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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD 


August, 7, 2012 


Dept. of State Lands, Conference room 


Salem, OR 


1pm – 5pm 


 


 


OEIB Members Present 


Gov. John Kitzhaber, Chair; Nancy Golden Chair Designee; Yvonne Curtis; Mark Mulvihill; Mary 


Spilde; Julia Brim Edwards (phone); Samuel Henry; Kay Toran; Ron Saxton; Hanna Vaandering; 


Rudy Crew; Susan Castillo; Nicole Maher (phone); Ron Saxton;  Matt Donegan; Mary Spilde 


 


Advisors Present 


Camille Preus; Josette Green; Vickie Chamberlain, Rob Saxton 


 


Members/Advisors Excused 


Richard Alexander; George Pernsteiner; David Rives 


 


Staff/Other Participants 


Dr. Rudy Crew Chief Education Officer  Mike Selig  OEIB Staff 


Cathleen Healy Chief of Staff    Jennifer Busey OEIB Staff 


Tim Nesbitt  Mgr, Education Investment Proj Dorothy Waller         OEIB Staff  


Ben Cannon              Sr. Education Policy Adv.              Whitney Grubbs        OEIB Staff 


Marjorie Lowe  OEIB Staff.    Seth Allen   OEIB Staff 


Iris Bell – OYDC (phone) 


________________________________________________________________________________ 


 


1. Welcome, Introductions and Roll Call 
Governor John Kitzhaber gavels in at 1:15pm, welcomes everyone and roll is taken. 


- Nowhere in America is there a group better positioned to blaze a pathway to effective an 
accountable public education. 
 


2. Approval of Minutes from June 12 and July 10, 2012 
 
MOTION: Director Samuel Henry motions to adopt the Meeting Minutes from the June 12 and July 
10 meetings. Director Nancy Golden seconds the motion. The motion passes unanimously. 


 
3. Amend Policies and procedures (Policy #2 – Membership) to Update and Add Advisors to the 


Board 
Policies and Procedure Amendment 


 
MOTION: Director Mark Mulvihill motions to add the Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
the Executive Director of the Teachers Standards and Practices Commission, the Director of the 
Youth Development Commission and the Early Learning Systems Director as Advisors to the 
Oregon Education Investment Board. Director _________ seconds the motion. The motion passes 
unanimously. 


 
4. Strategic Plan for 2012 – 13 


Strategic Plan Overview presentation 



http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aPoliciesProceduresAmendment.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aStrategicPlanOverviewFinal.pdf
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OEIB subcommittees 
Organizational Chart 
DISCUSSION: 


- Concern that the Board needs to talk about stable and adequate funding. 


- There will be a revenue conversation, but people have to be convinced that those dollars are 
actually producing outcomes for students. 
 


MOTION: Director Matt Donegan motions to create the four subcommittees recommended by 
Chief Education Officer Rudy Crew. Director Yvonne Curtis seconds the motion. The motion passes 
unanimously. 


 
 


5. Update: Special Committee on University Governance - Matt Donegan. 


- Two deliverables group was asked to provide: 1) Institution specific governing boards.  
2) Developing a framework for the relationship between the post-secondary enterprise and with 
the OEIB. How does post –sec relate to that? 


- 1) A lot of progress on delivery of this. Framework for a Legislative Proposal on Institutional 
Boards 
Discussion:  


- Concern regarding program approval and location: Comment that talks about ensuring 
curriculum of all universities and community colleges be articulated, shouldn’t be a by-product of 
a conversation about institutional boards and governance with universities. It should be a 
separate conversation about community colleges. 


- Several student groups were involved in the tuition setting conversation. 


- 2) Very good intentions regarding the delivery of this. 
 


 
6. ESEA / NCLB waiver - Whitney Grubbs  


Preliminary Priority, Focus, and Model Schools 
- Methods for calculating poverty changes from federal to state level. 


 
7. Report and Discussion: 2012 – 13 Achievement Compacts - Margie Lowe 


Achievement Compact Preliminary Analysis – 50 Largest Districts 
  Selected Achievement Compact Data from Largest Districts 
 
8. Report from the Early Learning Council –  


Duke Shepard, Heidi McGowan, Kara Williams, David Mandell 
Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Team Workgroup Report 
Early Learning Grant Summary 
Race to the Top document  
 


9. Oregon Employment Department 
Presentation: Oregon’s Workforce Needs and 40/40/20 
 
 


 



http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aStrategicPlanSubcommitteesItem.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aOEIBUniversityBoardsItem.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/preliminarypriorityfocusandmodelschools.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/preliminarypriorityfocusandmodelschools.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aLowe50DistrictAchievement%20Groups.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aLowe50DistrictAchievement%20Groups.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/a50.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/a50.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aKRAReport.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aearlylearninggrantsummary.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aRacetothetop.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aOregonEmploymentPP.pdf
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10. Updates and Staff Reports 
a. Septembers School Sites 
b. Update on the process for adopting permanent rules 


Permanent Rulemaking Process Update 
c. Youth Development Council 
d. Higher Education Coordinating Commission 
e. Database contract 
f. Future meetings 


11. Public Testimony 
Gail Rasmussen – president OEA 
Selena Torres – Stand for Children 
Maria ________ 
Claire Morgan 
____Hirsch 
Margie Brown, Stand for Children 
Mary Whitmore 
Mark Jackson, REAP Inc. 
 
 
 


 
Chair Designee Nancy Golden adjourns meeting at 5:00pm 



http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aOEIBRulesUpdate.pdf

http://cms.oregon.gov/gov/docs/OEIB/aFutureMeetingsItems.pdf






Tuesday, August 7, 2012 
Department of State Lands  
Land Board Conference Room  
775 Summer St. NE, Salem   
1pm - 5 pm 


Materials packet includes: 
 
Agenda 
 
Meeting minutes 


June 12 / July 10 Minutes 


Policies and Procedure Amendment 


Chief Education Officer - Strategic Plan Overview presentation 


OEIB Subcommittees 


Framework for a Legislative Proposal on Institutional Boards 


Preliminary Priority, Focus, and Model Schools 


Achievement Compact Preliminary Analysis - 50 Largest Districts 


Selected Achievement Compact Data from Largest Districts 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Team workgroup report 


Early Learning Grant summary 


Race to the Top document 


Oregon Employment Department PowerPoint " Oregon's Workforce Needs and 
40/40/20" 







Permanent Rulemaking Process Update 


Future meetings 








All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups All Subgroups PSE 9 Credits 9th Grade Local 


Beaverton 77 65 78 67 1 2 86 77 87 79 1 2 72 59 75 63 3 4 74 61 77 65 3 4 x x x


Bend-LaPine 68 59 69 60 1 1 87 82 88 84 1 2 73 65 92 87 19 22 70 61 73 65 3 4 x x x x


Bethel 57 50 64 55 7 5 74 68 72 66 -2 -2 55 50 77 71 22 21 66 59 70 64 4 5 x x x x


Canby 82 72 * * 81 74 * * 52 38 73 58 21 20 67 55 64 52 -3 -3 x x x


Centennial 62 57 64 59 2 2 74 69 77 72 3 3 42 34 48 41 6 7 43 34 49 41 6 7 x x


Central   65 59 68 62 3 3 72 68 80 76 8 8 43 33 60 45 17 12 50 40 52 45 2 5 x x x


Central Point 67 57 67 57 0 0 86 81 86 81 0 0 60 48 69 * 9 86 82 * *


Coos Bay 54 48 80 65 26 17 73 69 82 78 9 9 49 45 68 52 19 7 52 47 55 50 3 3 x x x


Corvallis 70 54 71 56 1 2 83 74 85 77 2 3 69 55 72 60 3 5 71 58 74 62 3 4 x


Crook County 67 60 55 53 -12 -7 83 84 84 85 1 1 62 55 59 61 -3 6 55 47 45 35 -10 -12 x 1/2x x x


Dallas 51 42 50 50 -1 8 89 87 95 95 6 8 58 48 80 70 22 22 67 58 80 70 13 12 x 1/2x


David Douglas 68 65 70 68 2 3 78 74 80 77 2 3 56 51 70 67 14 16 67 64 63 61 -4 -3 x x x


Douglas (Roseburg) 68 59 65 59 -3 0 82 75 82 75 0 0 59 52 71 70 12 18 57 50 54 48 -3 -2 x x x


Eagle Point 61 59 71 69 10 10 77 73 87 83 10 10 45 38 51 48 6 10 38 32 44 42 6 10 x x x


