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2012-13 Achievement Compacts - Postsecondary Education
Diploma, Certificate and Degree Completion Progress

2011-12 2011-12 Change

Community Colleges GED |[Certificates|Assoc. Deg| Total GED |Certificates|Assoc. Deg.| Total |Projected
Blue Mountain CC* 381 68 227 676 240 75 235 550 -126
Central Oregon CC 300 369 524 1,193 375 388 534 1,297 104
Chemeketa CC 1,023 443 1,206 2,672 1,033 447 1,218 2,698 26
Clackamas CC 540 580 650 1,770 620 750 700 2,070 300
Clatsop CC 180 60 105 345 195 75 101 371 26
Columbia Gorge CC 70 84 188 342 70 62 150 282 -60
Klamath CC 155 59 193 407 155 60 130 345 -62
Lane CC 293 388 978 1,659 278 369 929 1,576 -83
Linn Benton CC 450 340 595 1,385 600 320 630 1,550 165
Mt. Hood CC 565 141 1,006 1,712 565 142 1,016 1,723 11
Oregon Coast CC 110 27 51 188 120 73 49 242 54
Portland CC 1,250 850 3,100 5,200 1,250 1,200 3,600 6,050 850
Rogue CC 544 280 577 1,401 630 320 577 1,527 126
South Western Oregon CC 220 35 200 455 200 75 200 475 20
Tillamook Bay CC 30 10 25 65 30 10 25 65 0
Treasure Valley CC 130 95 329 554 137 100 280 517 -37
Umpqua CC 318 215 405 938 239 180 385 804 -134
Total 6,559 4,044 10,359 20,962 6,737 4,646 10,759 22,142 1,180

GED/Dip. 178

Certificates 602

Assoc. Deg. 400

2011-12 2011-12 Change

Universities Bachelors | Advanced | Total Bachelors | Advanced | Total |Projected
Eastern Oregon University 414 75 489 446 77 523 34
Oregon Institute of Technology 447 *k 447 462 *x 462 15
Oregon State University 3,210 569 3,779 3,463 579 4,042 263
Portland State University 3,541 1,265 4,806 3,669 1,238 4,907 101
Southern Oregon University 638 175 813 687 172 859 46
University of Oregon 2,919 527 3,446 3,035 528 3,563 117
Western Oregon University 747 187 934 767 187 954 20
Total 11,916 2,803 14,719 12,529 2,788 15,317 598

Bachelors 613

Advanced -15

* Reflects 2010-11 actual completions
** Population includes less than six students







Tuesday, July 10, 2012
University Place Hotel

310 Southwest Lincoln Street
Portland, OR 97201
Wahk/Elowah Rooms

1-5pm

Materials packet includes:

- Meeting Agenda

- Return on Investment DashBoard: PowerPoint
- Oregon Virtual Education District: PowerPoint
- Proposed Rules: Division 1, 10, 50

- Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Update

- Pilot Notification letter

- 2012-13 Achievemnet Compacts - Postsecondary Education doc

Remaining Meetings 2012

Public Testimony: Oregon Save Our Schools, Tricia Snyder, Mary Whitmore 1, 2 3,
Emailed: David Porter, Gary Hargett, Connor Hammond






Oregon Education Investment Board
Division 1
Procedural Rules
705-001-0000
Notice of Proposed Rule
(1) Before permanently adopting, amending or repealing any rule, the Oregon Education
Investment Board shall give notice of the proposed adoption, amendment or repeal:
(a) In the Secretary of State's Bulletin referred to in ORS 183.360 at least 21 days prior to the
effective date of the rule to be adopted,;
(b) By mailing or e-mailing, at least 28 days before the effective date of the rule, a copy of the
notice to persons on the Board's mailing list established pursuant to ORS 183.335(8);
(c) By mailing or e-mailing a copy of the notice to the legislators specified in ORS 183.335(15)
at least 49 days before the effective day of the rule; and,
(d) By mailing or e-mailing a copy of the notice to persons, organizations and publications
identified by the Board and established educational, student and parent organizations that have
submitted mailing or e-mailing addresses to the Board.
(2) Persons who wish to be placed on the Oregon Education Investment Board's mailing or e-
mailing list may request in writing or by e-mail that the Board send to the person copies of its
notice of proposed rulemaking.
(3) The Board may update the mailing and e-mailing lists described in this rule annually by
requesting persons to confirm that they wish to remain on the lists. If a person does not respond
to a request for confirmation within 28 days of the date the Board sends the request, the Board
will remove the person from the mailing and e-mailing lists. Any person removed from the
mailing or e-mailing lists will be returned to the mailing or e-mailing list upon request, provided
that the person provides a mailing address or e-mailing address to which notice may be sent.
Stat. Auth.: ORS 183.335 & ORS 183.341(4)
Stats. Implemented: ORS 183.335

705-001-0005

Model Rules of Procedure

Pursuant to the provisions of ORS 183.341, the Oregon Education Investment Board adopts the
Attorney General's Model Rules of Procedure under the Administrative Procedure Act in effect
on January 1, 2012.

[ED. NOTE: The full text of the Attorney General’s Model Rules of Procedure is available from
the office of the Attorney General or the Oregon Education Investment Board.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS 183.341

Stats. Implemented: ORS 183.341

705-001-0010

Establishing Fees for Public Records

(1) The Oregon Education Investment Board may charge a fee of 25 cents per page for
supplying copies of public records on request.

(2) The Board may charge an additional fee reasonably calculated to provide reimbursement for
actual costs incurred in summarizing, compiling, or tailoring the public records to make them
available for inspection, and for costs of conveying such records to the requester. Employee
time required for such purposes shall be billed at a rate not to exceed cost of employee time to
the Board. The Board may include the cost for time spent by an attorney for the Board in
reviewing the public records, redacting material from the public records or segregating the
public records into exempt and nonexempt records.





(3) No additional fee will be charged for providing records in an alternative format to individuals
with vision or hearing impairments when required by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

(4) The Chief Education Officer or designee, or, in the event of a vacancy in the Chief Education
Officer position, a person designated by the chair of the Board, may reduce or waive fees when:
(a) The time spent making the records available was negligible;

(b) Supplying the requested records is within the normal scope of Board activity; or,

(c) Supplying the public records is in the public interest because making the record available
primarily benefits the general public.

Stat. Auth.: Section 1, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011 and ORS 192.440

Stats. Implemented: ORS 192.440






Oregon Education Investment Board
Division 10
Achievement Compacts

705-010-0005 Definitions

The following definitions apply to Oregon Administrative Rules, 705-010-0005 to 705-010-
0060, unless otherwise indicated by the context:

(1) “Board” means Oregon Education Investment Board established under section 1,
chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011 (Enrolled Senate Bill 909).

(2) “Chief Education Officer” means the Chief Education Officer appointed under section
2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011 (Enrolled Senate Bill 909) by the Board, or, in the
event of a vacancy in the Chief Education Officer position, the Chair of the Board or
the Chair’s designee.

(3) “Education entity” means:
(a) A school district, as defined in ORS 332.002;
(b) An education service district operated under ORS chapter 334;
(c) A community college district or community college service district operated under
ORS chapter 341;
(d) The Oregon University System established by ORS 351.011;
(e) A public university of the Oregon University System, as listed in ORS 352.002;
and
(f) The health professions and graduate science programs of the Oregon Health and
Science University (OHSU) operated under ORS chapter 353.

(4) “Governing body of an education entity” means:

(a) For a school district, the school district board;

(b) For an education service district, the board of directors of the education service
district;

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

(d) For the Oregon University System, the State Board of Higher Education;

(e) For a public university of the Oregon University System, the president of the
university; and

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

(5) “Achievement compact” means an agreement entered into between the Oregon
Education Investment Board and the governing body of an education entity.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill
1581)





705-010-0010 Parties to Achievement Compacts

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

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0015 Terms of Achievement Compacts
(1) 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 as the mission of education in ORS 351.009 and
the educational goals expressed in ORS 329.015 and ORS 351.003.

(b) A description of the outcomes and measures of progress that will allow each

education entity to quantify:

(A) Completion rates for:
(i) Critical stages of learning and programs of study;
(i) The attainment of diplomas, certificates and degrees; and
(i) 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;

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

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

(c) Local priorities as provided by OAR 705-010-0020.

(2) Notwithstanding the terms listed in subsection (1) of this rule, the achievement
compact for Oregon Health and Science University shall be limited to the enrollment
of, and attainment of degrees by, Oregon residents in programs for which the state
provides funding.

(3) For school 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. This number shall be included within the achievement
compacts for school districts.

