

% of undergraduate students who participate in experiential
learning experiences (international/study abroad, research,
internships, service learning)

Connections

March 1, 2012





Degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet state
needs

e STEM Professions

Health Profession

STEM Education

e Agriculture and Forestry’

Research: Sponsored research expenditures

Annual grants and contracts expenditures per research faculty
FTE for

University

Agriculture, Forestry, and Extension Service’

# of Oregon residents and youth participants in activities
sponsored by the OSU Extension Service per million dollars
invested

# of students who complete internships/service learning or are
engaged in some form of community based learning

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to transfer students from
Oregon community colleges

! Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goals
% Statewide Public Service (SWPS) Programs

March 1, 2012






OUS ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

1. Investment: In the 2012-13 fiscal year, the State will invest SXX million in OUS.

2. Assumptions and Outcomes: In exchange for that investment, the State Board of Higher
Education agrees to pursue continuous improvement on measures with the following
assumptions and the following outcome:

Assumptions:

In addition to the Achievement Compact with the State, OUS will internally develop achievement compacts with
each of its institutions based on institutional mission, capacity, array of programs, etc.

OUS shares in the responsibility for all segments of 40-40-20. Not only will OUS place a primary focus on bachelor’s
and advanced degrees, but will also develop joint strategies to assist the community colleges in achieving their goal
of 40; as well as placing a focus on teacher preparation, engagement with K-12, and enhancing the K-12 pipeline.

Outcomes 2011-12 2012-13
Target
Completion

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented
minority Oregonians
# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with
the % of workforce unemployed in Oregon
Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

Connections

Degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet
state needs

e STEM Professions

e Health Profession
e STEM Education
Research: Sponsored research expenditures

Number of students who complete internships/service
learning or are engaged in some form of community
based learning

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to transfer students
from community coIIeges2

1 . .pe .
Annual grants/contracts/awards, number of major honors/awards, campus specific economic development

izndicators
Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goals

March 2, 2012






Outline of Proposed Temporary Rules for Implementation of Achievement Compacts

by the Oregon Education Investment Board
Draft #4
March 14, 2012

Contingent on passage of Senate Bill 1581, the Oregon Education Investment Board
(hereinafter “the Board’) will enact temporary rules to effect the implementation of
achievement compacts for the 2012-13 fiscal year. The draft proposed rules are as follows.

1. Education Entities Covered

[This rule will restate the education districts and universities covered by the compacts,
as described in the legislation.]

The education entities required to enter into achievement compacts with the Board are:

a.
b.
c.

d.
e.
f.

A school district, as defined in ORS 332.002;

An education service district operated under ORS chapter 334;

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

The Oregon University System established by ORS 351.011;

A public university of the Oregon University System, as listed in ORS 352.002; and
The health professions and graduate science programs of the Oregon Health and
Science University operated under ORS chapter 353.

2. Parties to Achievement Compacts

[This rule will restate the parties to the compacts, as specified in the legislation.]

The Board shall enter into achievement compacts with the governing body of each
education entity. The “governing body of an education entity” means:

a.
b.

C.

For a school district, the school district board;

For an education service district, the board of directors of the education service
District;

For a community college district or a community college service district, the board
of education of the community college district;

For the Oregon University System, the State Board of Higher Education.

For a public university of the Oregon University System, the president of the
university;

For the Oregon Health and Science University, the Oregon Health and Science
University Board of Directors.

3. Terms of Achievement Compacts

[This rule will specify the terms of the compacts that may be established by the Board
and specific requirements for compacts with K-12 districts and OHSU, as specified in the
legislation.]

The Board shall establish the terms for achievement compacts, which may include:
a. A description of goals for outcomes that are consistent with the high school and

college completion goals identified in ORS 351.009 and the educational goals





expressed in ORS 329.015 and ORS 351.003 and the mission of education provided

in ORS 351.009. (See text of these statutes below.)

b. A description of the outcomes and measures of progress that will allow each
education entity to quantify:

(i) Completion rates for critical stages of learning and programs of study; the
attainment of diplomas, certificates and degrees; and achieving the high school
and post-secondary education goals established in ORS 351.009 and a
projection of the progress needed to achieve those goals by 2025;

(i) Validations of the quality of knowledge and skills acquired by students of the
education entity; and

(iii) 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.

Notwithstanding the terms listed above, the achievement compact for OHSU shall be
limited to the enroliment of, and attainment of degrees by, Oregon residents in programs
for which the state provides funding.

For K-12 districts, “the board shall provide to each school district a number quantifying
the district’'s estimated level of funding for the next fiscal year compared to the
determination of funding needed to ensure that the state’s system of kindergarten
through grade 12 public education meets the quality goals specified under ORS
327.506”

Optional Pilot Measures

[The legislation provides for In addition to the outcome measures specified by the Board,
the governing body of an education entity may include in its compact outcome measures
that the district chooses to use to inform its goals for educational achievement.]

Pursuant to the drafts under consideration, these shall be known as “local priorities.”

The OEIB shall:
¢ Provide guidance and/or examples to education entities; and
e Require education entities to provide a research-based/evidence-based rationale
for their use of additional measures and a description of what it is hoped can be
accomplished by the use of these measures..

Guidance

The Board will provide guidance to all educational entities on the definitions and
methodologies to be used in setting targets for outcome measures at the time it
distributes the compacts.