Eugene 71 59 76 68 5 9 85 78 89 84 4 6 72 62 80 73 8 11 69 59 78 71 9 12 x x


Forest Grove 72 64 73 64 1 0 86 81 87 81 1 0 56 44 72 72 16 28 62 54 63 63 1 9 x x x


Grants Pass 67 61 69 63 2 2 81 78 83 80 2 2 70 66 96 96 0 0 75 70 78 73 3 3 x


Greater Albany 79 70 79 70 0 0 88 83 88 83 0 0 62 52 72 66 10 14 61 54 61 54 0 0 x 1/2x x


Gresham-Barlow 71 59 71 59 0 0 78 70 82 72 4 2 57 49 68 59 11 10 59 49 57 48 -2 -1 x x


Hermiston 65 64 75 75 10 11 93 91 93 91 0 0 50 41 64 52 14 11 54 46 59 50 5 4 x x x


Hillsboro 78 69 79 71 1 2 85 78 87 80 2 2 65 53 69 58 4 5 73 62 76 66 3 4 x x


Hood River 84 76 82 78 -2 2 88 84 88 84 0 0 57 43 69 61 12 18 67 57 71 63 4 6 1/2x 1/2x x x


Klamath County 67 60 80 73 13 13 81 77 82 80 1 3 50 46 72 65 22 19 50 44 64 60 14 16 x x x


Klamath Falls City 50 44 73 50 23 6 56 51 80 62 24 11 51 42 62 53 11 11 53 46 56 45 3 -1 x x x


Lake Oswego 91 74 91 74 0 0 94 81 94 81 0 0 87 66 87 66 0 0 89 74 89 74 0 0 x x


Lebanon 41 33 40 40 -1 7 76 71 80 80 4 9 57 50 70 70 13 20 47 42 60 60 13 18 x x x x


Lincoln County 67 61 69 69 2 8 78 74 82 78 4 4 57 48 61 53 4 5 59 50 63 55 4 5 x x x


McMinnville 73 67 75 69 2 2 83 75 85 77 2 2 60 51 78 73 18 22 73 66 84 76 11 10 x x x x


Medford 64 67 66 69 2 2 74 77 77 79 3 2 61 51 87 81 26 30 51 42 56 48 5 6 x


N. Bend 65 59 70 70 5 11 72 72 75 75 3 3 64 55 80 67 16 12 61 56 64 59 3 3 x x x


N. Clackamas 66 59 67 60 1 1 71 62 72 63 1 1 65 57 76 71 11 14 72 63 74 65 2 2 x x


N. Wasco County 67 59 69 62 2 3 82 77 72 71 -10 -6 43 34 70 67 27 33 55 45 60 51 5 6 x x x


Newberg 70 59 74 60 4 1 86 74 87 75 1 1 67 54 82 75 15 21 74 62 81 70 7 8 x x x


Oregon City 71 62 71 62 0 0 82 77 82 77 0 0 65 51 65 51 0 0 67 57 67 57 0 0 x x


Oregon Trail 65 57 70 60 5 3 80 74 74 68 -6 -6 53 41 77 53 24 12 70 57 79 64 9 7 x x x


Parkrose 62 59 62 59 0 0 71 66 71 66 0 0 48 43 59 55 11 12 59 54 56 51 -3 -3 x x


Pendleton 73 64 70 61 -3 -3 75 70 80 71 5 1 65 55 85 80 20 25 67 59 68 59 1 0 x x x x


Portland 59 49 62 52 3 3 69 62 72 65 3 3 71 57 74 61 3 4 67 52 70 57 3 5 x x x


Redmond 49 44 50 45 1 1 83 79 85 81 2 2 64 59 68 63 4 4 58 53 62 58 4 5 x x x x


Reynolds 48 43 65 65 17 22 73 68 80 80 7 12 46 41 75 75 29 34 52 47 92 92 40 45 x x x x


Salem-Keizer 70 63 71.6 65 1.6 2 80 73 81.8 75.3 1.8 2.3 55 48 59.5 53.2 4.5 5.2 64 59 67.6 63.1 3.6 4.1 x x x


Scio 41 41 47 44 6 3 61 65 46 47 -15 -18 62 63 70 65 8 2 65 53 57 52 -8 -1 x x x


Sherwood 88 86 90 86 2 0 94 91 94 91 0 0 80 65 81 66 1 1 77 59 78 60 1 1 x x x


Silver Falls 77 64 78 65 1 1 85 78 87 80 2 2 66 52 72 51 6 -1 73 63 77 62 4 -1 x x


Springfield 62 54 70 64 8 10 73 68 77 72 4 4 68 62 80 77 12 15 63 55 71 66 8 11 x x x x


St. Helens 58 48 74 65 16 17 81 72 83 74 2 2 52 41 70 65 18 24 49 37 65 60 16 23 x x x


Three Rivers 70 66 71 68 1 2 84 83 87 86 3 3 57 55 88 85 31 30 54 48 56 53 2 5


Tigard-Tualitin 82 66 86 69 4 3 91 83 92 85 1 2 74 59 81 68 7 9 74 58 74 60 0 2 x x x


West Linn-Wilsonville 89 76 90.79 77.53 1.79 1.53 92 79 93.85 80.59 1.85 1.59 78 56 >95 88.75 -- 32.75 82 67 83.65 68.35 1.65 1.35 x x x


Woodburn 63 64 70 70 7 6 77 78 90 90 13 12 35 35 40 40 5 5 37 37 43 43 6 6 x x x x


Four Year Graduation Rate Five Year Completion Rate Third Grade Reading Proficiency Third Grade Math Proficiency


Districts e Previous ProposedChange ProposedPrevious Proposed Previous Proposed Previous Proposed


District Established


Goals forChange Proposed Change Proposed Change Proposed








 


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. 


 
 


 


Oregon Education Investment Board 
Regular Meeting 


Tuesday, August 7, 2012 
1:00 PM – 5:00 PM 


Land Board Conference Room, Department of State Lands 
775 Summer Street NE, Salem, OR 97301 


JOHN KITZHABER 


Governor of Oregon  


OEIB Chair 
 


NANCY GOLDEN 


Chair Designee 


 


RICHARD 


ALEXANDER 


 


JULIA BRIM-EDWARDS 


 


YVONNE CURTIS 


 


MATTHEW DONEGAN 


 


SAMUEL HENRY 


 


NICHOLE MAHER 


 


MARK MULVIHILL 


 


DAVID RIVES 


 


RON SAXTON 


 


MARY SPILDE 


 


KAY TORAN 


 


JOHANNA 


VAANDERING 


 


Chief Education Officer 


DR. RUDY CREW 


 


Advisors 


 


Camille Preus 


Commissioner of 


Community Colleges and 


Workforce Development 


 


George Pernsteiner 


Chancellor of the Oregon 


University System 


 


Josette Green 


Oregon Student Access 


Commission 


 


AGENDA  
 


Meetings will be live video-streamed here.  
Persons wishing to testify during the public comment period should sign up at the meeting.  


 
1. Welcome and Roll Call  


 
2. Approval of Minutes of June 12 and July 10, 2012 


 
3. Amend Policies and Procedures (Policy #2 - Membership) to Update and Add 


Advisors to the Board  
 
4. Strategic Plan for 2012-13 (Dr. Rudy Crew) 
 
5. Update: Special Committee on University Governance (Matt Donegan) 


 
6. ESEA/NCLB Waiver (Whitney Grubbs) 


a. Review terms of waiver 
b. Review plans for priority and focus schools 
 


7. Report and Discussion: 2012-13 Achievement Compacts (Margie Lowe) 
 


8. Reports from the Early Learning Council (David Mandel, Kara Williams, Heidi 
McGowan, Duke Shepard) 
a. Kindergarten Readiness Assessment and pilot project 
b. Race to the Top grant application 
 


9. Presentation: Oregon’s Workforce Needs and 40/40/20 (Graham Slater, Oregon 
Employment Dept.) 


 
10. Updates and Staff Reports 


a. September school site visits 
b. Update on process for adopting permanent rules 
c. Youth Development Council 
d. Higher Education Coordinating Commission 
e. Data Base contract 



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





 


All meetings of the Oregon Education Investment Board are open to the public and will conform to Oregon public meetings laws. The upcoming 
meeting schedule and materials from past meetings are posted online. Staff respectfully requests that you submit 25 collated copies of written 
materials at the time of your testimony. Persons making presentations including the use of video, DVD, PowerPoint or overhead projection 
equipment are asked to contact board staff 24 hours prior to the meeting. A request for an interpreter for the hearing impaired or for 
accommodations for people with disabilities should be made to Seth Allen at 503-378-8213 or by email at seth.allen@state.or.us . Requests for 
accommodation should be made at least 72 hours in advance. 