(4) For education entities other than school districts, the Board shall provide a number
quantifying the entity’s estimated level of state and local funding for the next fiscal
year.





Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0020 Optional Local Priorities

(1) The governing body of an education entity may include in its achievement compact
local priorities that include outcome measures that the education entity chooses to
use to inform its goals for educational achievement if those priorities meet the
requirements of this rule and are approved by the Board.

(2) Education entities must provide to the Board a research-based rationale for their use
of local priorities and a description of what the education entity projects to be
accomplished by the use of these priorities.

(3) The Board shall provide guidance and examples to education entities of local
priorities that would be acceptable to the Board.

(4) The Board shall act on the approval of local priorities within thirty days of receipt of
an education entity’s completed achievement compact.

(5) The Board delegates to the Chief Education Officer the authority to approve local
priorities.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill
1581)

705-010-0020 Guidance

(1) The Board shall provide guidance to all education entities on the definitions and
methodologies to be used in setting targets for outcome measures when the Board
distributes the achievement compacts.

(2) The guidance shall include:

(a) A calculation of the progress needed to achieve 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;

(b) Definitions and explanations of the outcomes to be measured and the
methodologies for calculating such measures;

(c) An explanation of the Board’s expectations for local priorities and examples
of such priorities that would be acceptable to the Board, pursuant to OAR
705-010-0020;

(d) The determination of a sufficient number of students to require the inclusion
of numbers and percentages for groups of students identified in OAR 705-
010-0040; and,

(e) Any other provision that the Board or Chief Education Officer determines is
relevant to the completion of achievement compacts.





(3) For school districts and education service districts, the Board’s guidance shall
include:

(a) Direction to include in the calculation of high school completion students who:
(A) Were awarded a high school diploma in four or fewer years;
(B) Were awarded a high school diploma in five years;
(C) Were awarded a modified diploma;
(D) Were awarded an extended diploma; and
(E) Earned a General Educational Development (GED) certificate.

(b) Data for the categories of high school completion indentified in subsection
(3)(a) herein for the most recent year for which such data are available.

(4) The Board may provide and collect data on other categories of students to be
tracked separately, including those who:
(a) Were awarded an alternative certificate;
(b) Left school without receiving a diploma or certificate prior to age 21; and,
(c) Were no longer qualified to be offered a free appropriate public education by
a school district under ORS 339.115 and did not receive a diploma or
certificate.

(5) The Board shall provide guidance to education entities regarding the progress
needed to close the achievement gap between disadvantaged groups of students
and other students when setting targets for disadvantaged groups of students.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0030 Distribution of Compacts to Education Entities

(1) For the 2012-13 fiscal year, the Board shall distribute achievement compacts to all
education entities by the following dates:
(a) For school districts, by 5:00 PM, April 5, 2012;
(b) For education service districts, by 5:00 PM, April 5, 2012;
(c) For community colleges, by 5:00 PM, April 12, 2012;
(d) For the Oregon University systems and its public universities, by 5:00 PM,
April 6, 2012; and,
(e) For the Oregon Health and Science University, by 5:00 PM, April 12, 2012.

(2) Distribution may be done by electronic means.
Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
705-010-0035 Completion and Execution of Achievement Compacts

(1) 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.





(2) 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, as directed by the
Board. The Board may waive the requirement to identify both a target number and
percentage of students and require either a number or percentage for specific
outcome measures, depending on the specifications of the compacts it approves.

(3) Education entities may provide a range of target numbers and percentages, but the
Board shall use the lowest figure of any range provided.

(4) Education entities may provide target numbers and percentages for fiscal years
beyond the next fiscal year.

(5) Execution of an achievement 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.

(6) The deadline for the submission of achievement compacts for 2012-13 is 5:00 PM,
July 2, 2012. Education entities may submit by electronic means.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0040 Data for Student Groups

(1) In addition to the target numbers and percentages of all students that are identified in
achievement compacts for the outcome measures specified in OAR 705-010-0015
and OAR 705-010-0020, education entities must include in their achievement
compacts for each outcome measure a target number and percentage for the
combined total of all students in disadvantaged groups specified in subsections (2)
and (4) of this rule.

(2) The governing body of school districts and education service districts must set
targets for all outcome measures in their achievement compacts for students in each
of the following groups:

(a) Economically disadvantaged students;

(b) Limited English proficient students;

(c) Students with disabilities;

(d) Black students (not of Hispanic origin);

(e) Hispanic/Latino students;

() American Indian or Alaska Native students; and
(g) Pacific Islander students.

(3) In addition to the groups of students identified in subsections (2) of this rule, school
districts and education service districts shall also set targets for all outcome
measures for students in each of the following groups:





(a) Talented and gifted students; and,
(b) Asian students.

(4) The governing body of post-secondary education entities must set targets for all
outcome measures in their achievement compacts for students in each of the
following groups:

(a) African American students;

(b) Hispanic/Latino students;

(c) Native American or Alaska native students;

(d) Pacific Islander students;

(e) Multi-racial or multi-ethnic students;

(f) Economically disadvantaged students based on Pell Grant eligibility.

(5) An education entity is not required to include a target number or percentage under
this section if the district does not have a sufficient number of the students in that
group to ensure that individual students are not personally identifiable. The Chief
Education Officer will identify a minimum number of students necessary in each
subgroup to ensure that an individual student’s information is not personally
identifiable.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0045 Communications

As part of the process of entering into an achievement compact, the governing body of an
education entity shall ensure that open communications are provided to parents, students,
teachers or faculty, employees, exclusive bargaining representatives and community
representatives for the purposes of explaining and discussing the outcomes, measures of
progress, goals and targets specified in the achievement compact for the fiscal year. The
open communications must be provided during each education entity's public budget
process.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0050 Modification of Achievement Compacts

(1) After submission and acceptance of an achievement compact, an education entity
may modify its target numbers and percentages in its achievement compact in the
event of unexpected circumstances that the Chief Education Officer determines
constitute a compelling reason to warrant such modification.

(2) The Board may provide guidance on what constitutes a compelling reason to warrant
the modification of an education entity’s target numbers and percentages pursuant to
this rule.





Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0055 Receipt and Acceptance of Achievement Compacts

(1) The Chief Education Officer shall acknowledge receipt of each achievement compact
and shall inform the education entity of the Board’'s acceptance of any local priorities
within 30 days of receipt of the achievement compact.

(2) The Board shall post on its website the achievement compacts received and
summary reports of the information contained in the achievement compacts.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0060 Authority of Chief Education Officer Relating to Achievement Compacts

(1) In addition to the authorities specified in these rules, the Chief Education Officer
may:

(@) Communicate with the governing boards of education entities on behalf of the
board about the implementation of and response to the achievement compacts;
and

(b) Waive any timelines specified in the rules, policies and guidelines adopted by the
Board, to the extent permitted by section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012
(Enrolled Senate Bill 1581),

(2) The Chief Education Officer may settle any disputes relating to the achievement
compacts. Any decision of the Chief Education Officer shall be considered a final

decision.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)

705-010-0065 End-of-Year Reports

(1) For terms of achievement compacts that are carried forward in identical form from
one fiscal year to the next, an education entity’s report of results in a subsequent
year’s achievement compact shall represent its report of final results for a given fiscal
year.

(2) For terms of achievement compacts that are not carried forward in identical form
from one fiscal year to the next, the education entity shall report its results in
conjunction with its data reports for the Oregon Report Card or in separate reports
within __ days after the close of the fiscal year.

Stat. Auth.: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 14, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)





705-010-0070 Achievement Compact Advisory Committees

(1) Each school district, as defined in ORS 332.022, and each education service district
operated under ORS Chapter 334 shall form an achievement compact advisory
committee no later than September 30, 2012.

(2) An achievement compact advisory committee shall be responsible for ensuring that
the district’s achievement compact is implemented for the 2012-13 school year and
annually thereafter and for ensuring that achievement compacts for subsequent
school years are developed with input from educators and staff of the district.

(3) The governing body of a district shall appoint the members of an achievement
compact advisory committee. The members shall consist of teachers, administrators
and other appropriate education personnel who are employed by the district. When
an employee organization represents educators of a district, the superintendent of
the district, at the direction of the governing board of the district, shall collaborate
with the local president of the employee organization to recommend the appointment
of educators to the achievement compact advisory committee.

(4) An achievement compact advisory committee shall:

(a) Develop plans for achieving the district’'s outcomes, measures of progress, goals
and targets expressed in an achievement compact, including methods of assessing
and reporting progress toward the achievement of goals and targets; and

(b) Recommend outcomes, measures of progress, goals and targets to be contained
in the district’s achievement compact for the next fiscal year.