Examples:

Calculation of progress needed to achieve the 40/40/20 goals by 2025.

For high school completion, the categories may include completion rates for students
who:





Were awarded a high school diploma in four or fewer years;
Were awarded a high school diploma in five years;

Were awarded a modified diploma;

Were awarded an extended diploma; and,

Earned a General Educational Development (GED) certificate.

To be tracked separately: Students who dropped out of school without receiving any of
the diplomas or certificates identified above, or were no longer qualified to receive a
public education and did not meet the requirements for any of the diplomas or
certificates identified above. Question: How to track the students who age out of the
system without any form of diploma?

The Board shall provide guidance to all education entities regarding the progress
needed to achieve the 40/40/20 goals.

The Board shall provide guidance to education entities regarding the progress needed to
close the achievement gap when setting targets for disadvantaged populations.

Distribution of Compacts to Educational Entities

For the 2012-13 fiscal year, the Board will distribute achievement compacts to all
educational entities by 5:00 PM, April 2, 2012. Distribution may be effected by electronic
means.

Completion of Achievement Compacts

Prior to the beginning of each fiscal year, the governing body of each education
entity must complete and execute its achievement compact with the Board.

Completion means that the governing body “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.”

[Note: Some draft achievement compacts do not yet call for both numbers and
percentages, but will be revised to include both, consistent with the language of the
legislation, as determined by the Board..]

The target numbers and percentage of students must be provided “for the aggregate of
all disadvantaged subgroups, as defined by federal law or specified by rules adopted by
the board.”

Regarding “disadvantaged subgroups:”

e Isthere a better term to use, e.g. “underserved populations”?

e Use the definitions of federal law for K-12 and ESDs (as reflected on the draft
compacts).

e For post-secondary, define as racial/ ethnic — including African American,
Hispanic/Latino, Native American, Pacific Islander and two or more races — and
economically disadvantaged (using Pell Grant Eligibility as a surrogate for low
income). Question re: veterans.





e Track the high school completion rates detailed in #5 above for students with
disabilities.

o Education entities may provide a range of target numbers and percentages, but
the Board will focus on the low end of any range provided..

¢ Education entities may provide target numbers and percentages for years
beyond the next fiscal year.

Restate Section 15 (5) of SB 1581 regarding open communications with parents,
educators, community members etc.

Execution of the compact requires the signature of the chair or president of the
governing board or that of its chief executive officer and its submission to the Board.

The deadline for the submission of achievement compacts for 2012-13 shall be 5:00 PM,
July 2, 2012. Submission may be effected by electronic means.

[To be addressed in later permanent rules: Should education entities be allowed to
modify their target numbers and percentages after submission and acceptance of their
compacts in the event they receive new information? If so, what are the appropriate
triggers?]

Receipt and Acceptance of Achievement Compacts

The Chief Education Officer (or, in the absence of the Chief Education Officer, the Chair
of the Board or the Chair’s designee) shall acknowledge receipt of the compact and shall
inform the education entity of the Board’s acceptance of any pilot measures within 30
days of its receipt.

The Board shall post on its website the compacts received and summary reports of the
information therein.

Response to Achievement Compacts
The Chief Education Officer shall be authorized to communicate with the governing

boards of education entities on behalf of the Board in regard to the implementation of
and response to achievement compacts.





Statutory References

327.506 Quality education goals; duties; report. (1) The quality goals for the state’s
system of kindergarten through grade 12 public education include those established under
ORS 329.007, 329.015, 329.025, 329.045 and 329.065.

(2) Each biennium the Quality Education Commission shall determine the amount of
moneys sufficient to ensure that the state’s system of kindergarten through grade 12 public
education meets the quality goals.

(3) In determining the amount of moneys sufficient to meet the quality goals, the
commission shall identify best practices that lead to high student performance and the costs
of implementing those best practices in the state’s kindergarten through grade 12 public
schools. Those best practices shall be based on research, data, professional judgment and
public values.

(4) Prior to August 1 of each even-numbered year, the commission shall issue a report to
the Governor and the Legislative Assembly that identifies:

(a) Current practices in the state’s system of kindergarten through grade 12 public
education, the costs of continuing those practices and the expected student performance
under those practices; and

(b) The best practices for meeting the quality goals, the costs of implementing the best
practices and the expected student performance under the best practices.

(5) In addition, the commission shall provide in the report issued under subsection (4)
of this section at least two alternatives for meeting the quality goals. The alternatives may use
different approaches for meeting the quality goals or use a phased implementation of best
practices for meeting the quality goals.

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:

() 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

(d) To prepare students for successful transitions to the next phase of their educational
development. [Formerly 326.710; 1995 ¢.660 §3; 2007 c.858 §2]

341.009 Policy. The Legislative Assembly finds that:

(1) The community college is an educational institution that is intended to fill the
institutional gap in education by offering broad, comprehensive programs in academic
subjects and in career and technical education subjects. It is primarily designed to provide
associate or certificate degree programs for some, serve a transitional purpose for others who





will continue baccalaureate or other college work, provide the ability to enter the workforce
immediately and serve to determine future educational needs for other students. It can
provide means for continuation of academic education, career and technical education or the
attainment of entirely new skills as demands for old skills and old occupations are supplanted
by new technologies. It may also provide the means to coordinate courses and programs with
high schools to accommodate successful transition to college degree programs.