 f. Future meetings 
 


11. Correspondence 
 
12. Public Testimony 
 
13. Adjournment 


 








 
Upcoming Meetings of the Oregon Education Investment Board 


8/9/12 


Date and Time Location Key Agenda Items 


   


Tuesday, Sept. 11 
1:00—5:00 PM 
 


Salem or TBD  2013-15 Budget 
o Recommendations from the Education 


Funding Team  
o Preview plan for community forums and public 


engagement 


 Report and discussion: Health care and 
wraparound services 


 Adoption of permanent rules (procedural, 
achievement compacts, CEdO authority) 


 Delivery of ROI Dashboard 2.0 


 Invited testimony: Quality Education Commission 
report on best practices and performance 


 Recommendations from consultant regarding 
longitudinal data base  


 Report from Post-Secondary Task Force 


 Report from ELC on: 
o Early intervention, 
o Comprehensive children’s budget 
o Family support managers 


 Report from YDC on: 
o State social services, juvenile justice programs 


to reduce crim. involvement & support 
academic success for school-age children 


o Preliminary report on gang violence 
intervention efforts  


 Public Testimony 
 


   


Tuesday, Oct. 9 
1:00—5:00 PM 
 


Salem or TBD  2013-15 Budget:  
o Review and discuss recommendations from 


the  Education Funding Team  
o Finalize recommendations for public comment 
o Finalize plan for community forums 


 Report and adoption, discussion and adoption of 
recommendations re: teacher quality and 
effectiveness (Rob Saxton and Linda Darling-
Hammond) 


 Report and discussion: High school diplomas and 
differentiation 


 Report and discussion: Parental engagement and 
use of technology 


 Receipt of recommendations re: Achievement 
Compacts from state associations per SB 1581 


 Public Testimony 







November 7 or 8 
AM or PM 
TBD 
 
Previously set for 
Tuesday, Nov. 13 
1:00—5:00 PM 
 


Salem or TBD  Adoption of 2013-15 Budget Recommendations 


 Action on P-20 Report 


 Preliminary report from YDC on gang violence 
intervention  


 Report and further discussion: Parental 
engagement and use of technology 


 Public Testimony 
 


   


Tuesday, Nov. 27  
1:00—5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD IF NEEDED 


   


Tuesday, Dec. 11 
1:00 – 5:00 PM 


Salem or TBD  Review ELC’s report to the Legislature    


 Public Testimony 
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Report from Kindergarten Readiness 
Assessment Workgroup to the Early 
Learning Council 


July 12, 2012 


 


Executive Summary 


Recommendations for a Statewide Oregon Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment 


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment 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 parents, teachers, and policy-makers with important 


and meaningful information to support children’s success.  Each approach has 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.   
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Introduction 


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 


implemented statewide in the fall of 2013.  In order 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 began meeting in January 2012 


and includes kindergarten teachers, district administrators, early educators, Department 


of Education specialists, researchers, Oregon Education Investment Board staff and 


members of the Early Learning Council. This report includes findings and 


recommendations based on its six months of work.  See Appendix A for a list of the 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup members. 


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment is a critical component of Oregon’s efforts 


towards an integrated Preschool to Workforce (P-20W) system. Kindergarten entry, the 


first occasion for observing almost all of Oregon’s children, provides a unique 


opportunity to take a snapshot that answers the following questions:  


o Are Oregon’s children (as a population) arriving at kindergarten ready for 
school?  


o Is their level of school readiness improving or declining over time?  
o Are there disparities (geographical, cultural, racial, and socio-economic) 


between groups of children’s kindergarten readiness that must be addressed?  
o Are there particular domains of school readiness that Oregon should target? 


 
The results of the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment will help local educators support 


their students’ strengths and meet their educational and instructional needs. The results 


will also assist educators to identify needed resources and community partnerships that 


will strengthen children’s readiness to learn. 


Kindergarten readiness is not just about schools.  It is also a community issue that 
requires involvement of health, social services, child care, families and others.  
Successfully chosen and implemented, the kindergarten assessment can serve as a 
community rallying point for understanding children’s needs and ensuring school 
success.  It can spur collaboration between schools and community partners, and it can 
guide future state investment in our youngest children by highlighting communities and 
identifying the areas of greatest need. 


The work that remains to be done over the next year is substantial. The selection of an 


instrument is only the first step in developing a Kindergarten Readiness Assessment 


system that supports the success of all children in Oregon. In addition to addressing 


training, test administration and other implementation issues, Oregon will also need to 
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build supports that help parents, teachers, schools, communities and policy-makers in 


interpreting and effectively using this information.   


Process 


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup used multiple methods to collate 


and analyze current research, gather information, and collect input from stakeholders. 


 Research 


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup 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.  See Appendix B for list of instruments reviewed. 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.  See 


Appendix C for a complete list of criteria.  


The research team provided the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup with 


an overview of the current 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. See Appendix D for the research team’s summary report.   


Stakeholder Input 


In collaboration with the Early Learning Council, Oregon Education Investment Board, 


and the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators, the Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment Workgroup surveyed Oregon school districts to determine current 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment practices and instruments used.   


The Workgroup also conducted focus groups with kindergarten teachers, early 


educators, principals, and superintendents.  Kindergarten teachers voiced a strong 


sense of “assessment fatigue,” as well as a concern about the time that assessments 


take away from instruction.  They expressed an interest in a Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment that minimized assessment time and time taken away from instruction.  


This sentiment was echoed in the school administrator focus groups.  Given the 


diversity in uses and practices in Oregon’s schools, a statewide Kindergarten 


Readiness Assessment cannot – and should not attempt to – replace all of what 


kindergarten teachers are already using; however, kindergarten teachers did voice 


support for a statewide Kindergarten Readiness Assessment that could potentially 


replace some of what they are currently using.   


Through the PTA focus group and community forums, parents voiced a strong desire to 


be informed of the expectations for kindergarten and to have access to resources to 
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support their own child’s learning, development and school readiness.  Parents want to 


be viewed as a partner in their child’s education with the opportunity to engage with 


their child’s kindergarten teacher, discuss assessments results, and formulate goals for 


their child’s approaches to learning and academic performance.  Parents do not want 


the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment to be punitive or for their child to be labeled.   


See Appendix E for a summary of public input.  See Appendix F for a comprehensive 


list of focus group and community workshop comments.   


National Context:  Kindergarten Readiness Assessment, a Work in 


Process 


The Kindergarten Readiness Workgroup learned from our contracted Oregon and from 


national experts that the field of Kindergarten Readiness Assessment is a work in 


progress, and that best practices as well as state-of-the-art instruments are likely to 


emerge in the next few years. Many states, in part through the encouragement of the 


Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge Grant, are in the process of developing and 


implementing Kindergarten Readiness Assessments.  Some multi-state consortiums are 


forming to collaborate in this work.  


Nationally, there is work underway to develop and test new Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment instruments.  The instruments that are currently available are likely to be 


superseded by superior instruments and technologies for administration over the next 


five years.  This is especially true for assessments that effectively meet the needs of 


Dual Language Learners, as well as assessments that measure early math skills.  


While the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup firmly believes that our 


recommendations will be an important step forward in gathering information that can 


guide policy-making for Oregon and inform instruction at the local school level, the 


Workgroup recognizes that Kindergarten Readiness Assessment is a work in progress 


that will evolve and improve over the coming years, and what is implemented now 


should be regularly reviewed to ensure long-term success. 


Oregon Context 


While Oregon lacks a common Kindergarten Readiness Assessment that can provide 


an accurate picture of how Oregon is doing in preparing its children for school success, 


kindergarten teachers across Oregon are using a diverse array of assessments – formal 


and informal – to guide their work with children.   


What and how schools assess widely varies.  Through the Workgroup’s survey of 


school districts the data illuminate the diversity of practice, even noting that practices 


often vary within school districts.  Of the 98 school districts that responded to our 


survey, 72% were using a locally developed tool for their specific needs.  In addition to 
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these locally developed assessments, the districts listed 14 commercially available 


instruments employed for Kindergarten Readiness Assessments.  These assessments 


are being used for a range of purposes that include:   


 obtaining a snapshot of children’s skills at kindergarten entry; 


  identifying students in need of more intensive intervention, 


  organizing classrooms and learning groups; and 


  individualizing instruction.   