(5) Each achievement compact advisory committee shall present its recommendations in
a report to the governing board of the district no later than February 1 of each year.
An achievement compact advisory committee’s report and recommendations shall be
considered by the governing board of the district when entering into an achievement
compact for the next fiscal year. The governing board shall file the achievement
compact advisory committee’s report with each achievement compact it adopts and
forwards to the Board.

Stat. Auth.: Sections 16-17, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Sections 16-17, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill
1581)

705-010-0075 Recommendations from State Associations

(1) State associations representing educators, administrators and governing board
members of school districts and education service districts may develop and
recommend to the Board collaborative models and resources, including professional
development opportunities, that may be used by districts and achievement compact
advisory committees for the achievement of student success.

(2) State associations, organizations and employee organizations representing
educators, administrators, students and governing board members of community
colleges and universities may develop and recommend to the Oregon Education
Investment Board processes for collaboration in the development of achievement
compacts for their institutions, including professional development opportunities, for
the achievement of student success.

(3) The entities described in subsections (1) and (2) of this section must make any
recommendations to the Chief Education Officer on behalf of the Board no later than





September 30, 2012. Such recommendations may be submitted by electronic
means.

Stat. Auth.: Section 18, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)
Stats. Implemented: Section 18, chapter 36, Oregon Laws 2012 (Enrolled Senate Bill 1581)






Oregon Education Investment Board
Division 50
Chief Education Officer

705-050-0010 Appointment of Technical Advisory Committees and Work Groups

(1) With the exception of subcommittees and work groups of the Board appointed by the
Chair of the Board, the Chief Education Officer shall have the authority to appoint:
(a) Advisory committees for the purpose of advising the Board on the adoption of
Board rules; and,
(b) Technical advisory committees created to advise the Board and the Chief
Education Officer on the implementation of policies adopted or under
consideration for adoption by the Board.

(2) The Chief Education Officer shall designate the chairpersons of any subcommittees
or work groups established pursuant to this rule.

Stat. Auth.: Section 2, chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011 (Enrolled Senate Bill 909)
Stats. Implemented:






OEIB Meeting 7/10/12
Agenda Item #9g

Remaining 2012 Meetings of the Oregon Education Investment Board

Date and Time Location Key Agenda ltems
Tuesday, Aug. 14 Salemor TBD | e Invited testimony: Quality Education Commission
1:00—5:00 PM report on best practices and performance
e Report on Achievement Compacts
Tuesday, Sept. 11 | Salemor TBD | e Adoption of permanent rules
1:00—5:00 PM
Tuesday, Oct. 9 Salem or TBD | MAY BE MOVED TO LATER IN MONTH
1:00—5:00 PM e Receipt of recommendations from state
associations per SB 1581
e 2013-15 Budget: Meet with Education Funding
Team
Tuesday, Nov. 13 Salemor TBD | e Adoption of 2013-15 Budget Recommendations
1:00—5:00 PM e Action on P-20 Report
Tuesday, Nov. 27 Salem or TBD | IF NEEDED
1:00—5:00 PM
Tuesday, Dec. 11 Salem or TBD

1:00 - 5:00 PM

7/9/12






Received via email — 7/2/12

To whom it may concern:

My name is Connor and | am a boy scout. | am concerned about school funding. | attend
Pleasant Hill High School. We might be losing some electives, because our school is losing
money. Electives let kids have fun at school, so they don't have to take math or science all day.
It gives the student some excitement. Electives give the students some ideas for a job, like a
musician, or a chef. What is being done about this issue, and how are people helping with this
issue? How do you think younger people could help with this issue with school funding? Thank
you for your time.






Received via email — 7/9/12

To: The Oregon Education Investment Board

The State Board of Education recently adopted a rule on teacher and
administrator evaluation that can open the door to the use of standardized test scores
as part of that evaluation. Such test scores would also play a role in other proposals,
such as “common standardized formative assessments” and a longitudinal data base of
individual student information.

Standardized test scores have built-in limitations. House Bill 2220, adopted in
2011, was cited by the Board in referring to a student’s progress toward becoming
proficient in a “continuum of knowledge and skills” in mathematics and language arts.
Test scores based on that continuum communicate nothing to a student’s parents other
than whether the student passed, and they only communicate to teachers whether the
student is near, above or below the acceptable point on that continuum for a given
grade level. They do not tell what exactly a student knows or does not know, and if a
student falls below the acceptable point, the scores do not tell why. In other words, the
scores communicate no information on the actual standards the tests are supposed to
represent

The “continuum” is a psychometric, mathematical model, with tests constructed
separately for the supposed continuum of each subject matter. It is not a model of
learning or knowledge.

Tests that do have diagnostic potential would be even more time-consuming than
the tests schools are currently saddled with. Such tests would not tell a teacher anything
the teacher cannot already know through the daily act of teaching. Test scores also do
not tell a principal anything about a teacher that the principal cannot see through
observation.

Moreover, standardized tests contain a degree of inaccuracy, called “error,”
particularly at the student or classroom level. They are not sensitive to short-term
growth. Again, tests that might be sensitive would consume even more time and
resources.

The membership of the Oregon Education Investment Board is not selected on
the basis of its knowledge of teaching and learning, much less the theory and
construction of standardized tests. Therefore, as the OEIB considers proposals that
have implications for more testing and use of test scores, | encourage the Board to seek
the counsel of people who do understand the theory and limitations of standardized
tests, in particular, people who do not have a personal or business interest in the
decisions to be made. That would exclude test marketers and developers and those
who sell the technology that testing requires. People who have that expertise can be
found within Oregon public education and outside of the businesses that stand to profit
from more testing.

Respectfully submitted,

Gary R. Hargett, Ph.D.
July 9, 2012





| am a self-employed consultant, specializing in the evaluation of programs for English
learners and migrant students. | have formal training in test theory and development. |
participated in the early stages of Oregon’s standard setting on the state assessments. |
was a member of the original team that developed Oregon’s English Language
Proficiency Assessment.






Agenda Item #
July 10, 2012

To: Members, Oregon Education Investment Board
From: Heidi McGowan, Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Team
Re: Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Update

The Early Learning Council will select a Kindergarten Readiness Assessment on July 12%", at the
Early Learning Council meeting in Roseburg following the receipt of a report and a
recommendation from the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Work Group. The following is a
brief summary of the recommendation.

HB 4165 directs the Early Learning Council and the Department of Education to jointly develop
a Kindergarten Readiness Assessment to be piloted in the fall of 2012 and ready for statewide
implementation by the fall of 2013. To achieve this goal, the Early Learning Council appointed a
workgroup to develop recommendations for an Oregon statewide Kindergarten Readiness
Assessment to be administered in kindergarten classrooms in the fall of the kindergarten year.
The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup includes kindergarten teachers, district
administrators, early educators, Department of Education specialists, researchers, Oregon
Education Investment Board staff and members of the Early Learning Council. It has been
meeting since January 2012.

The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup used multiple methods to gather
information and input from stakeholders. These methods included:
e Brought key stakeholders into the Workgroup including kindergarten teachers and other
school representatives.
e Surveyed Oregon school districts to determine current Kindergarten Readiness
Assessment practices, as well as assessment instruments currently used.
e Conducted focus groups with kindergarten teachers, early educators, principals,
superintendents and Parent-Teacher Association members.
e Hosted community forums in Newport, Portland, Pendleton, Redmond, Salem and
Roseburg.
e Reviewed Kindergarten Readiness instruments used in other states as well as the
literature on best practices.

In addition to directly gathering information, the Workgroup also contracted with researchers
from the University of Oregon and Oregon State University to review technical characteristics of
instruments currently used in Oregon school districts and other states to assess school
readiness. The research team, led by Jane Squires, Ph.D. and Megan McClelland, Ph.D.,
reviewed over thirty instruments, looking at characteristics such as reliability, predictive validity





for third grade academic outcomes, and validation with culturally diverse populations. The
research team provided the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup with an overview
on the research linking indicators of school readiness to later academic success, as well as an
analysis of the state of the field in school readiness assessments.

The Workgroup recommendations were guided by the following critical considerations: provide
data that can be trusted; be appropriate for all children; be useful to schools and teachers;
provide meaningful feedback to communities, providers and policy-makers; and be an efficient
use of resources.

The Workgroup recommends that the Early Learning Council consider two approaches for
Oregon’s statewide Kindergarten Readiness Assessment:
(1) A composite assessment based on the Child Behavior Rating Scale (CBRS) and easyCBM
Literacy and Math measures;
(2) A portfolio assessment using the modified Teaching Strategies GOLD adopted by the
state of Washington.