(2) Each community college should be so located as to be within commuting time of a
substantial majority of its students. As an economical method of providing education close to
the student’s home, the community college should remain a commuting institution.

(3) The community college should establish its organizational patterns to maintain a
unique quality of flexibility and the ability to change to meet changing needs.

(4) The community college is a post-high-school institution under the general supervision
of the State Board of Education. It should not be a “starter” institution intended to evolve into
a four-year baccalaureate institution. It should be concerned with programs terminating
before reaching the baccalaureate degree.

(5) The community college should continue to be prohibited by law from becoming a
baccalaureate degree granting institution.

(6) Admission to the community college should be open to high school graduates or to
persons who have not graduated from high school who can profit from the instruction
offered.

(7) There should be close cooperation between those directing the community college
program and those responsible for higher education, so that lower-division college transfer
programs of the community college will provide adequate preparation for entering
baccalaureate degree granting programs, and so that students will be able to transfer with a
minimum of difficulty.

(8) The community college should offer as comprehensive a program as the needs and
resources of the area that it serves dictate. Cost to student and quality of instruction in
established private institutions should be among the factors in determining necessary
duplication of effort.

(9) It should be the policy of the community college to open its facilities and make
available its resources to the high schools of its area on a sound contractual basis, for
appropriate secondary or transitional courses, either academic or as part of career and
technical education, when it is within its ability to provide facilities and it is determined that
the high school cannot or does not offer them.

(10) Programs designed to meet the needs of the area served should be based on the
actual educational and service needs of the district. Specific career and technical education
courses should be related not only to the employment opportunities of the area but of the
state and nation as well. Such determination should be made in consultation with
representatives of labor, business, industry, agriculture and other interested groups.

(11) The State Board of Education should be responsible for coordinating the community
college program of the state and should have general supervisory responsibilities for that
program. With the advice of the Higher Education Coordinating Commission, the State
Board of Education should prepare estimates and make the requests for legislative
appropriations for a reasonable and consistent basis of support and establish standards for the
distribution of that support.

(12) The initiative for the establishment of new community colleges should come from





the localities to be served, as a response to demonstrated educational needs of an area.
However, these localities must not only be willing to assume the responsibility for the
institutions but must be able to provide resources needed for an adequate educational and
service program.

(13) The governing board of the community college should be charged with the policy-
making function. With respect to educational programming, the governing board should in
cooperation with the State Board of Education:

(a) Identify educational needs of the district; and

(b) Bring together the resources necessary to meet the needs.

(14) The state should maintain a policy of substantial state participation in community
college building costs and the maintenance of an adequate level of state support for
operation. However, no state funds should be appropriated for buildings such as dormitories
or athletic facilities for spectator sports. The district should provide a substantial portion of
the funds for capital improvement as well as for operation of a community college.

(15) State appropriations for community colleges shall be made separately from those for
other segments of education.

(16) The formula for the distribution of funds for operating costs should reflect the
heavier operating costs and capital outlay for certain career and technical education courses.
Federal funds received for career and technical education, adult basic education, workforce
development or other federal initiatives should be used for those purposes only and be
distributed separately from funds appropriated by the state and should be exempted from the
computations of the present distribution formula for operating costs.

(17) The cost of education to the individual should be sufficiently low to permit students
of low-income families to attend. This is particularly true of tuition costs. However, students
should pay an amount sufficient to provide an incentive to profit from the instructional
program offered.

(18) Any eligible Oregon resident should have the right to attend a community college
even though not residing in a district operating one, subject to the right of the governing
board to limit the size of classes and to give preference to students residing in the district.
Local school districts and education service districts should have the authority to negotiate
the terms and conditions with the governing boards for the enrollment of students residing in
such areas. [1971 ¢.513 §97; 1993 c¢.45 §130; 1995 c¢.67 §2; 2007 ¢.858 836; 2009 c.94 §12;
2011 ¢.637 §122]

351.003 Additional findings. In addition to making the findings under ORS 351.001, the Legislative
Assembly finds that:

(1) Oregonians need access to educational opportunities beyond high school and throughout life.

(2) To meet the societal and individual needs described under ORS 351.001, Oregonians have
created and should sustain diverse institutions of higher education, both independent and state-
assisted.

(3) These institutions have developed the intellectual capacity of Oregonians and have prepared
thousands of them for productive and fulfilling careers.

(4) These institutions should provide educational access to all segments of Oregon’s diverse
population.

(5) These institutions provide research that generates knowledge value essential for Oregon’s
economic growth.

(6) These institutions engage the professional expertise of their faculties to solve social problems.

(7) These institutions provide important cultural activities and services that add to Oregon’s





quality of life. [1993 ¢.240 §2; 2001 c.964 8§1; 2011 ¢.638 8§2]

351.009 Mission of education beyond high school. The Legislative Assembly declares that the
mission of all education beyond high school in Oregon includes achievement of the following by
2025:

(1) Ensure that at least 40 percent of adult Oregonians have earned a bachelor’s degree or higher;

(2) Ensure that at least 40 percent of adult Oregonians have earned an associate’s degree or post-
secondary credential as their highest level of educational attainment; and

(3) Ensure that the remaining 20 percent or less of all adult Oregonians have earned a high school
diploma, an extended or modified high school diploma or the equivalent of a high school diploma as
their highest level of educational attainment. [1993 ¢.240 §5; 2011 ¢.638 83]






Portland State

UNIVERSITY

OUS CAMPUS COMPACT & OEIB ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

Assumptions:

Each OUS institution will have a Board of Higher Education approved Campus Compact with OUS. The Board of
Higher Education will recommend that these Campus Compacts be adopted by the OEIB as the Institutional
Achievement Compact. The Campus Compacts/ OEIB Achievement Compacts will include all of the measures in
OUS’s Achievement Compact with the OEIB as well as institution specific measures based on institutional mission,
capacity, array of programs, etc.