Most responding districts also reported using assessments for periodic progress 


monitoring, with 57% using a locally developed tool.  See Appendix G for a summary of 


the survey. 


The selection of the statewide Oregon Kindergarten Readiness Assessment also takes 


place in the context of significant education reform in Oregon. The Oregon Education 


Investment Board has been charged with creating an integrated P-20 education system 


in which early childhood and K-12 are more strongly linked.  The Kindergarten 


Readiness Assessment stands between these two systems, offering an opportunity to 


look backwards to early childhood and forwards to K-12 and providing an opportunity to 


bridge the two worlds.   


Ideally, the Oregon Kindergarten Readiness Assessment should be a part of a 


seamless and fully integrated assessment system, starting in early childhood and 


continuing through the elementary years. Oregon is taking important steps in that 


direction, but there is still plenty of work to do that goes above and beyond the adoption 


of an assessment.   The Department of Education is in the process of choosing a 


formative assessment for Oregon Head Start Prekindergarten programs. Oregon, like 


states across the nation, is also still in the process of implementing the Common Core 


State Standards.  Alignment of the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning 


Framework, Oregon’s early learning standards for three to five year olds, with the 


Common Core, is currently in process. 


Key Considerations in Recommending a Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment 


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup recommendations were guided by 


the following critical considerations: 


Provide data that can be trusted.  Kindergarten Readiness Instruments must meet basic 


technical specifications, including documented reliability and validity.  These 


specifications provide confidence that data users and policy makers can trust the 


findings. It is also crucial that assessment instruments only be used for purposes for 


which they are appropriate. To ensure the technical adequacy of the recommendations 


to the Early Learning Council, the Workgroup contracted with research teams from the 
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University of Oregon and Oregon State University who are national experts in the field 


of kindergarten readiness.  


Be appropriate for all children. The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment must be 


appropriate to support the learning of all children in Oregon.  A key consideration in 


developing the Workgroup’s recommendations was whether instruments had been 


validated for populations that reflect Oregon’s diversity, including children with special 


needs and dual language learners.   


Be useful to schools and teachers. Assessments must be meaningful and useful to 


those who administer them. The input from kindergarten teachers and district 


administrators was essential in developing the Workgroup’s recommendations.  


Provide meaningful feedback to communities, providers and policy-makers: In addition 


to helping teachers, schools and families work with children, the Kindergarten 


Readiness Assessment must also provide meaningful feedback to communities, early 


childhood providers, and policy-makers as they make decisions and engaging in 


planning.  While the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment will not be a single, definitive 


tool for assessing the performance of individual programs, it can be an important source 


of information for evaluating collective results and system outcomes. 


Be an efficient use of resources. In addition to technical specifications of instruments, 


the Workgroup also focused on important practical considerations.  Assessments cost 


money, require teacher training and take time to administer and record.  Assessment 


can also take teachers and children away from instruction.  The Workgroup was keenly 


aware that these resources – dollars and time – are limited and that there is an 


obligation to use these resources as efficiently and effectively as possible.    


Recommendations for a Statewide Oregon Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment 


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup recommends that the Early 


Learning Council consider two approaches as Oregon’s statewide Kindergarten 


Readiness Assessment:   


(1) A composite assessment that incorporates the Child Behavior Rating Scale (CBRS) 


and easyCBM literacy and math measures;  


(2) A portfolio assessment, using a modified version of the Teaching Strategies Gold 


that has been 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 also has its 


unique strengths. 
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While the Workgroup believes that both are strong choices, the composite 


approach is our 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.   


Composite Approach 


This composite approach covers the developmental domains of social-emotional, self-
regulation, approaches to learning, early literacy and early math.  These domains are 
highly correlated with later school success. The importance of early literacy skills is 
widely recognized and central to the goals of the Early Learning Council.  Recent 
research has also demonstrated the crucial value of early math skills, with some studies 
suggesting that early math skills are better predictors of later literacy than even early 
literacy measures. 


The recommended instruments, as described below, passed the technical review 


conducted by researchers from University of Oregon and Oregon State University, as 


well as meeting additional specifications that were developed from stakeholder input.  


See Appendix J for sample of instruments for the composite approach. 


Child Behavior Rating Scale (CBRS) 


The Child Behavior Rating Scale (CBRS) is a seventeen-item survey that kindergarten 
teachers complete based on observations of students in their classroom. The items 
assess a child’s self-regulatory skills and social-emotional development. Self-regulatory 
skills at kindergarten entry have been demonstrated to be strong predictors of later 
school success.  The CBRS has been demonstrated to be strongly predictive of reading 
and math achievement in elementary grades and has been validated in wide range of 
cultural contexts. 


Administration of the CBRS requires about 6 minutes per child and does not require the 
teacher to pull students away from normal classroom instructional activity.  Kindergarten 
teachers who reviewed the CBRS found the questions meaningful and well-formulated. 
Kindergarten teachers and researchers agree that the ability of the child to follow 
directions and control their own behavior is essential for school success.   


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Workgroup has confirmed with the 
developers of CBRS that Oregon can use the instrument without cost.  However, 
because CBRS does not have a vendor, Oregon will need to develop its own supports, 
including those needed for data entry. 


EasyCBM 


EasyCBM is an assessment system for kindergarten through 8th grade designed by 


researchers from the University of Oregon to be an integral part of Response to 


Intervention (RTI). The assessment provides benchmarking and progress monitoring in 
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both literacy and math to inform instruction. Validity studies of the instruments have 


included populations of African-American, Latino, and other racial-ethnic groups. 


EasyCBM is used in kindergarten classrooms across Oregon:  37% of the districts that 


responded to the Workgroup’s survey and that were already using a district-wide 


kindergarten assessment were using easyCBM.  Of the district survey respondents, 


44% also reported using easyCBM as part of their periodic progress monitoring of 


students.  


 


The easyCBM literacy assessments have measures in letter names, letter sounds, word 


reading, and phoneme segmenting.  The assessment takes an estimated 4 minutes to 


complete. 


 


The easyCBM math assessments are based on the National Council of Teachers of 


Mathematics (NCTM) Curriculum Focal Point Standards. There are three math focal 


points; the team recommends one math focal point.  This measure has 16 items and 


takes an estimated 6 minutes to complete. 


 


EasyCBM Spanish literacy measures will be released in August 2012.  The measures 


include Syllable Segmenting, Syllable Reading Fluency, Word Reading Fluency, and 


Sentence Reading Fluency.  While the assessment may not be available to include in 


the fall 2012 pilot, the Workgroup recommends that the state move forward with a plan 


for statewide implementation. 


 


See Appendix H for samples of instruments for the composite approach. 


Composite Approach Time Estimates  


The composite assessment will take an estimated 16-20 minutes per student.  This 


estimate does not include preparation time. 


Composite Approach Cost Estimates 


The composite assessments can be accessed and used by Oregon without charge.  


The state will be responsible for costs that include training and data system 


development and supports.  


 Estimated initial cost:  $196,910.  Includes training, system development, reporting, 


and system supports.  Also includes funding to adapt regional warehouse systems to 


include KRA data and include on dashboards. 


 


 Estimated yearly cost: $82,910*.  Includes training, system maintenance, reporting, 


and system supports.  Training needs will decrease as districts develop internal 


capacity. 
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*Does not include printing costs.  It is important to note that there will be a cost to 


districts to print out the assessments.  10 pages per student, at $.06 a page is $.60 per 


student. 


See Appendix I for the composite approach cost estimates.  


 


 


 







10 
 


Portfolio Approach 


Portfolio assessments use teacher observation documentation of children participating 


in their regular classroom activities, as well as samples of their work, to track and 


monitor individual developmental progress. Portfolio assessments are well-suited to 


capturing specific elements of an individual child’s development across a broad range of 


domains; particularly of emerging skills for children who may be experiencing a formal 


education setting for the very first time.  This approach can help teachers develop 


individualized guidance and instruction.  


Portfolio assessments continue to be the preferred approach among early childhood 


educators and have been adopted by some states for kindergarten entry assessment 


purposes.  While a few districts did report using the Work Sampling System, portfolio 


assessments are not the norm in Oregon’s elementary schools. The Teaching 


Strategies GOLD portfolio assessment is, however, currently used by a majority of 


Oregon Head Start Prekindergarten (OHS PreK) programs.  The GOLD assessment 


includes 38 objectives, completed three times a year, in the domains of social-


emotional, physical, language, cognitive, literacy, mathematics, science & technology, 


social studies, the arts, and English Language Acquisition.  The version adopted by the 


state of Washington, WaKIDS, uses an abridged version with 19 objectives and data 


collection required only once in fall of the kindergarten year.  The WaKIDS version 


includes selected objectives in the domains of social-emotional, physical, language, 


cognitive, literacy and mathematics.  See Appendix J for a sample of the WaKIDS 


GOLD assessment. 