Both approaches are built upon instruments that were reviewed for technical adequacy. Both
approaches would provide parent, teachers, and policy-makers with important and meaningful
information to support children’s success. Each approach has its unique strengths.

While the Workgroup believes that both are strong choices, the composite approach is the
preferred recommendation. This preference is based on two primary considerations: better
alignment with current assessment practices in kindergartens and elementary schools and a
lower cost in both dollars and teacher time for training and administration.

Additional information can be found on the OEIB website under Early Learning, including a
Webinar presentation with researcher, Megan McClelland, Ph.D. and Workgroup members
regarding the above recommendation.





KINDERGARTEN READINESS ASSESSMENT FOCUS GROUP AND COMMUNITY WORK SESSIONS

Focus Groups:

Early Educators: April 14™, State Library, Salem

Parents: April 20" Parent Teacher Organization Conference, Portland
Kindergarten Teachers: April 30" OEA, Tigard

Superintendents / Principals: May 15th, Lane County ESD, Eugene
Superintendents / Principals: May 21, Willamette ESD, Salem

Community Work Session:

PORTLAND: Tuesday, May 29, 6:30 to 8 p.m., Center for Self Enhancement
PENDLETON: Wednesday, May 30, 6:30 to 8 p.m., Blue Mountain Community College
REDMOND: Thursday, May 31, 4:00 to 6:00 p.m., M.A. Lynch Elementary School
SALEM: Wednesday, June 13, 6:30 to 8 p.m., Salem / Keizer Coalition for Equity
ROSEBURG: Thursday, June 14, 6:30 to 8 p.m., Douglas County Central Library
NEWPORT: Monday, June 25, 6:30 to 8 p.m., Newport High School

PORTLAND: Thursday, June 28, 6:30 to 8 p.m., Center for Self Enhancement

KINDERGARTEN READINESS ASSESSMENT WORKGROUP MEMBERS

Beth Green, Portland State University

Bill Stewart, Curriculum / Assessment / Special Projects, Gladstone School District
Brenda Lewis, Executive Administrator for K-8 Title Programs, Beaverton School District
Catherine Heaton, ODE

Colleen Forbes, Early Childhood Evaluation Team, Portland Public Schools

David Mandell, The Children's Institute

Deborah Berry, Head Start Director, Portland Public Schools

Dell Ford, Head Start Collaboration Office, ODE

Gladys Reynaud, Kindergarten & ESL KIIP Teacher, Beaverton School District

Heidi McGowan, Early Learning Council

Kara Williams, ODE

Kyra Donovan, Director of Elementary and Federal Programs, McMinnville School District
Lisa Shogren, Instructional Mathematics and Literacy Coach, Greater Albany School District
Margie Lowe, Oregon Education Investment Board

Michael Rebar, ODE

Richard Alexander, Early Learning Council, Oregon Education Investment Board

Sandra Potter-Marquardt, Oregon Health Authority

Roberta "Bobbie" Weber, Oregon State University, Early Learning Council

Stephanie Whetzel, Early childhood Coordinator, Salem-Keizer Public Schools






ROl Model

Based on broad outcomes metrics from elementary to
P-16 education

Uses data made available from ODE, CCWD, and OUS

Gauges the impact of improvement on student
completion

Helps identify key (general) points of leverage

 Costs and returns

* Volume of additional credentials produced





Model Assumptions

Linear progress toward targets
Targets met by 2025

Need to reach targets with more under-represented
populations

Returns: Differential earnings (by degree-level) remain
the same, state tax structure and spending remains the
same

Costs: Current State S per student (data not available
to gauge intervention costs and impacts)






June 20" 2012

Dear Oregon School District Superintendents:

Thank you for your nomination and enthusiasm to participate in the Kindergarten Readiness
Assessment pilot. The following schools were selected through a lottery-style process designed
to ensure diverse representation in the pilot, including: racially and ethnically diverse population
groups, English Language learners, children with Individual Education Plans (IEP’s), statewide
geographic diversity, economic diversity, half-day and full-day kindergarten program
participation, and large and small elementary schools.

District City School

Wallow Wallowa Wallowa Elementary

Hermiston Hermiston Desert View Elementary
Hermiston Hermiston West Park Elementary

Bethel Eugene Fairfield Elementary

Roseburg Roseburg Green Elementary

David Douglas Portland Earl Boyles Elementary

David Douglas Portland Gilbert Park Elementary

Imbler Imbler Imbler Elementary (Charter)
Sherwood Sherwood Archer Glen Elementary

La Grande La Grande Willow Kindergarten Elementary
Coquille Coquille Coquille Elementary

Crook County Prineville Crooked River Elementary
Greater Albany Albany Clover Ridge Elementary
Greater Albany Albany South Shore Elementary
Portland Public Portland Harrison Park Community School
Salem-Keizer Salem Richmond Elementary

If your nominated school was not selected for the pilot selection, we will continue to
communicate with you about the process and seek opportunities to include your perspective

wherever possible.

We greatly appreciate your collaboration at this busy time. We look forward to working with
you as we support our youngest learners to ensure their early success in school and beyond.

Sincerely,

e G

Pam Curtis

Chair, Early Learning Council







Received via email — 6/15/12

Dear members of the Oregon Education Investment Board,

In his May 1* memo to you regarding “Project Underway and Questions for Discussion,” Tim
Nesbitt posed a number of questions to you. Among them was question #3a: “What are the other
features of a P-20 system that we have yet to address?”

There are two significant features which have been overlooked. Both are megatrends shaping our
lives in many ways: globalization and digitalization. Neither is reflected in your Board efforts to
date. Both are reshaping all categories of businesses, and both should, with your guidance,
reshape education in Oregon.

Globalization is the increasing interaction between people, cultures, and businesses around the
world. In practical terms, it means Oregon’s economic future will increasingly depend upon the
abilities of our next generations to sell Oregon goods and services globally. The current Oregon
educational system is not preparing students for these tasks. In particular, foreign language skills,
especially in strategic languages like Mandarin, need to be strengthened. This is best done
through immersion programs that begin in preschool or kindergarten. Utah, for example, has
been rapidly expanding immersion programs statewide in six strategic languages. They will soon
reach their goal of 100 new immersion schools. Rapid expansion of immersion programs should
be one of your tasks. It has enormous implications for the training, credentialing, and hiring of
future teachers.

Additionally, many more Oregonian students, both high school and higher education, should
study abroad. It need cost no more to send a high school student abroad for a year of high school
to one of our future strategic trading partners than the annual cost in a local school district in
Oregon. Again, one of your tasks should be to shift some public funding to create and develop
such study abroad programs.

Digitalization is, of course, putting information in electronic forms and moving it about. In
education, it is the online learning or education revolution. It is a disruptive technology that will
reshape all of public education, preschool through higher education. Oregon is behind in using
these newer technologies to improve learning, to increase learning opportunities, and to cut costs.
You as a Board cannot get Oregon to the goals you have set without immersing yourselves in the





emerging potentials of online learning. One of your tasks is figuring out how to do that. You
cannot avoid it and do anything meaningful.

So, in response to question #3a, | urge you as a Board to address the features of foreign language
learning (and study abroad) and online learning in reshaping the P-20 education system in
Oregon.

Sincerely,
Dave Porter
1113 SE Cora St.

Portland, OR 97202

PS — I’ve put this email online at http://daveporter.typepad.com/global_strategies/2012/05/oeib-
guestion-what-are-the-other-features-of-a-p-20-system-that-we-have-yet-to-address.html.




http://daveporter.typepad.com/global_strategies/2012/05/oeib-question-what-are-the-other-features-of-a-p-20-system-that-we-have-yet-to-address.html

http://daveporter.typepad.com/global_strategies/2012/05/oeib-question-what-are-the-other-features-of-a-p-20-system-that-we-have-yet-to-address.html
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(Footnotes mdrcated in bold parentheses)
Introduction
We appreciate the opportunity to present this testimony on behaif of Oregon
Save Our Schools. We are a rapidly growing grass roots organization that
advocates for better public education for our children and youth.. We are all
unpaid volunteers—parents and grandparents, educators and people from the
private sector. We accept money from no one for our advocacy work.

You may wonder why Oregon Save Our Schools has been such a regular
observer of your work. Let me be candid with our reasons. We have deep
concerns with both the substance and the process of developtng state education
policies over the past two years.

The Substance of Proposals for Education Reform.