Attainment of targets is contingent upon sufficient resources.

Portland State University Mission:

The mission of Portland State University is to enhance the intellectual, social, cultural and economic qualities of
urban life by providing access throughout the life span to a quality liberal education for undergraduates and an
appropriate array of professional and graduate programs especially relevant to metropolitan areas. The University
conducts research and community service that support a high quality educational environment and reflect issues
important to the region. It actively promotes the development of a network of educational institutions to serve the
community.

Outcomes 2010-2011 | 2011-12 2012-13
Target Target

Completion

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented minority
Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to transfer students

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

Enroliment (unduplicated headcount): total and resident
e  Enrollment from the tri-county area as percentage of
total enrollment
e Underrepresented enrollment as percentage of total
undergraduate enrollment

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with the % of
workforce unemployed in Oregon

Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

Connections

# of degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet
state needs

e STEM Professions

e Health Profession

e STEM Education

Research: Sponsored research expenditures

March 1, 2012





Total annual sponsored grant and contract expenditure per
tenure and tenure track faculty member

# of students who complete internships/service learning or are
engaged in some form of community based learning

# of bachelor’s degr?es awarded to transfer students from
community colleges

! Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goal

March 1, 2012






March 8, 2012

Joun A. KimzHaABer, MD

Governor
The Honorable Rod Monroe, Co-Chair

The Honorable Sherrie Sprenger, Co-Chair

The Honorable Betty Komp, Co-Chair

Joint Special Committee on Public Education Appropriation
900 Court Street NE, Room 453

State Capitol

Salem, OR 97301

Dear Senator Monroe, Representative Sprenger and Representative Komp:

Thank you for your letter of January 18, 2012 to the Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB),
which the Board received at its last meeting on February 7, 2012.

I remain committed to intent of Ballot Measure 1 (2000) to keep us focused on the level of
investments we will need to meet our quality education goals. At the same time, | want to ensure
that our models for estimating the costs of a quality education reflect the ongoing evolution of
evidence-based best practices and stay focused on student success.

In the context of Senate Bill 1581, achievement compacts will be established to provide two-way
accountability between the state and school districts. To that end, the Quality Education Model is a
useful tool for determining what our investments can mean for our students, provided it is
continually updated to reflect educational best practices. By ensuring that the OEIB identifies both
the QEM level and the actual expected funding level, this bill will help the Board calibrate
expectations and test actual achievement in relation to the state’s level of investment.

With these principles in mind, I support your committee’s recommendation that the OEIB review
the functions of the Quality Education Commission and the content of the Quality Education Model.
As Chair of the Board, I will direct the Chief Education Officer to include this review in the work of
designing and organizing the state’s P-20 education system and to develop a recommendation on

the course of action you suggest in the report that the Chief Education Officer will present to me by
November 2012.

Sincerely,

'ohn A. Kitzhaber, M.D.

Governor
254 STATE CAPITOL, SALEM OR 97301-4047 (503) 373-3111 FAX (503) 378-4863
WWW.OREGON.GOV







Tuesday March 13, 2011

Dear Oregon Education Investment Board members, in our review of SB
1581, we noted that the bill calls for local school boards to appoint
Achievement Compact Advisory Committees. We however, are
concerned that such committees are limited only to "teachers,
administrators and other appropriate education personnel who are
employed by the district." We believe this is a significant flaw and that the
OEIB should establish a criterion for parent/community participation,
especially of parents of color and ELLs, on the achievement compact
advisory committees.

We believe that parent and community involvement can positively impact
school culture, working conditions, and student achievement. Parents, with
the help of community-based organizations, can play a key role in helping
bring about the culture shift necessary to bridge cultural and racial
differences that exists in schools and communities. Similarly, community-
based organizations, such as NAACP, the Salem/Keizer Coalition for
Equality, Self Enhancement Inc, APANO, Latino Network, Native American
Community Organizations, Black Parents Initiative and Portland Parent
Union can play a key role in creating opportunities for positive and
productive relationships between schools and the community.

To not include parents and community as part of the achievement compact
advisory committees is a substantial oversight.

George Russell
Education Committee Co-chair
NAACP - Eugene/Springfield Branch






3/13/12-Agenda Item 3b
Senate Bill 1581: Summary of Provisions

Background: Senate Bill 909 (2011) created the Oregon Education Investment Board, assisted by a Chief
Education Officer, to ensure that all students in the state reach the education outcomes established for
the state. To accomplish this purpose, SB 909 contained strategies that included the development of a
unified public education system from early childhood through K-12 and post-secondary education and
the use of strategic investments to achieve the state’s education outcomes. Senate Bill 253 (2011)
defined those outcomes to include the “40/40/20” goals for high school and college completion by
2025. The OEIB filed its report to the Legislature in December 2011 and recommended legislation to
implement strategies contained in SB 909 and reach the goals of SB 253.