Collecting the information that goes into a portfolio assessment is more demanding and 


time consuming than the other assessments recommended by the Workgroup.  A 


portfolio approach relies on authentic observation, which means that each child is 


observed in the natural classroom setting over a period of time.   Because portfolio 


assessments rely upon teacher interpretation of children’s behavior and work, they are 


also more prone to bias.  For this reason, Teaching Strategies GOLD has online inter-


rater reliability training at no additional cost for teachers with current subscriptions.  This 


kind of training, coupled with sufficient professional development and supports, can 


increase portfolio assessment reliability.  Teaching Strategies Gold does require more 


extensive training both in administration and reliably coding observations.  While on-line 


professional development is available with the purchase of student portfolios, onsite 


training is offered at an additional cost. 


The portfolio approach is the Workgroup’s secondary recommendation because: 


 Portfolio assessments are not widely used by districts in Oregon 


 This new approach would entail extensive training for all kindergarten teachers and 


administrators new to the system and yearly inter-rater reliability training 
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 This approach is time-intensive.  Kindergarten teachers in the Washington pilot 


reported that completion of the full GOLD assessment took an average total of 96 


hours—including observation and assessment.  While Washington has adopted an 


abbreviated version of the tool, it is still only required for kindergarten teachers 


teaching in full-day kindergarten.  It is optional for those teaching half day classes. 


 It is costly.   
 


Portfolio Time Estimates  


An estimate of the time taken to observe the student and enter portfolio information is 6 


hours per student.   


Portfolio Cost Estimates 


The state would be contracting with Teaching Strategies for the purchase of individual 


student portfolios.  Purchase of portfolios includes online inter-rater reliability training, 


data system supports, and other online teacher tools 


 Estimated initial cost:  $724,660.  Includes portfolio purchase, training, system 


development, reporting, and system supports.  Also includes funding to adapt 


regional warehouse systems to include KRA data and include on dashboards. 


 


 Estimated yearly cost: $618,660.  Includes training, system maintenance, reporting, 


and system supports. 


 


See Appendix K for the Portfolio approach cost estimate. 


The Work Ahead 


The selection of a Kindergarten Readiness Assessment instrument is only one part of 


the equation.  Equally, if not more important, is how the information will be reported, 


shared and used by multiple stakeholders. Additionally, work also needs to be 


completed in regard to logistical issues such as training, administration protocols, data 


collection and entry, and data analysis and reporting.  Efficient and effective data 


protocols will need to be established to connect the Kindergarten Readiness data with 


demographic and existing background data that ODE collects. 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Pilot, Fall of 2012 


In accordance with HB4165 and Oregon’s Early Learning Challenge Grant application, 


the current plan is to pilot the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment in the fall of 2012. 


Sixteen elementary schools from around the state have been selected to participate in 


the pilots   The Ford Family Foundation is supporting the state Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment Workgroup’s efforts by funding a process evaluation. The evaluation will be 
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conducted during the pilot phase so that input from teacher and administrators, as well 


as other lessons learned, can be incorporated prior to statewide rollout.  The pilot 


evaluation will provide valuable feedback from teachers and schools to strengthen the 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment process prior to its statewide launch in 2013.  It 


will help evaluate if the assessment has a differential impact on half-day versus full-day 


kindergarten programs and will offer information to determine if additional 


accommodations are required for children with special needs. See Appendix H for list of 


pilot schools.   


Meeting the Needs of Dual Language Learners 


The Workgroup recognizes the need for an appropriate assessment that ensures that 


the skills and abilities of dual language learners are being accurately assessed.  While it 


is exciting that easyCBM will have a Spanish literacy assessment, the Workgroup highly 


recommends that Oregon continues to research, collaborate, and explore appropriate 


assessments that best meet the needs of Oregon’s dual language learners. 


Communicating About the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment 


During the upcoming year, much work needs to be done to facilitate communication 


about the Oregon Kindergarten Readiness Assessment to ensure that the data and 


results are shared in an effective and appropriate manner. The Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment is not intended and should not be used to determine whether a child is 


eligible to enroll in kindergarten.  Parents, teachers and early childhood providers 


expressed concern about “punitive” uses of the assessment and that results of the 


assessment will be used to label children.  These concerns are valid and need to be 


taken seriously.  Oregon needs to clearly articulate how the assessment will be used 


with parents, teachers, early childhood providers, as well as children. A place to start 


might be with the term “Kindergarten Readiness Assessment.” Discomfort with the 


terminology was voiced at all focus groups and community workgroups.  Oregon needs 


a better and more accurate description of the assessment and its purpose. 


Partnering with Parents 


Parents, kindergarten teachers and other participants in community forums identified 


the need for tools that could be used even earlier that would help parents in support 


their children’s development and identify children in need of more targeted 


interventions.  Of particular interest were screening tools to identify children during 


Spring “kindergarten roundups” who would most benefit from Summer programs that 


prepare them for the transition to kindergarten. The Kindergarten Readiness 


Assessment Workgroup will work with the Screening Tool Workgroup on this topic. 
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Building Linkages between Early Childhood and K12 


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment has the potential to be a powerful tool to 


promote evidence-based policy making.  Its full potential will only be realized when it is 


part of a more integrated data system. The work that is currently underway in Oregon to 


build an integrated Early Childhood Data System should make this a reality.  When the 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment data is linked longitudinally to the early childhood 


and the K-12 educational data systems, the data will support both a “backward” and 


“forward” analysis of what is working and where additional attention is needed.  


The Kindergarten Readiness Assessment can play an important role in ensuring a 


smooth hand-off between early childhood programs and the K-12 system. The 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment is both forward and backward looking, an 


opportunity to evaluate how well Oregon as a state is doing in preparing our youngest 


children for success in school and a time where we can assist parents, teachers, 


schools and communities in charting a path forward where all children succeed. 


However, the implementation of the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment should be 


part of a broader effort to build these bridges between early childhood and K-12. 


Without aligned curriculum, more extensive partnerships and on-going conversation that 


brings together early childhood and K-12, the gap will continue.   
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Gladys Reynauld, Kindergarten & ESL KIIP Teacher, Beaverton School District 
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Kyra Donovan, Director of Elementary and Federal Programs, McMinnville School District 
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APPENDIX B: KINDERGARTEN READINESS ASSESSMENTS REVIEWED 
 


The list of instruments was generated from a National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) review of 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessments in the states, as well as a survey of Oregon school districts about their 


current Kindergarten Readiness Assessment practices 


Basic Schools Skills Inventory 
CBRS teacher rating 


CFBRS teacher rating 


Chicago Early Developing Skills Checklist (DSC) 


DIAL-3 (Developmental Indicators for the Assessment of Learning ) 


DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills) 


Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA2) 


Early Childhood Observation System (ECHOS) 


Early Development Instrument (EDI) 


Easy Curriculum Based Measurement (EasyCBM) 


FAIR (Florida Assessment for Instruction in Reading) 


Georgia Inventory of Developing Skills (GKIDS) 


HSSRA (Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment) 


IRI (Idaho Reading Indicator) 


Kindergarten Observation Form (from ASR) 


Kindergarten Readiness Assessment –Literacy (KRA-L) 


Maryland Model of School Readiness (MMSR) 


PALS (Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening) 


Phonological Awareness Test (PAT) 


Qualls Early Learning Inventory (QELI) 


Ready Kindergartners Survey (Vermont) 


Revised Alaska Developmental Profile (RADP) 


Social Skills Improvement Test (SSIT) 


SSIS teacher rating 


STEPS (Screening Test for Education Prerequisite Skills) 


Story & Print Concepts 


Teaching Strategies Gold 


Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) 


Woodcock Johnson – Applied Problems 


Work Sampling System (WSS) 
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APPENDIX C: CRITERIA MATRIX
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APPENDIX D: SUMMARY REPORT FROM MEGAN MCCLELLAND, PH.D. AND 


DR. JANE SQUIRES, PH.D 
 


KRA Summary Report 


June 12, 2012 


Megan McClelland, Oregon State University 


Jane Squires, University of Oregon 


 


1. Current state of the field 


  


Each year, many young children transition from preschool to a more structured kindergarten 


environment. Moreover, for many children in Oregon, kindergarten will be their first experience in any 


organized group or educational setting. Although most children navigate this transition without 


difficulty, it can be challenging for those entering kindergarten without the skills they need to succeed. 