“Policy dialogue at the state level has leapfrogged over any deep discussion
about the broad purposes of public education in our society. You have ceded
control of this dialogue to those whose sole concern is workforce development.
Where is the discussion about developing our students as individuals with a zest
for life? Good family members? Good neighbors? Good and thoughtful citizens?

You have been rushed to adopt recommendations through a flawed process that
rests on flawed assumptions about effective drivers for reform (1). The
recommendations you have been presented for so-called “proficiency based
leamning” and “outcomes based funding”(2) have not been subjected to any
careful analysis or scrutiny regarding their feasibility and necessary statewide
capacity building costs to scale them up.

In spite of the continuing decline in the level of state support, coupled with
escalating levels of poverty in our schools, you have apparently assumed that we
can simply turn reform over to technocrats who promise to create a top-down
standardized, testing and technology-driven education system. Of course, that
system will also ensure huge profits for private education vendors. But it will not
result in more innovative workers—let alone good family members, neighbors
and citizens.





In all the consultant-driven recommendations produced for you, fostering
“children’s critical thinking, creativity and true joy for learning through a well-
rounded education has rarely been mentioned. Instead, we hear endless
esoteric discussions about:
e projecting trajectories

more integrated data systems;
return on investment
schools defined as ‘delivery entities’ and ‘bidders’ for state funding
standardized, vetted formative assessments

immersing participants in the disciplines and mindset of outcome
budgeting -
« meta-analyses of linkages between P20 investments and earnings

Your Policy Actions So Far
So now your two most highly visible actions have been:

1. You unanimously approved a new legislative accountability mandate
requiring achievement compacts. In the face of shriveling budgets, our K-
12 districts now have the added task of measuring and reporting about
100 different performance targets mandated by the state. - Less support

“and more measurement does not make for sound policy. (3)

2. Oregon’s proposal to the U.S. Department of Education seeks a waiver
from a few No Child Left Behind requirements. Oregon promises to satisfy
the federal government’'s demands by increasing the stakes on :
standardized tests, allowing for interventions that create opportunities to
for-profit education companies, and encourages school closures and
governance changes. Nowhere have we heard a due diligence cost-
benefit analysis of these kinds of promises Our own State Department of
Education says implementing the waiver request will have a $116 million
price tag over the next two years (almost alt of that cost imposed on local
districts’ strained budgets). (4) That estimate does not include the
millions we continue to spend to erode instructional time for unproductive
testing and test preparation! Nor does it adequately calculate the dangers
to human privacy provoked by the desire for ever-more sharing of
individual data such as in the Alder project.

How has Oregon education policy come to this? The process for developing
recommendations has simply been centralized and non-transparent, and has not
seriously engaged the public. .

Unprecedented Processes of Centralization and Lack of Transparency

Senate Bill 909 authorized unprecedented centralized state control over public
education. The Governor appointed an Education Investment Team. He
employed an Education Policy Advisor and Deputy Advisor. The Oregon
Business Association loaned a lobbyist to this effort. You were appointed to
oversee this centralization. The Governor employed an Investment Board
Manager and several additional staff members. He and you have now employed






a Chief Education Officer to oversee of all levels of education. Apparently, a
Deputy Superintendent will also soon be employed to oversee K-12 education.

The Oregon Commission on Children and Family Services has now been wiped
out. The local commissions will be wiped out over the next year---all to be
replaced by your more centralized Early Leaming Council. '

Our conservative estimate is well over $1 million has now already been spent in
staffing and consultant costs to run this unprecedented centralization effort.

"In the face of this centralization, we have aiso witnessed a lack of transparency
in the development of policy proposals. This began with the Education
Investment Team’s work last year.

in its final meeting in August, theTeam heard a set of findings and
recommendations from a private group called “LearnWorks.”. That group had
been funded by the Oregon Business Council with grants from a variety of
foundations, including special interest private corporate foundations.

We also discovered the LearnWorks' recommendations were essentially a
carbon copy of work the Oregon Business Council and its subsidiary, Employers
for Education Excellence, had already earlier produced in 2008-10 with funding
from private Gates Foundation and other grants. (5)

The Governor’s Investment Team never took a vote on anything, including the
LearnWorks recommendations. And they never provided the opportunity for
public testimony at any of their meetings.

We testified at your first Board meeting last November. Since the only
recommendations you had at that point were from the privately-sponsored
LearnWorks effort, we encouraged you to conduct a year-iong vigorous statewide
public dialogue about the future of Oregon public education. The answer to that
request was a few quickly-called public forums that were held in January 2012.
There’s no evidence that these forums had any significant impact on your
subsequent education policy actions. You missed a powerful opportunity to ask
local parents, educators and their elected school boards to join in a conversation
about their schools’ aspirations, needs and challenges. Instead you rushed
forward.

Looking Ahead _

As you enter your next several months of deliberations, Outcomes Based

Budgeting will become your pre-occupation. The recommendations you receive

will be developed under still ANOTHER secret process, the work of an
“Education Funding Team.” The Salem Statesman-Journal reported in its June 9

editorial that these meetings will not be open to the public. We agree with the

paper. They should be open to the public. What is there to hide?






Before engaging in this work, we ask you to seriously consider these facts:

The new process of so-called “outcomes based budgeting” has never
been successfully impiemented by any state. .

‘Some of the same consultants commissioned to produce the. eariler .

Oregon Business Council’'s Gates grant work and the private LearnWorks
recommendations now have a contract with the Governor's Office to run
the secret “Education Funding Team” meetings and to write the
recommendations. The master contract authorizes consultant charges up
to $300 per hour and total expenditures up to $225,000. (6) |

Only a tiny portion of the contractor's proposed 2,100 hours of contract
work will be engaged to seek real public input. The contract simply
promises 1o interview “24 stakeholders” at the end of the process. Your
Education Funding Team will meet outside the view of the public? And at
the end, the grand sum of only 24 stakeholders will be polled? (7)

Our Recommendations

Oregon'’s 560,000 school children and youth cannot afford another year waiting
in intolerable class sizes while technocrats continue their quest for more elegant
“‘models” and “projections of trajectories.” In the interest of our children’s future,
here is what we ask of you.

1. Convince the legislature to take steps in this next session to begin

securing adequate and equitable funding for a quality public education.
Ask them to eliminate, over time, the QEM's defined current $3 billion
funding gap. To those who say it can’t be done, ask them to consider the
newest national study of school funding by the Rutgers University
Education Law Center. (8) Oregon received a grade of “F”. based on an
analysis of the relationship between our state’s economic productivity and
our low level of funding for education.,

-Reject the increasingly corporate-dominated efforts to lobby for more

testing, technology, data gathering, privatizing and teacher-bashing -
simply to make the system “more efficient.”

Declare a moratorium on using test scores to make any high stakes
decisions such as school or teacher evaiuation, school or district labeling
or funding. Take steps to minimize the negative aspects of testing which
narrows the curriculum and promotes teaching to the test.

Take concrete action to increase state support to expand “wrap around”
health and social service programs designed to help children and their
families remove poverty’s barriers to learning.





. 8 8 8 e

Abandon your top-down Achievement Compact strategy. Make a clear
policy commitment to local controi and seek the citizens’ “voice.” School
problems are best solved by local citizens. Smart *tight/loose” state
education policies will only emerge from unprecedented engagement of
our citizens--not from technocrats building more untried models in the
back room.

Loudty lobby the federal government to end:
high stakes testing, :
competition for school funding, _
programs which profit corporations instead of children,
the attack on teachers, and
federal efforts to make schools uniform such as the Common Core. .





Source Document Footnotes

(1) Michael Fullan, Choosing the Wrong Drivers for Whole System Reform.
Centre for Strategic Education: Seminar Series Paper #205, Aprii 2011.

(2) LearnWorks: Findings and Recommendations, August 2011; Oregon
Learns: The Strategy to Get to 40/40/20. August 2011.

(3) Fullan. lbid; M. Mourshed, .C. Chinezi, and M. Barber How the World's Most
improved School Systems Keep Getting Better, McKinsey and Company. London
(2010).