Purpose: Senate Bill 1581-A contains two key recommendations of the Oregon Education Investment
Board related to the design of the state’s unified education system and a strategic approach to
budgeting and accountability for educational outcomes. Specifically, this legislation:
e Authorizes the Chief Education Officer to direct other state education officials in the design and
organization of the state’s unified public education system; and,
e Requires that all of the state’s education entities enter into annual achievement compacts with
the Oregon Education Investment Board beginning with the 2012-13 school year.

The provisions related to the authority of the Chief Education Officer are contained in Sections 1-13.

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. It defines the positions
over which the CEdO will have this authority as: the Commissioner for Community College Services, the
Chancellor of OUS, the executive director of OSAC, the Early Childhood System Director, the executive
director of the Higher Education Coordinating Commission and the Deputy Superintendent of Public
Instruction (when effective per SB 552). It further clarifies that this is not hire-and-fire authority and
specifies that the Governor shall resolve any dispute related to the exercise of this authority.

Sections 2 & 8 specify that the 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 3-7 contain the language changes needed to conform existing statutes governing the positions
listed above with the CEdQ’s authority.

Sections 9-13 are necessitated by the existing sunset date for the OEIB of March 15, 2016. Unless the
OEIB is authorized to continue beyond that date, the CEdO’s direction and control authority over the
above-referenced positions will end on that date.

The provisions related to achievement compacts are contained in Sections 14-20.

Section 14 defines achievement compacts and lists the education entities required to enter into such
compacts on an annual basis, beginning with FY 2012-13: K-12 districts, education service districts;
community college districts; the Oregon University System and each of its seven universities; and OHSU
(for its health professions and graduate science programs). This section further specifies that:
e Achievement compacts are to be adopted by education entities as the time they adopt their
budgets and shall be submitted to the OEIB by July 1 of each year;






e The board shall provide to each K-12 school district a number quantifying its estimated level of
funding for the next fiscal year needed to ensure the quality education goals of ORS 327.506;

e The OEIB shall specify the format for and establish the terms of the compacts, which may
include outcomes and measures of progress for completion rates for critical stages of learning
and programs of study, attainment of diplomas, certificates and degrees, achievement of the
state’s 40/40/20 goals and a projection of the progress needed to achieve them, validation of
knowledge and skills and the relevance of such knowledge and skills to the workforce, the
economy and society;

e The governing body of the education entity shall set the targets for the outcomes and measures
of progress it intends to achieve and may add other measures approved by the OEIB;

e The compacts shall including targets in numbers and percentages for all disadvantaged
subgroups of students in the aggregate, as required by federal law or specified by the OEIB;

e OHSU’s compact shall be limited to the enrollment and attainment of degrees by Oregon
residents in programs for which the state provides funding;

e The governing body shall ensure open communications with parents, students, teachers or
faculty, employees, bargaining representatives and community representatives to explain and
discuss the targets it sets in its compacts;

e The OEIB shall set a timeline and method for year-end reports, which must include
disaggregated data for each disadvantaged student group.

Section 15 waives the requirement for districts to file compliance reports, known as Division 22 reports,
related to mandates and regulations in state law; removes penalties for not filing but retains penalties
for not complying with the regulations themselves. Allows the OEIB to direct the Board of Education to
waive provisions for local district continuous improvement plans, as permitted by federal law.

Sections 16 & 17 require each K-12 district and education service district to form an achievement
compact advisory committee to involve teachers, administrators and other appropriate education
personnel to develop plans for implementation of achievement compacts in 2012-13 and recommend
targets to be set in annual achievement compacts thereafter.

Section 18 gives state associations representing educators, administrators and governing boards of K-12
and post-secondary institutions the opportunity to develop recommendations for the OEIB regarding
collaborative models and resources, including professional development.

Section 19 repeals the authority of the OEIB to enter into and administer the achievement compacts
beginning with the 2015-17 biennium, consistent with its March 15, 2016 sunset date.

Section 20 adds to the OEIB’s list of duties the authority to enter into achievement compacts and to
work with the Quality Education Commission to identify best practices for school districts and the costs
and benefits of adopting such practices.

Implementation and conformity with existing sunset provisions are contained in Sections 21-23.

Sections 21 & 22 end the OEIB’s authority for entering into and administering achievement compacts on
July 1, 2015, in anticipation of the OEIB’s sunset on March 15, 2016.

Sections 22a-c conform this legislation to House bill 4165 (Early Learning Council).

Section 23 is the standard emergency clause, making the bill effective upon passage.

SB 1581 was signed by Governor John Kitzhaber on March 6, 2012
This summary was prepared by the Governor’s Oregon Education Investment Project, 3/6/12






MARK HASS COMMITTEES:
STATE SENATOR Education & Workforce
DISTRICT 14 Development, Chair

Envirenment & Natura!
Resources
Finance & Revenue

OREGON STATE SENATE

February 27, 2012

Honorable John A. Kitzhaber
Office of the Governor

160 State Capitol

900 Court Street, NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

Dear Govemof Kitzhaber:

We need a new approach to student assessment in Oregon. For that reason, in 2009 we joined
with our colleagues to unanimously support HB 2362, which permitted Oregon school districts to
access assessments that are tailored to individual student achievement. The current Oregon
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAKS) administered by the Oregon Department of Education
(ODE) is confined to assessing students solely with respect to grade level status and provides no
actionable information to advance instruction.