Although definitions vary, many educators and researchers consider school readiness to include aspects 


of social competence, self-regulation, early literacy and math skills, physical development and heath, 


and cognitive and general knowledge skills (Snow, 2006, 2011). Recent efforts from a variety of 


disciplines have focused on how to assess these skills in young children in reliable and valid ways, and 


which content areas best predict later school success (McClelland & Cameron, 2012). 


A central challenge has been the uncertainty and debate over what aspects of school readiness 


are most predictive of later success. A growing body of research has now documented that aspects of 


early achievement (early literacy and math skills) (Duncan et al., 2007), self-regulation (including 


attention, working memory, and inhibitory control) (McClelland, Acock, Piccinin, Rhea, & Stallings, 2012; 


McClelland et al., 2007), social competence (Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, & Schellinger, 2011), 


and cognitive skills (including general knowledge and fine motor skills) (Grissmer, Grimm, Aiyer, Murrah, 
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& Steele, 2010; McClelland, Acock, & Morrison, 2006) significantly predict concurrent and later 


achievement in children.  


Moreover, research supports these predictive relations after controlling for important 


demographic characteristics such as child IQ, gender, age, ethnicity, and parent education level. In 


particular, children’s early self-regulation (including the ability to pay attention, remember instructions 


and demonstrate self-control) has predicted concurrent and later achievement in children. In one recent 


study, a child with high ratings of self-regulation at age 4 had 49% higher odds of completing college by 


age 25 (McClelland et al., 2012). Other research has documented the importance of early math and 


reading skills for later achievement. In one study, early math was a stronger predictor of later reading 


and math skills than was early reading (Duncan et al., 2007). Together, this research suggests that it is 


important to assess the most predictive aspects of school readiness in reliable and valid ways that are 


also practical and easily-administered.  


The ability of parents, teachers, and policy-makers to support children’s behavior as they enter 


kindergarten has also been stymied because few appropriate, ecologically valid, and predictive 


measures of school readiness exist for children transitioning to school (Blair, Zelazo, & Greenberg, 2005; 


Smith-Donald, Raver, Hayes, & Richardson, 2007).  Examples of measures include teacher or parent 


reports of behavior and individual assessments; many have been designed for the laboratory or clinical 


populations, or exist within longer batteries that are impractical to incorporate in school-based research 


(Fahie & Symons, 2003; Pickering & Gathercole, 2004). Further, few assessments have been developed 


with multiple language populations (i.e., English- and Spanish-speaking children). Assessments that are 


commercially available often lack strong psychometric properties including evidence of predictive 


validity to later outcomes. 


 There have, however, been a number of recent advances in measuring school readiness. For 


example, teacher and parent ratings and a direct measure of self-regulation have been found to 
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significantly predict achievement gains in children in early elementary school (McClelland et al., 2006; 


McClelland et al., 2007) and into adulthood (Moffitt et al., 2011). Research continues in other domains 


including early reading and math skills (EasyCBM)(Lai et al., 2010).  It is clear that measuring school 


readiness is a topic of considerable attention and it is likely that additional measurement advances will 


occur over the next few years.  Thus, existing measurements may be supplemented or replaced by 


better measures in the near future. 


 The importance of school readiness is underscored by research finding that children 


from disadvantaged ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds are at particularly high risk for 


entering school behind their peers, due in part to the stresses of having low family income and 


low parent education levels (Connell & Prinz, 2002; Dearing, Berry, & Zaslow, 2006; Evans & 


Rosenbaum, 2008; Howse, Lange, Farran, & Boyles, 2003). For example, one study found that 


children who were low-income English-language learners entered prekindergarten significantly 


behind their peers on self-regulation and academic achievement and were not able to catch up 


to their peers on either factor by the end of kindergarten (Wanless, McClelland, Tominey, & 


Acock, 2011) or elementary school (Han, 2012). Thus, supporting these skills in children at-risk 


is of particular importance. 


2. Importance of using instruments for their intended purpose. 


 


 Early childhood assessment instruments are developed for a specific purpose—to  answer 


questions about certain aspects of children’s  development or skills (McLean, Wolery, & Bailey, 2004).  


For example, screening instruments are brief, economical measures meant to be given to large 


populations of children to ascertain whether skills are on target or if a more in depth evaluation is 


needed. (Squires & Bricker, 2007).  Screening instruments should not be used for purposes other than 


this dichotomous sorting into two categories: child is in need of further evaluation, child appears to be 
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typically developing and does not need further evaluation(Squires, Bricker, Twombly, & Potter, 2009).  


Along these lines, intelligence tests are not usually helpful for determining appropriate classroom 


activities or curriculum; diagnostic math tests do not help monitor child progress on a math curriculum. 


Kindergarten readiness assessments are often developed with broader purposes in mind, but in 


general are administered to kindergarten children entering the school system for the first time to 


ascertain whether they are ready to learn.  That is, readiness assessments measure how likely children 


are to succeed and whether they will need some form of extra support to perform alongside their peers 


(National Research Council & National Academies, 2008).  Like screening instruments, they should be 


brief, psychometrically sound, easy to administer, and provide useful information for teachers (National 


Research Council & National Academies, 2008). Contrary to screening instruments, they should give 


teachers in-depth, practical information on abilities that children need for classroom learning.   For 


example, the readiness tests DIBELS is focused on early literacy and provides information on skills critical 


for reading; the Child Behavior Rating Scale (CBRS) is focused on behavioral self-regulatory skills such as 


following directions and completing tasks. Other assessments were developed with multiple purposes so 


that they can provide information for both readiness at the beginning of the school year and on-going 


evaluation such as progress towards curriculum goals. For example, portfolio sampling tests (e.g., 


Teaching Strategies Gold, Work Sampling System) were developed to be used for evaluation of 


children’s skills, monitoring their progress towards goals, and achievement towards district standards.  


These often present more challenges in administration due to more intensive administration 


requirements such as data collection over several weeks and the multiplicity of interpreting results.   


3. What is important? (i.e., predictability) 


 Oregon is searching for a kindergarten readiness assessment that will 1) identify the 


kindergarten population as “ready to learn,” 2) measure whether readiness improves or declines over 


time, and 3) identify areas or domains of readiness that Oregon must target.  Psychometric integrity 
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including validity and reliability forms the basic structure for determining important components to 


consider.  Tests must measure what they purport to measure and do it in a consistent manner, 


regardless of children’s characteristics such as ethnicity, locale, family income, or gender.  


Predictive validity is also important because a central aim of school readiness assessments is to 


assess skills at kindergarten entry that significantly predict third grade reading and math skills. As noted 


above, a number of the content areas of school readiness have been shown to predict later academic 


achievement. In particular, early reading and math and self-regulation are strong predictors of later 


reading and math skills (Duncan et al., 2007; McClelland et al., 2006). Thus, it is critical that any 


kindergarten readiness assessment demonstrate predictive validity to later reading and math 


achievement. 