(4) Oregon Department of Education, Oregon ESEA Waiver Request—Cost
Estimate Summary. 2012

(5) These policy reports can be accessed at Oregon Business Council’'s
“Employers for Education Excellence” web site
http:/fwww.orbusinesscouncil.org/ click on “Policy Papers”

" Proficiency-Based Instruction and Assessment: A Promising Path to Higher
Achievement in Oregon Education
Oregon Education Roundtable, March 2009

Defining Pracuce Informing Policy: Practitioner Networks Vozce a Call to Action, |
Oregon Proficiency Project - Phase 2 i
Oregon Business Council and E3: Employers for Education Excellence, December

2010

Defining Practice, Informing Policy: Oregorn Proficiency Project - Phase 1 u
Oregon Business Council and E3: Employers for Education Excellence, June 2010

Oregon's Prek-20 Education Enterprise: Rethinking the Budget Framework
ECONorthwest. June, 2007

(6) State of Oregon Master Contract 107-2831-11, Enterprise Initiative
Implementation Consulting Services; Work Order Contract 107-1097-12,
Outcomes-Focused P-20 Governor's Recommended Budget 2013-2015

(7)State of Oregon Work Order Contract #107-1097-12, Outcbmes—Focused P-20
Govemor's Recommended Budget 2013-2015 (contractor hours of effort
summarized in Exhibit #3.)

(8) Bruce Baker, David Sciarra, Danielie Farrie, is School Fundfng Fair? Second
Edition, 2012. Rutgers Unlvers:ty Education Law Center Newark, NJ (June
2012).






FACT SHEET

lNVESTlNG-IN OREGON' S PUBLIC EDUCATION?

e Oregon has lost almost 16% of our teachers, teaching assistants, and school
maintenance and clerical workers over the past three years.

e Our high school class sizes have soared class by 28.6% (Do you think students get
individual attention when physics classes have 45 kids?)

e TElementary class sizes have increased by more than 19%. (Do we really think
thirty or more kiindergartners in a class meets their needs?)

e In aggregate, our school districts cut 287 school days in the current school year.
(Try helping struggling kids with 15 fewer Jearning days!). The aggregate over
the past three years amounts to 951 lost days for learning!

e Oregon’s per student spending has declined from 15 in the nation in 1997-98 to
37" in 2008-2009.

e Oregon’s education funding received a grade of “F” in a new national study that
examined Oregon’s GDP value and the relatively low level of effort for funding
public education.

e K-12 schools’ share of Oregon’s state budget has dropped from 44% in 2003-
2005 to 39% in 2011-2013

o Since 2003, Public Education has received less than one-third of the percentage
increase that went to public safety. . We spend more on prisons than education.

e According to the legislature’s own Quality Education Commission research, the
state is currently $3 billion short of what it takes to provide K-12 quality
education.

e The last five years saw a 5% reduction in spending on K-12 schools. Yet, the
state’s totaltax breaks grew by 12%. These breaks amount to over $26 billion,
while funding for K-12 schools has shrunk to current level of $5.6 billion.

e The number of Oregon children living in poverty continues to escalate, and these
children have special heaith and learning needs. The state’s response‘? Ignore this
reality and push harder on our educators as the sole “solution.” This is a travesty
that prevents improved achievement across the state.

Compiled by
Tom Olson
Canby, Oregon
Member Oregon Save QOur Schools

Data Sources: State of Oregon Tax Expenditure Reports; Oregon Legislative Fiscal
Oﬁ" ce; Our Oregon; Oregon Education Association Survey of Cut Days; COSA/OASBO
School Budget Surveys, Sept. 2009, 2010 and 2011; Education Law Center Rutgers
University..











Testimony to the OEIB board meeting of July 10, 2012
Dear Members of the OEIB Board, Governor Kitzhaber, and Rudy Crew,

I want you to think about your own children, grandchildren, and yourself for a
minute, and then describe or list what kinds of things you think are important with
regards to a getting a good education. What does a good education look like to you?

For me, a parent of a 4t and 6% grader who attend their neighborhood public
school, this doesn’t take much thought: a caring and professional teacher, a well-
rounded education to include not only the basics, but also PE, music, art, drama,
home economics, foreign languages, wood shop and industrial arts, journalism,
sports, library media and technology access, field trips, hands-on learning,
collaborative learning, integrated curriculum, higher level critical thinking, smaller
class sizes, teacher-created assessments, and no high stakes testing. Ihad all of
these things in my public education experience growing up in Coos Bay, Oregon, and
{ want them all for my chiidren too.

Furthermore, as a public school teacher of 13 years both as a library media
specialist and now a language arts teacher, I can tell you that I want my students to
have the kind of education I had: well -funded, well-rounded, and solid. Sadly, thisis
quickly disappearing. | never doubted that Oregon was progressive in its public
education system, until recently. Never in a million years did I think that the state
that championed the Beach Bill and the Bottle Bill would sell out its public education
system. Yes, sell out,

I have been following the trends of public education reform closely for the last three
years, and never dreamed that Oregon would blindly follow suit. Ithought for sure,
that the innovative and progressive state of Oregon would see through the carefully
crafted words and blackmail of No Child Left Behind, the NCLB waiver, and all the
corporate education reform speak pushed by so-called “grassroots” education
reform groups such as Stand for Children. I truly thought we were smarter than
that.

The creation of the QEIB, the loss of an elected Superintendent of Education to that
of an appointed post, Achievement Compacts, outcome based budgeting, new laws
on teacher evaluations, dependence on test scores to determine student success,
labeling of schools, increase in acquiring and assessing student data, cutting of
valuable programs, closing schools, cutting instructional days, teacher union strikes-
--while at the same time failing to fund our public schools to a quality level--all of
this is set to destroy, absolutely destroy, our state’s public education system rather
than support success. There are other ways to educate our children.

Rather than follow a business model, we should be looking to models like that of
Finland. Finland's top goal is to provide equity with regards to education in their
country. Their other goals include fostering curiosity and collaboration, treating





teachers as respected professionals, small class sizes, well-rounded curriculum,
recess, hands on learning, wrap around services, no standardized testing--and they
fund education. Ironically, while reading the book Finnish Lessons, 1 realized that
Finland was doing a lot of what the U.S. did prior to NCLB with regards to education
philosophy. Which reinforces the idea that we are heading down the wrong path.

What I propose we do in Oregon instead is this: slow down, discuss with parents,
teachers, and students what a well-rounded and quality education looks like—look
to the Quality Education Model—and then figure out how to guarantee every school
and student in this state has equity in their public education opportunities—and
then fund it. '

I fail to see equity being a concern in the current model being proposed. A child in
Coos Bay should have access to music, PE, library media specialists as much as a
child in Lake Oswego. A child in Klamath Falls should have access to field trips and
hands on science as much as a child in Corbett. A child in Troutdale should have
small class sizes like that in Riverdale. And so on. Equity. To do that requires vision -
for a quality and well-rounded education for all and of course, funding. Those
should be our priorities. Instead, all 1 see is more bureaucratic red tape that pushes
a corporate education reform agenda and ignores the voices of the teachers, parents,
and students who have to live with your decisions every day.

We aren’t being innovative with our education reform; we are being followers of a
fast moving corporate model which will co-opt our public education system. We can,
and should do better than that in Oregon. We need to take care of our own and
invest in our families and students by really looking at a different model. This is
what Finland did and they have had incredible success. There is still time to review
our education reform model and see how we can incorporate more of the Finland
approach in order to provide equity and quality to each and every child in the state
of Oregon.

isn’t that what you would want for your own children?
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,

Tricia Snyder

3295 SE Pelton
Troutdale, OR 97060
triciasnvder@clear.net
503-348-5654 celi







The
Explicit Phonics Concept

For more information:
The Writing Road to Reading, (1987?)

The Writing and Spelling Road to Reading and
Thinking, (2003)

spalding.org/riggsinst.org/orton-gillingham.orqg






Experts Speak Up For Explicit Phonics





Oregon Law Supported
Explicit Phonics 1999-2012

From 1999 to 2012, ORS 337.275 required

each school district to provide explicit
phonics materials for K-2 teachers to use.

The law was inexplicably repealed in 2012.






What is “explicit phonics?”

“Explicit phonics associate the sounds of
English words with the written symbols
(letters/letter combinations)

WITHOUT
* Letter names
« Key words or word families
* Pictures






The Basics

* The student simultaneously hears the
phonogram, sees the phonogram, says
the phonogram and writes it correctly,
making a complete multi-sensory cycle;

* Perfect handwriting Is supported from day
one;

 The student creates their own reference
notebook.






The Process...

Memorize the 70 phonograms (originally identified by Dr.
Samuel T. Orton in the 1930’s, and currently in the public
domain) with automaticity

Correctly print each letter and number, as the alphabet
phonograms are learned

Learn 30 spelling words a week, markinge all phono-
grams, making “sound it out” understandable at last,
Introducing complete oral and written sentences

Learn the 47 Spelling, Capitalization.... Rules

Create their own Reference Notebook as they acquire
each concept





Which schools In our area
are using Riggs now?