In 2009 we were on the vanguard of the education transformation you sought in.SB 909 (2011)
“and SB 1581 (2012) with the local innovation and district choice embedded in HB 2362, Even with
the total support of the entire Legislature in 2009, there has been no progress made by ODE to even
~ inform school districts of their student assessment options, let alone assist districts to access student-
centered assessments as we intended. It has been and remains the position of ODE that all decisions
must be made by ODE, and all assessments must be created and administered by them. In our view,
this “one size fits all” approach is one of the reasons student performance in Oregon has declined so
tragically during the past decade.

For this reason we supported an amendment fo Section 15 of SB 1581 that is in the A-
" Engrossed version of the bill which reads as follows: '

(c) May direct the State Board of Education to waive, as

permitted by federal law, implementation of the statewide
assessment system described in ORS 329.485 (4)(a) and implement,
in lieu of the statewide assessment system, the assessment system
described in ORS 329.485 (3) to provide achievement cornpact
performance measures '

Your office has informed us that you plan to advance an amendment that eliminates this
section of the bill due to the fiscal impact statement submitted by ODE. The fiscal impact statement

Office Address: 900 Court St. NE $-207, Salem, OR 97301 - Phone: (503) 886-1714 - Emall: sen.markhass@state.or.us





appears more designed to block this shift in policy rather than to gage ifs true cost. We recommend
that you consider the following actions to address the serious concerns we and many of our fellow
legislators have about the status of student assessment in Oregon. These are as follows:

+ Instruct' ODE to delay a new Request for Proposal (RFP) on statewide assessments until
fall 2013 to allow time for the policies and processes articulated in SB 909 and SB
1581 to take shape and to allow time for Oregon’s Chief Education Oﬁﬁcer to evaluate
the current assessment landscape in Oregon.

e Direct the State Board of Education, Oregon Department of Education and Chief
Education Officer to inform school districts of the availability of the assessment
.systems described in ORS 329.485(3), particularly in the context of measuring
achievement compact performance.

*  Working with ODE, the State Board of Education, the OEIB, the Chief Education
Officer and school district officials, develop an administrative method and a funding
model for both accountability assessments and the formative assessment system™
described in ORS 329.485(3), or a blended model, to ensure school districts that
choose to use an alternate assessment system have a process and resources to
implement such an assessment system, particularly for achievement compact measures.

These steps and others are essential to reforming student assessment in Oregon and ensuring

the achievement compacts in SB 1581 accomplish their stated goal of improving learning of all
Oregon students.  We believe these steps fit with your powerful leadership and vision for.education.

Sincerely,

Senator Mark Hass ’ Representative Betty Komp
Senate District 14 House District 22

%&%A G

ce: Tum Nesbitt
Governor’s Office






$0|Southern OREGON
U’UNIVERSITY

OUS CAMPUS COMPACT & OEIB ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

Assumptions:

Each OUS institution will have a Board of Higher Education approved Campus Compact with OUS. The Board of
Higher Education will recommend that these Campus Compacts be adopted by the OEIB as the Institutional
Achievement Compact. The Campus Compacts/ OEIB Achievement Compacts will include all of the measures in
OUS’s Achievement Compact with the OEIB as well as institution specific measures based on institutional mission,
capacity, array of programs, etc.

Attainment of targets is contingent upon sufficient resources.
Southern Oregon University Mission:

Southern Oregon University is an inclusive campus community dedicated to student success, intellectual growth,
and responsible global citizenship.

Southern Oregon University is committed to:
e Achallenging and practical liberal arts education centered on student learning, accessibility, and civic
engagement;

e Academic programs, partnerships, public service, outreach, sustainable practices, and economic
development activities that address regional needs such as health and human services, business, and
education; and

e OQOutstanding programs that draw on and enrich our unique arts community and bioregion.

Outcomes 2010-2011 | 2011-12 2012-13
Target Target

Completion

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented minority
Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of certificates awarded to Oregonians

Six year graduation rate for all first-time, full-time freshmen
and intra OUS transfer students

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with the % of
workforce unemployed in Oregon

Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

Licensure or certification pass rates

Connections

Degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet state
needs

March 1, 2012





STEM Professions

Health Profession

STEM Education

e Degrees awarded in education areas important to the
Southern Oregon region (Business, Arts, Education,
Environmental Studies, Outdoor Adventure Leadership)

Research: Sponsored research expenditures

Number of students who complete internships/service learning
or are engaged in some form of community based learning

# of bachelor’s degrtlees awarded to transfer students from
community colleges

# of transfer students from six county Southern Oregon region

! Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goals

March 1, 2012






O UNIVERSITY OF OREGON

OUS CAMPUS COMPACT & OEIB ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

Assumptions:
Each OUS institution will have a Board of Higher Education approved Campus Compact with OUS. The Board of

Higher Education will recommend that these Campus Compacts be adopted by the OEIB as the Institutional
Achievement Compact. The Campus Compacts/ OEIB Achievement Compacts will include all of the measures in
OUS’s Achievement Compact with the OEIB as well as institution specific measures based on institutional mission,
capacity, array of programs, etc.