4.  Recommendations 


After a detailed review of available kindergarten readiness assessments, it is our 


recommendation that Oregon pilot a composite assessment that measures what we believe are critical 


kindergarten readiness skills—early reading, early math, self-regulation, social competence, and 


cognitive development.  Due to the flux in the school readiness arena, we feel that investing in a 


published assessment package at the current time is unwise.  By choosing separate, well-established 


measures that best tap these readiness skills and are easy to administer, we believe that the purposes of 


the kindergarten readiness assessment will be fulfilled and that teachers will be more likely to complete 


the measures in a reliable manner.  In addition, we believe that the information gathered from these 


measures will provide teachers, administrators, and parents with critical information that will improve 


the outcomes of young children in kindergarten and beyond. 
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 APPENDIX E:  SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INPUT 
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APPENDIX F:  COMPREHENSIVE LIST OF FOCUS GROUP AND COMMUNITY 


WORKSHOP COMMENTS  
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APPENDIX G:  SUMMARY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SURVEY 
 


The tool(s) that is used by your district include: Question 5 Question 8 


 
KRA  K Periodic 


Answer Options Percent Count Percent Count 


A locally developed tool for our specific needs 71.2% 47 57.1% 48 


Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) 1.5% 1 1.2% 1 


Basic School Skills Inventory 15.2% 10 8.3% 7 


Developing Skills Checklist 10.6% 7 9.5% 8 
Developmental Observation Checklist 
System 4.5% 3 2.4% 2 


Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) 10.6% 7 9.5% 8 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS) 39.4% 26 51.2% 43 
Early Screening Inventory – Kindergarten 
(ESI-K) 6.1% 4 0.0% 0 


easyCBM 37.9% 25 45.2% 38 
Kindergarten Readiness Assessment – 
Literacy (KRA-L) 1.5% 1 0.0% 0 
Language and Emerging Literacy 
Assessment 3.0% 2 2.4% 2 
Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening 
(PALS) 3.0% 2 2.4% 2 


Story and Print Concepts 12.1% 8 7.1% 6 


Teacher-Child Rating Scale (TCRS) 1.5% 1 0.0% 0 


Work Sampling System 16.7% 11 25.0% 21 
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APPENDIX H:  SAMPLES OF INSTRUMENTS FOR COMPOSITE APPROACH 
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easyCBM Kindergarten Literacy 
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easyCBM Kindergarten Literacy 
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easyCBM Kindergarten Literacy 
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easyCBM Kindergarten Literacy 
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easyCBM Kindergarten Math   (sample of Numbers and Operations)  
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APPENDIX I: COMPOSITE APPROACH COST ESTIMATE 
 


 


  


Estmates are based on a population of x kindergartners statewide: 45,000                         


Administration Time 20 minutes per student per year


State State


Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost Notes


Travel


Local Travel 20,000                         0.55                         11,000                      Training will be accomplished with a Trainer-of-Trainers model; local travel for master trainers.


Lodging 20                                  110                           2,200                        Master trainers


Per Diem 30                                  47                             1,410                        Master trainers


Trainers FTE


Trainers (Assumption: Trainer of Trainers, use existing trained staff) 0.2 112,000                  22,400                      .2 FTE: Approximately 440 hours, Ed Spec 2 (Salary $80k, fringe 40%)


ODE Staff Costs FTE


Data Owner 0.2 112,000                  22,400                      .2 FTE: Approximately 440 hours, Ed Spec 2 (Salary $80k, fringe 40%)


ODE System Development Development Cost Extended Dev CostOngoing costs are 20% of initial development costs.


Data Collection Tool 10,000                         10,000                      $2,000 ongoing


Data Staging and Editing Tool 5,000                            5,000                        $1,000 ongoing


Reports 40,000                         40,000                      $8,000 ongoing


Support 12,500                         12,500                      $12,500 ongoing (Help Desk support)


Online Training Web-based training for end users: test administration and data entry


District SIS Development Cost


Adapt district SISs to include data ? ODE is not certain that districts would elect to alter their SISs


Regional Warehouses Development Cost


Adapt systems to include KRA data and include in dashboards 70,000 $10k per region, 7 regions







37 
 


APPENDIX J:  SAMPLE OF WaKIDS GOLD ASSESSMENT 
 


GOLD Objectives and Dimensions (WaKIDS) 


Social–Emotional 


1. Regulates own emotions and behaviors 


 b. Follows limits and expectations 


 c. Takes care of own needs appropriately 


2. Establishes and sustains positive relationships  


 c. Interacts with peers  


 d. Makes friends 


Physical 


4. Demonstrates traveling skills 


5. Demonstrates balancing skills 


6. Demonstrates gross-motor manipulative skills 


7. Demonstrates fine-motor strength and coordination 


 a. Uses fingers and hands 


 b. Uses writing and drawing tools 


Language 


9. Uses language to express thoughts and needs 


 a. Uses an expanding expressive vocabulary  


 b. Speaks clearly 


 c. Uses conventional grammar 


 d. Tells about another time or place 


10.  Uses appropriate conversational and other communication skills 


 a. Engages in conversations 


 b. Uses social rules of language 


Cognitive 


11. Demonstrates positive approaches to learning 


 c. Solves problems  


 d. Shows curiosity and motivation 


 e. Shows flexibility and inventiveness in thinking 


12. Remembers and connects experiences 


 a. Recognizes and recalls 


13. Uses classification skills 
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Literacy 


15. Demonstrates phonological awareness 


 a. Notices and discriminates rhyme 


 b. Notices and discriminates alliteration 


 c. Notices and discriminates smaller and smaller units of sound 


16. Demonstrates knowledge of the alphabet 


 a. Identifies and names letters 


 b. Uses letter–sound knowledge 


17. Demonstrates knowledge of print and its uses 


 b. Uses print concepts 


18. Comprehends and responds to books and  


other texts 


 a. Interacts during read-alouds and book conversations 


 b. Uses emergent reading skills 


 c. Retells stories 


19. Demonstrates emergent writing skills 


 a. Writes name 


 b. Writes to convey meaning 


Mathematics 


20. Uses number concepts and operations 


 a. Counts 


 b. Quantifies 


 c. Connects numerals with their quantities 


22. Compares and measures 


23. Demonstrates knowledge of patterns 


 


 


 


 


Note:  These 19 objectives are a subset of the Teaching Strategies GOLD (TSG) objectives.  The number 


associated with the objective corresponds with the TSG objective; some numbers and letters are 


missing, when the associated TSG objective or dimension is not part of WaKIDS. 
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APPENDIX K:  PORTFOLIO APPROACH COST ESTIMATE 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Estmates are based on a population of x kindergartners statewide: 45,000                         


Administration Time 6 hours per student per year (includes entering portfolio information)


State State


Data System Cost Quantity Unit Cost Extended Cost Subtotal HighNotes


GOLD Data Hosting ($11.95 per student) 45,000                         11.95                       537,750                   


Travel


Local Travel 20,000                         0.55                         11,000                      Training will be accomplished with a Trainer-of-Trainers model; local travel for master trainers.


Lodging 20                                  110                           2,200                        Master trainers


Per Diem 30                                  47                             1,410                        Master trainers


Trainers FTE


Trainers (Assumption: Trainer of Trainers, use existing trained staff) 0.2 112,000                  22400 .2 FTE: Approximately 440 hours, Ed Spec 2 (Salary $80k, fringe 40%)


ODE Staff Costs FTE


Data Owner 0.2 112,000                  22400 .2 FTE: Approximately 440 hours, Ed Spec 2 (Salary $80k, fringe 40%)


ODE System Development Development Cost Extended Dev Cost Ongoing costs are 20% of initial development costs.


Data Staging and Editing Tool 5,000                            5,000                        $1,000 ongoing


Reports 40,000                         40,000                      $8,000 ongoing


Support 12,500                         12,500                      $12,500 ongoing (Help Desk support)


District SIS Development Cost ODE is not certain that districts would elect to alter their SISs


Adapt district SISs to include data ?


Regional Warehouses Development Cost $10k per region, 7 regions


Adapt systems to include KRA data and include in dashboards 70,000


NOTE: Observational narrative data from GOLD would NOT be integrated into ODE systems.
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APPENDIX L:  LETTER TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS ON PILOT SELECTION 


PROCESS 
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APPENDIX M:  LETTER TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS ON SCHOOLS SELECTED 


FOR THE PILOT 


 


 








Graduation Completion 3rd Reading


Beaverton x x x


Bend-LaPine x x x


Bethel x x


Canby


Centennial x x x


Central   x x x


Central Point


Coos Bay x


Corvallis x x x


Crook County x


Dallas x


David Douglas x x


Douglas (Roseburg)


Eagle Point x x


Eugene x x x


Forest Grove x x x


Grants Pass x x x


Greater Albany


Gresham-Barlow x


Hermiston x x


Hillsboro x x x


Hood River x


Klamath County x


Klamath Falls City x


Lake Oswego


Lebanon x


Lincoln County x x x


McMinnville x x x


Medford x x x


N. Bend x x x


N. Clackamas x x x


N. Wasco County x x


Newberg x x x


Oregon City


Oregon Trail x x


Parkrose


Pendleton x x


Portland x x x


Redmond x x x


Reynolds x


Salem-Keizer x x x


Scio x


Sherwood x x


Silver Falls x x x


Springfield x x x


St. Helens x


2012 Achievement Compact Preliminary Analysis - 50 Largest Districts
Districts Proposing Realistic Improvement  







Three Rivers x x x


Tigard-Tualitin x x x


West Linn-Wilsonville x x x


Woodburn x x







3rd Math


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


x


2012 Achievement Compact Preliminary Analysis - 50 Largest Districts
Districts Proposing Realistic Improvement  







x


x


x







Graduation Completion 3rd Reading 3rd Math Graduation


Crook County Bethel Crook County Canby Central Point


Dallas N. Wasco Co. Silver Falls Crook County Greater Albany


Hood River Oregon Trail David Douglas Gresham-Barlow


Lebanon Scio Gresham-Barlow Lake Oswego


Pendleton Klamath Falls City Oregon City


Roseburg Parkrose Parkrose


Roseburg


Scio


Silver Falls


2012 Achievement Compact Submissions from Oregon's 50 Largest Districts


Proposed Declining Performance Proposed No Change in Performance







Completion 3rd Reading 3rd Math


Central Point Grants Pass Greater Albany


Greater Albany Lake Oswego Lake Oswego


Hermiston Oregon City


Lake Oswego


Oregon City


Parkrose


Roseburg


2012 Achievement Compact Submissions from Oregon's 50 Largest Districts


Proposed No Change in Performance








Agenda Item # 10 b 


 