* Archbishop Howard (Portland) — 8 years

« Mitch Academy Charter School (Tigard) — 8
years

* Mitch Academy Charter School (Sherwood) — 6
years

« Cascade Heights Public Charter School — 3
years

« Emmaus Christian School (Cornelius) — 22 years





Accredited Spalding Schools

Village Christian Schools — Sun Valley, CA

Fort Caspar Academy — Caspar, WY

Benjamin Franklin Charter School — Mesa, AZ
Alhambra Traditional School — Phoenix, AZ

Valley Academy Charter — Phoenix, AZ

Benjamin Franklin Charter School — Gilbert, AZ
Timpanogos Academy — Lindon, UT

Chandler Traditional Academy (2) — Chandler, AZ
Benjamin Franklin Charter School — Queen Creek, AZ





See for yourself...

1. Visit these websites for more
Information:
* spalding.org
* riggsinst.org
« orton-gillingham.org
2. Visit a school near you or request
random samples of student work to
compare with your student’s work

3. Then lobby to help public schools!





School that will begin using Riggs in 2012

Northwood Elementary, Anchorage AK
New Covenant School, Lynchburg, VA
St. Peter Catholic School, Monument, CO
St. Joseph Academy, San Marcos, CA

St. Theresa Catholic School, Sugarland, TX





Riggs/Spalding cost almost nothing...

* The only thing students need to learn to read
with Riggs/Spalding (besides a teacher) is a
pencil and paper (with guidelines), the re-usable
phonogram cards, a practice CD and a journal;

« Both trainings are inexpensive, and peer training
IS easy; parents quickly pick up and reinforce
this method,;

* The vast array of wonderful children’s literature
already in school libraries is essential.





Experts Speak Up for Phonics
See also: National Right to Read Foundation

Dolores Hiskes, The Right to Read Report, February 1998
“Scientific research has clearly demonstrated that explicit phonics is the most effective for all students.”

There is so much confusion between implicit and explicit phonics because...explicit phonics has not generally been included in
graduate teaching curriculum for over 50 years, and...teachers cannot teach what they do not know.”

Dr. Robert C. Aukeman, Approaches to Beginning Reading

Devotes 10 pages to The Spalding (Riggs) Method, citing national scores from many schools that obtained exemplary test
results.

P.G. Aaron, R. Malatesha Joshi, Reading Problems, Consultation and Remediation. The Guilford Press, 1992
“The Writing Road to Reading Program ... has been extensively tested, with good results.”

E. McEwan, The Principal’s Guide to Raising Reading Achievement, Corwin Press, Inc. 1998

The Gallego School in Tucson, Arizona has been a “Spalding School” for 15 years, a remarkable achievement in a day when
innovations appear and vanish overnight. ...60% of the students receive free lunch and over 80% are Hispanic. The school has,
however, consistently ranked at or above the national and state averages on a standardized test. ...the school enjoys a
remarkable consistency of instruction and purpose....”

Maureen Street, a Senior Teacher at Youngtown Primary School, Launceton, Tasmania
... began the Spaulding/Riggs Program with her fourth grade class and their success let to a formal evaluation of The Method.
Spelling classes were begun with grades 1 and 2 for thirty minutes, four mornings a week. Their assessments showed the
students improved between 150% to more than 200%.

Wiley Blevins, author Phonics A to Z, Master of Ed. Harvard
“Explicit instruction is the most effective type of phonics instruction, especially for children at risk for reading difficulties.”





Help America’s children now!

If you would like to help bring the
efficiency of explicit phonics to American
students, please contact:

Mary Whitmore, retired teacher
503-327-9623
teachenglishinhalfthetime@hotmail.com






Evaluating Pearson

With Improvements in Test Scores

We have invested $600,000 to purchase the Pearson reading
program. How is the board going to evaluate if this was a wise

investment? An assessment probably could not be done before three
to five years (2015 or 2017.) What does the board expect to see at
these two junctures? For example, 20% increased statewide scores™* in
2015 and 30% increase by 2017? Or 30% increased scores in 2015 and
50% increase by 20177

*| believe individual statewide assessment scores reflect what

percentage of students met or exceeded the state average for that
year. There’s nothing in this process to assure learning quality is
actually increasing. For example, in 1980, 60% of School A’s students
met/exceeded the state average, but the state average was only a “C.”
That means 40% of the students were at “D” or below. Five years later,
if the state average was a “D,” and the school scored another 60%, that
would mean 40% of the students were failing—even though it looked
like the students were at the same achievement level.

Another variable is the relevance and accuracy of the test itself. For
example, if the test in 1980 was much “easier” than the 1985 test,
that’s going to further degrade the comparison.

If my assumptions about the scoring are incorrect, please advise.





Other Ways to Evaluate a Reading Program

Here are some suggestions:

e Feedback from parents regarding their impressions of their
children’s skills and attitudes

e Teachers’ observations of increased participation or decreased
complaints about required reading

e Interviews with the children to see if they like reading more than
before? “Pre-“ and “post-“ assessments need to be thought
through so we end up with valid evaluations

e Anincrease in books checked out of school libraries, or the public

library

How do you plan on evaluating Pearson?











5th Anniversary of Explicit Phonics Advocacy

| started lobbying FGSD in 2007, while subbing in the district. Upon
retirement in 2009, the dream continued: after two international
efforts in Korea and Costa Rica, I’'m recommitting to helping ten million
US children 5-7 benefit from what | consider to be the best reading

program ever.
Experts Support Explicit Phonics
And

Spalding’s Four-Year Longitudinal Study

Dolores Hiskes, The Right to Read Report, February 1998

“Scientific research has clearly demonstrated that explicit phonics is the most effective for all
students.”

(Comparing implicit phonics and explicit) “Implicit phonics, the most widely used form of phonics
taught in schools today...moves from the whole to the smallest parts. Approximately 300 words a
year ate taught as whole words. The student must make her “best guess” as to what the word is by its
shape, beginning and ending letters, any context clues...or pictures.”

Explicit phonics moves from the smallest parts to the whole. Students first learn letters and their
sounds and then build and recombine them into syllables and words... Students are able to read
anything in their comprehension vocabularies, which Dr. Seashore of Northwestern University
estimates to be about 30,000 words by third grade. Compare this with the 900 words third-graders
are able to read using Whole Language.”

There is so much confusion between implicit and explicit phonics because...explicit phonics has not
generally been included in graduate teaching curriculum for over 50 years, and...teachers cannot teach
what they do not know.”

“Scientific research has not only reaffirmed the importance of explicit phonics, but as also brought to
light the essential role of phonemic awareness in learning to read.”

“Students should receive:
1. Direct instruction in phonemic awareness.

2. Direct instruction in letter sound relationships, one at a time, in isolation.
3. Explicit instruction in blending, to establish smooth eye tracking skills





4. Instruction in building sound spellings into words as soon as possible
5. Opportunity to practice reading using decodable text...with automaticity...”

“Explicit phonics instruction is a critical step leading to a truly balanced “whole” language reading
program. It is the indispensable key that gives students the skills

needed...to demystify reading...”

Dr. Robert C. Aukeman, Approaches to Beginning Reading

Devotes 10 pages to The Spalding (Riggs) Method, citing national scores from many schools that
obtained exemplary test results. The average grade level score of the 14 first grades in his sample was
2.8, of the 16 second grades, 3.76, of the 12 third grades, 5.24.

“It is quite clear that [the explicit phonics] method works extremely well with children who may not be
native speakers of English... We compared a first, second and third grade to their respective control
classrooms on the Comprehensive Test Basic Skills total reading scale. The [explicit phonics] classes
were 66", 67" and 67" respectively. The control classrooms were about 20 percentage points below
that...”

“Spalding/Riggs most remarkable contribution is the invention of a marking system that enables
children to connect spelling rules to reading...After a few hours of practice, children...are not merely
recognizing words by sight but are at the same time, recognizing what parts of them embody
generalizable rules. ...one of the most important aspects of this program is its emphasis upon problem
solving. ...the children’s arithmetic skills improved following a few months of training in this literacy
program. ...improvement was sometimes dramatic.

P.G. Aaron, R. Malatesha Joshi, Reading Problems, Consultation and
Remediation. The Guilford Press, 1992

“The Writing Road to Reading Program was developed by Romalda Spalding and has been extensively
tested, with good results.”

E. McEwan, The Principal’s Guide to Raising Reading Achievement,
Corwin Press, Inc. (1998)

The Gallego School in Tucson, Arizona has been a “Spalding School” for 15 years, a remarkable
achievement in a day when innovations appear and vanish overnight. ...60% of the students receive
free lunch and over 80% are Hispanic. The school has, however, consistently ranked at or above the





national and state averages on a standardized test. ...the school enjoys a remarkable consistency of
instruction and purpose....”