Attainment of targets is contingent upon sufficient resources.

University of Oregon Mission:

The University of Oregon is a comprehensive research university that serves its students and the people of Oregon,
the nation, and the world through the creation and transfer of knowledge in the liberal arts, the natural and social
sciences, and the professions. It is the Association of American Universities flagship institution of the Oregon
University System.

The University is a community of scholars dedicated to the highest standards of academic inquiry, learning, and
service. Recognizing that knowledge is the fundamental wealth of civilization, the University strives to enrich the
public that sustains it through
e acommitment to undergraduate education, with a goal of helping the individual learn to question
critically, think logically, communicate clearly, act creatively, and live ethically

e acommitment to graduate education to develop creators and innovators who will generate new
knowledge and shape experience for the benefit of humanity

e arecognition that research, both basic and applied, is essential to the intellectual health of the University,
as well as to the enrichment of the lives of Oregonians, by energizing the state’s economic, cultural, and
political structure

e the establishment of a framework for lifelong learning that leads to productive careers and to the
enduring joy of inquiry

¢ theintegration of teaching, research, and service as mutually enriching enterprises that together
accomplish the University’s mission and support its spirit of community

¢ the acceptance of the challenge of an evolving social, political, and technological environment by
welcoming and guiding change rather than reacting to it

e adedication to the principles of equality of opportunity and freedom from unfair discrimination for all
members of the University community and an acceptance of true diversity as an affirmation of individual
identity within a welcoming community

e acommitment to international awareness and understanding, and to the development of a faculty and
student body that are capable of participating effectively in a global society

e the conviction that freedom of thought and expression is the bedrock principle on which University
activity is based

¢ the cultivation of an attitude toward citizenship that fosters a caring, supportive atmosphere on campus
and the wise exercise of civic responsibilities and individual judgment throughout life

e acontinuing commitment to affordable public higher education

Outcomes 2010-2011 2011-12 2012-13
Target Target
Completion
# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

March 1, 2012





# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented minority
Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians with
demonstrated financial need

% of Oregon undergraduates’ unmet financial need filled from
university resources

First to second year retention of first-time, full-time students

Six year graduation rate for all first-time, full-time freshmen
and intra OUS transfer students

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with the % of
workforce unemployed in Oregon

Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

# of students who study abroad/have an international
academic experience

# of major faculty awards (including Fulbright, Guggenheim,
national academies,...)

Connections

Degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet state
needs

e STEM Professions

e Health Profession

e STEM Education

Research: Sponsored research expenditures

Competitively awarded sponsored grants and contracts: annual
expenditures per tenure-related faculty FTE

Number of students who complete internships/service learning
or are engaged in some form of community based learning

# of bachelor’s degrclees awarded to transfer students from
community colleges

! Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goals

March 1, 2012






K-12 / ESD Achievement Compact
Working Draft, OEIB Approved 3/13/12

College and Career Ready: Are students Completing high school ready for College or career?

ass o Dis- ass o Dis- ass o Dis- ass o Dis- ass o Dis-
2010 advantaged 2011 advantaged | 2012* | advantaged 2013 |advantaged 2016 advantaged
Cohort Graduation Rate % % % %
Four-Year Five-Year % %
5-Year Completion Rate % %
Post-Secondary Enrollment % %

Disadvantaged is aggregate of disadvantaged student groups (details on pp. 2-4)
*Estimate based on most recent available data **2016 Goals are optional

Progression: Are students making sufficient progress toward College and career readiness?

2009-10 Dis- 2010-11 Dis- 2011-12 Dis- 2012-13 Dis- 4-Year Dis-
All advantaged , All advantaged All* advantaged | Goal All | advantaged Goal advantaged

Ready for School Kindergarten readiness assessment under development
3rd Grade Proficiency % % % %

Reading  Math % % % %
6th Grade On-Track % % % %
9th Grade On-Track
Earning 9+ College Credits

*Estimate based on most recent available data **2016 Goals are optional

Equity: Are students succeeding across all buildings and populations?
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12** 2012-13 Goal 4-Year Goal (2015-16)**

Priority & Focus Schools
DISAGGREGATED DATA AND GOALS FOR EACH DISADVANTAGED STUDENT GROUP LISTED ON PP 2-4

*Estimate based on most recent available data **2016 Goals are optional ***Prior to 2012-13, school in federal AYP "Need Improvement" status

Local Priorities: What other measures reflect key priorities in the district? (optional, up to 3)

Year Dis- Year Dis- Year Dis- 1-Year Dis- 4-Year Dis-

advantaged advantaged advantaged Goal advantaged | Goal** advantaged

Investment: What is the public investment in the district? (does not include capital investments)

2009-10 | 2010-11 ([2011-12* Quality Education Model recommended
Formula Revenue [ pistrict Share 2012-13 QEM
Local Revenue not passed through formula
Federal Revenue

State Grants not passed through formula






K-12 / ESD Achievement Compact
Working Draft, OEIB Approved 3/13/12

Equity: Are students succeeding across all populations?