Maureen Street, a Senior Teacher at Youngtown Primary School,
Launceton, Tasmania,

... began the Spaulding/Riggs Program with her fourth grade class and their success let to a formal
evaluation of The Method. Spelling classes were begun with grades 1 and 2 for thirty minutes, four
mornings a week. Their assessments showed the students improved between 150% to more than
200%.

Wiley Blevins, author Phonics A to Z, Master of Ed. Harvard

“Explicit instruction is the most effective type of phonics instruction, especially for children at risk for
reading difficulties.”

Arizona State University

Four Year Longitudinal Study

Finished in 2009, ASU'’s four year study showed Spalding-trained
students scored 10 points higher on reading assessments than
control classrooms at the end of each of the first four years of their
reading instruction.

www.spalding..org/research




http://www.spalding..org/research




Hello! I'm Mary Whitmeore, a retired teacher from Forest Grove, Oregon.

In 2004 I was trained in Riggs—explicit phonics. I instantly recognized that it was a more
cost-efficient way to teach English reading than anything I had seen in 15 years. In 2007 1
started lobbying the board and kept getting ignored. Dr. Curtis took the reins and refused to
even visit a private school in our district which has used Riggs for 22 vears. She chose to
spend $600,000 on a new literacy program, amid staff layoffs and a school closure. She made
a big mistake, but will probably get away with it until the board agrees to evaluate Pearson;
without an evaluation, no one can ever prove it was a success or failure. We just keep
muddling along.

Wake up, America!

Kids learn reading faster with phonics first—that’s why ORS 337.275 was on the books for
13 years—ioo bad Oregon school boards ignored it. Now there is no one to keep an eye on
the hen house: the State Board of Ed has apparently been dissolved.

References: www.riggsinst.org, www.spalding.org, and www .Orton-gillingham.org. Find an
“explicit phonics school” near you and compare their student work with your own.
teachenglishinhalfthetime(@hotmail.com, 503-327-9623 P.S. Riggs is FREE!







OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD
July 10, 2012
University Place Hotel,
Portland, OR
1pm - 4pm

OEIB Members Present

Nancy Golden Chair Designee; Yvonne Curtis; Mark Mulvihill; David Rives; Mary Spilde; Julia Brim
Edwards; Samuel Henry; Kay Toran; Ron Saxton; Hanna Vaandering; Susan Castillo; Nicole Maher;
Ron Saxton (phone)

Advisors Present
Camille Preus; Josette Green

Members/Advisors Excused

Gov. John Kitzhaber, Chair; Richard Alexander; Matt Donegan; Mary Spilde; George Pernsteiner

Staff/Other Participants

Dr. Rudy Crew Chief Education Officer Cathleen Healy Chief of Staff

Tim Nesbitt Mgr, Education Investment Proj ~ Dorothy Waller OEIB Staff

Ben Cannon Sr. Education Policy Adv. Whitney Grubbs OEIB Staff
Marjorie Lowe Education Investment Proj. Seth Allen OEIB Staff Support
Linda Darling Hammond - OEIB Advisor Iris Bell oYDC

1. Welcome, Introductions and Roll Call
Chair Designee Nancy Golden gavels in at 1:05pm, welcomes everyone and Tim Nesbitt takes
roll call.

2. Action Agenda for 2012 - 13

- Summary of planning meetings Docs 1, 2

- Recognize Cathleen Healy, Chief of Staff, starts August 1, 2012
- Next OEIB meeting Aug. 14, 2012 (Since changed to August 7)

3. Public Comment on Next Phase of Boards Work
- Save Our Schools presentation

4. Return on Investment Dashboard

(Patrick Kelly, NCHEMS)

Presentation

(Dashboard tool not available to link to yet.)
Discussion:

- The model should include the racial/ ethnic gap, not as something off to the side. Communities
have been clear that they want this to be included.

- Education Funding Team feedback: Ability to look at subgroup performance is critical. Need to
look at the cost of implementation of the kind of best practices that would move the dials the
most on the dashboard.

- Next steps: NCHEMS and ODE to look at the build outs together, while folding in the
Kindergarten Readiness and the longitudinal data system pieces.

- Piloting KRA tool in 15 schools this Fall. Statewide roll out the following Fall. First benchmark data
2014.
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http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/SummaryofPlanningMtg.pdf

http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/SOS.pdf

http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/NCHEMS.pdf



5. Organization of the P-20 System
Presentation: Dr. Linda Darling-Hammond

- Think a little about the areas of the vision that you are crafting. What are the components of a P-
20 system that will require attention?

- What are the desirable practices and where is Oregon in relation to those?

- Issue of Strategy.

- Issue of some leverage points.

- Look at common core pieces that other education systems around the world focused on to
improve their systems: Creating a system that had equity and equitable funding. Create
mechanisms to deal with early childhood issues (healthcare, nutrition, poverty, etc). Strong
capacity in the education workforce. Focus on meaningful and well-rounded learning/
curriculum.

- Meaningful and authentic assessments.

- Summer learning needs to be spoken about. Accounts for more learning loss than people realize.
Affluent kids continue to learn. Low income kids come back having lost ground.

- Oregon Pros: Holistic, comprehensive vision of P-20, and the aspirational oriented charge to the
board. People of Oregon. Oregon Cons: Long term solution for funding. Helping people acquire
the new vision.

6. 2012 — 13 Achievement Compacts
a. Overview of compacts received. Margie Lowe reports.

- All post secondary education compacts in. All but 25 K-12 compacts. All but 2 from ESDs.

- Next steps: Dr. Crew needs to send out acknowledgement of receipt and then OEIB will send out
a different letter to offer assistance to districts who have not sent theirs in. Lowe presents
analysis of post-secondary targets for degrees and certificates. Analysis Doc

- Discussion:

o Like to see in report: a) Increase in degrees resulting from larger pipeline of students vs.
actual increase in percentage of students getting degrees. b) Relationship between a
school district trajectory and their goal to look at the goal setting decisions.

o Start process earlier next year.

o Don’t want to compare school district goals.

7. Permanent Rules
Tim Nesbitt reads through permanent rule making process.
Text: Div. 1, Div. 10, Div. 50
Discussion:
- Need to allow for more parent involvement from parents in the achievement compact advisory
committees required for K-12 districts and ESDs.

Director Yvonne Curtis motions to add the language in the rule 705-010-0070 (3) to read: “Itis
recommended that these committees also include parents.” Director Samuel Henry seconds the
motion. The motion passes unanimously.

8. Invited Testimony: Oregon Virtual Education District
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http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/AchievementCompacts%20Log.pdf

http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/pages/oeib/oregoneducationinvestmentboard.aspxhttp:/cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/Division1.pdf

http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/pages/oeib/oregoneducationinvestmentboard.aspxhttp:/cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/Division10.pdf

http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/Division50.pdf



(James Sager, Superintendent, Northwest Regional Education Service District, and Paul Peterson,

)

Presentation

9. Updates and Staff Reports
a. ESEA / NCLB waiver. Ben Cannon reports.
Submitted final application on July 9. Optimistic to receive word soon.

Discussion:
= Concern that federal government is tying teacher evaluation to standardized test
scores.

Early Learning Council - KRA Update document, Pilot notification letter
Youth Development Council. Iris Bell reports.
Finishing pulling council together to satisfy legislation. Statewide assessment of all state
youth programs and to align them. Report due to the OEIB on Sept. 30, 2012.

d. Higher Education Coordinating Commission. Ben Cannon reports.
Charge is to create a seamless post secondary system. July 5 had first meeting. Tasked
with three reports: 1) Credit for prior learning, 2) Potential partnership with Western
Governor’s University, 3) Textbook affordability. Oversees the Office of Degree
Authorization. No funding for staff.

e. Education Funding Team. Ben Cannon reports.
Thinking of the budget in two categories: 1) States education infrastructure, 2) Strategic
investments.

f. Data base contract. Margie Lowe reports.
Received two proposals for the systems planning organization.. Cannot say who they are
until rating and selection process is completed.

g. Future meetings

10. Public testimony

Chair Designee Nancy Golden adjourns meeting at 4:10pm
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http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/KRAOEIB.pdf

http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/PilotNotificationletter.pdf

http://cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/pages/oeib/oregoneducationinvestmentboard.aspxhttp:/cms.oregon.egov.com/gov/docs/OEIB/FutureMeetings.pdf