2009-10 (Class of 2010)

American Asian/Pacific
. Limited Students |[Black (not of , . i Multi-racial | TAG (not /
Economically . ) , . Hispanic Indian / . . .| Islander (not
. English with Hispanic . / Multi- |includedin| . )
Disadvantaged o o . origin Alaska . included in
Proficient Disabilities origin) ) ethnic aggregate)
Native aggregate)

Graduation Rate

Four-Year Five-Year

5-Year Completion Rate

3rd Grade Proficiency
Reading  Math

6th Grade On-Track

9th Grade On-Track

Earning 9+ College Credits

Post-Secondary Enroliment

2010-11 (Class of 2011)

American Asian/Pacific
. Limited Students |Black (not of ) . ) Multi-racial | TAG (not /
Economically . } , . Hispanic Indian / . . .| Islander (not
. English with Hispanic . / Multi- |includedin| | )
Disadvantaged . . - origin Alaska . included in
Proficient Disabilities origin) ) ethnic aggregate)
Native aggregate)

Graduation Rate

Four-Year Five-Year

5-Year Completion Rate

3rd Grade Proficiency
Reading  Math

6th Grade On-Track

9th Grade On-Track

Earning 9+ College Credits

Post-Secondary Enroliment






K-12 / ESD Achievement Compact
Working Draft, OEIB Approved 3/13/12

2011-12 (Class of 2012)*

Economical Limited Students  |Black (notof| . Almde_”ca” Multi-racial | TAG (not Al\sl'a”g Pac'f':
Drcadvanta eyd English with Hispanic o: - Zl 'a: / / Multi- | included in §ar|1 O‘lero(ln_o
g Proficient Disabilities origin) g aska ethnic aggregate) included in

Native aggregate)

Graduation Rate

Four-Year Five-Year

5-Year Completion Rate

3rd Grade Proficiency
Reading  Math

6th Grade On-Track

9th Grade On-Track

Earning 9+ College Credits

Post-Secondary Enroliment

m

2012-13 Goals (Class of 2013

American Asian/Pacific
. Limited Students [Black (not of , . . Multi-racial | TAG (not /
Economically . ) ) . Hispanic Indian / . . .| Islander (not
. English with Hispanic . / Multi- |includedin| . )
Disadvantaged . . - origin Alaska . included in
Proficient Disabilities origin) . ethnic aggregate)
Native aggregate)

Graduation Rate

Four-Year Five-Year

5-Year Completion Rate

3rd Grade proficiency
Reading  Math

6th Grade On-Track

9th Grade On-Track

Earning 9+ College Credits

Post-Secondary Enroliment






K-12 / ESD Achievement Compact
Working Draft, OEIB Approved 3/13/12

Optional 4-Year Goals (Class of 2016)

American Asian/Pacific
. Limited Students |Black (not of ) . i Multi-racial | TAG (not /
Economically ) . . . Hispanic Indian / . . .| Islander (not
] English with Hispanic - / Multi- |includedin| . .
Disadvantaged - L . origin Alaska . included in
Proficient Disabilities origin) ] ethnic aggregate)
Native aggregate)

Graduation Rate

Four-Year Five-Year

5-Year Completion Rate

3rd Grade Proficiency
Reading  Math

6th Grade On-Track

9th Grade On-Track

Earning 9+ College Credits

Post-Secondary Enroliment







WESTERN OREGON
UNIVERSITY

OUS CAMPUS COMPACT & OEIB ACHIEVEMENT COMPACT

Assumptions:

Each OUS institution will have a Board of Higher Education approved Campus Compact with OUS. The Board of
Higher Education will recommend that these Campus Compacts be adopted by the OEIB as the Institutional
Achievement Compact. The Campus Compacts/ OEIB Achievement Compacts will include all of the measures in
OUS’s Achievement Compact with the OEIB as well as institution specific measures based on institutional mission,
capacity, array of programs, etc.

Attainment of targets is contingent upon sufficient resources.

Western Oregon University Mission:

Western Oregon University offers exemplary undergraduate and graduate programs in a supportive and rigorous
learning environment. Oregon’s oldest public university, WOU works to ensure the success of students and the
advancement of knowledge as a service to Oregon and the region. The University works in partnership with PK-12
schools, community colleges, higher education institutions, government, and local and global communities.

Western Oregon University is a comprehensive public university, operating for the public good, which:
e Provides effective learning opportunities that prepare students for a fulfilling life in a global society;
e Supports an accessible and diverse campus community; and,
e Improves continuously the educational, financial, and environmental sustainability.

Mission Core Themes
e Effective learning
e Supports diversity
e Sustainable institution

Outcomes 2010-2011 | 2011-12 2011-12
Target Target

Completion

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to underrepresented minority
Oregonians

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to rural Oregonians

# of advanced degrees awarded to Oregonians

Six year graduation rate for all first-time, full-time freshmen
and intra OUS transfer students

% of total enrollment for first generation/low income students

Quality

% of graduates unemployed in Oregon compared with the % of
workforce unemployed in Oregon

Employer satisfaction

Alumni satisfaction

Connections

Degrees awarded in targeted workforce areas and meet state
needs

e STEM Professions

e Health Profession

March 1, 2012





e STEM Education

Research: Sponsored research expenditures

Degrees, certificates, and endorsements in teacher ed areas
important to WOU’s geographic region (ESOL endorsement,
Bilingual ESOL endorsement and Special Ed certification)

# of students who complete internships/service learning or are
engaged in some form of community based learning

# of bachelor’s degrees awarded to transfer students from
community colleges

! Contributions to Community College and K-12 attainment goals

March 1, 2012