August 2, 2012 


 


To: Members, Oregon Education Investment Board 


 


From: Seth Allen, Board Administrator / Rules Coordinator 


 


Re: Permanent Rulemaking Update 


 


 


The Administrative Rulemaking process for updating and making permanent the temporary 


rules, adopted by the Oregon Education Investment Board on July 10, 2012, is underway.  


Below are the remaining tasks to be fulfilled. 


 


 August 21, 2012 – OEIB Rules Public Hearing 


 August 23, 2012 – Email OEIB Rules Advisory Committee newest draft for feedback 


 Late August / Early September – OEIB Rules Technical Advisory Committee meeting 


 August 31, 2012 - Close of public comment period 


 September 11, 2012 – Adoption of permanent rules by the OEIB at board meeting 


 


On the reverse of this page, please see the addition of text to Temporary Rule 705-010-0070 (3) 


the OEIB adopted unanimously at the July 10 board meeting. 
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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. It is recommended 


that these committees also include parents. 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) 


 








OEIB Meeting, August 7, 2012, Agenda Item #5 


 


Note: This document was prepared by the staff of the Special Committee on University 


Governance and is provided as background for review and discussion by the Oregon Education 


Investment Board. 


 


Framework for a Legislative Proposal on Institutional Boards 


July 16, 2012 


 


The Co-Chairs feel that a path is available for universities to have their own boards in a way that 


will be beneficial to them, their students, and the state as a whole.  We have seen a high degree 


of overlap in the concerns and interests expressed to us by stakeholders, and we are seeking to 


incorporate them to the greatest extent possible.  Here are some of our specific observations, 


including principles that should be included in the legislative proposal, followed by details of the 


proposal. 


 


 A board can provide greater transparency and public accountability for a university. 


 There is a benefit to having boards closer to and more closely focused on individual 


universities. 


 The jury is still out on whether or not having a local board will really lead to greater 


philanthropy. 


 There are economy-of-scale benefits to having a coordinated system, particularly for the 


smaller universities. 


 Not all shared services need to be devolved to a new board right away.  Institutions may 


not be ready, or the impact on the other universities would be harmful.  Additional 


services may be devolved over time through a negotiations process, and some services 


may continue to be shared among the universities. 


 Institutional boards must be public, similar to the State Board of Higher Education in 


composition, constitution, and transparency. 


 Legislation must make clear that institutional boards have a dual fiduciary responsibility: 


to the institution and to the state of Oregon as a whole. 


 Ownership of all university property, whether acquired before or after the creation of a 


board, through state funding, revenue bonds, or philanthropy, resides with the people of 


Oregon.   


 Local boards should not be allowed to lead to lesser access and affordability for Oregon 


residents. 


 Any new costs engendered by the creation of an institutional board should not be borne 


by students. 


 Local boards should not be allowed to have a negative impact on the institutions that do 


not have local boards. 


 We must create accountability mechanisms that create consequences for boards that 


violate the above principles. 


 


Authorization to Form a Board 
This is still an open question.  We see two options: 







(1) Legislation will name UofO and PSU.  Subsequent universities that want to form a board will 


seek authorization from the SBHE or other statewide governing entity, which will determine 


whether or not the university has the capacity and capability to be governed by an independent 


board. 


(2) If the legislation doesn’t specifically name UO and/or PSU, then we must agree upon who the 


deciding entity will be and what the criteria for “readiness” are.   


 


 


Board Composition 


 2 Students, one undergraduate, one graduate (if appropriate) nominated by the relevant 


student organization(s) and appointed by the Governor.  


 2 faculty, one nominated by nominated by the faculty senate and one by the faculty union 


if there is one, and appointed by the Governor.  


 1 non-faculty staff member, nominated by the statewide staff organization and appointed 


by the Governor.  


 1 from the SBHE. 


 7 appointed at large by the Governor. These will (normally) be Oregon residents.  One 


will be nominated the Foundation Board.   


[Current SBHE:  2 students, 2 faculty, 1 CC President, seven at-large.] 


 


Appointment Process 


 The Governor appoints all 13 board members with Senate confirmation.   


 At-large members will be for staggered 4-year terms.  Members nominated by the 


university community and the SBHE member will be for 2-year terms. 


 The Governor retains the ability to remove members who are not performing their 


fiduciary responsibilities. 


 The members will elect a chair and a vice-chair. 


 


Hiring, Evaluation, and Termination of the University President: 


 Hiring and termination will be the responsibility of the institutional board, in consultation 


with the SBHE or other statewide governing entity, and the Governor or his/her agent 


(e.g., the Chief Education Officer).   


 Hiring committees will include at least one other university president, member of the 


SBHE, and/or the Chancellor.  Representatives of the university community will serve on 


the hiring committee. 


 Evaluation will be the responsibility of the institutional board, with input from the other 


university presidents and the SBHE or other statewide governing entity. 


 


Tuition Setting: 


 The Legislature continues to reserve the right to create budget notes clarifying its 


expectations of the university or universities with respect to upper limits on tuition 


increases.  


 The board will have responsibility for and discretion over the setting the level of tuition 


and fees for in-state and out-of-state students within the following limits:  in-state tuition 


and fees may not be increased by more than 5% without the approval of the SBHE (or the 







OEIB with advice from the HECC), except when the Legislature creates a budget note 


calling for a lower increase.   


 The board will always attempt to align tuition increases to Oregon CPI, except when 


reductions in the state allocation require an increase above that amount.   


 The institutional board will have discretion over the setting of nonresident and graduate 


tuition and fees. 


 


New Course/Program Approval, and Location: 


 Individual universities or consortia may develop new courses and programs. 


 The SBHE and HECC must approve all new courses and programs. 


 The HECC will insure that the curricula of all the universities and community colleges 


will be articulated and will have common course numbering whenever possible. 


 The siting of new programs must be approved by the HECC.   


 


Employee Relations: 


 The institutional board will have responsibility for the hiring and termination of all 


employees other than the president (see above).   


 The institutional board will enter into collective bargaining agreements regarding salary, 


benefits, and working conditions with its employees represented by university-based 


bargaining units.   


 For its employees represented by statewide units, the institutional board will participate 


in collective bargaining in partnership with the SBHE and other institutional board(s).  


 The institutional board will develop employment policies (including salary, benefits, and 


working conditions) for its unrepresented employees. 


 Treatment of employee benefits according to SB 242 and other relevant state statute. 


 


State Budget Allocations: 


 Individual universities will not make direct requests for FTE funding or capital 


construction general obligation funding of the Legislature.  All requests will come 


through the SBHE, HECC, and OEIB. 


 


Bonding Authority: 


 Universities with institutional boards will have the authority to issue revenue bonds. 


 Their debt/revenue ratio cannot exceed 6% without legislative approval. 


 All revenue bond sales must be approved and overseen by the Treasurer’s office.  


 General obligation bonds will remain under the authority of the Legislature with 


recommendations from the SBHE or other statewide authority. 


 


Control of Real and Intangible Property: 


 The SBHE or other statewide governing board will retain ownership on behalf of the 


people of Oregon of all real property acquired or constructed prior to the creation of 


institutional boards and of property acquired and constructed with funding from general 


obligation bonds.  


 The institutional board will have ownership on behalf of the people of Oregon of real and 


personal property acquired by way of gift or arising out of revenue bonds issued 







subsequent to the creation of the board, with authority to take, hold and dispose of 


mortgages on this property. 


LC will research current status of ownership and property rights for OUS and OHSU.  Our 


intent is to no greater authority for the institutional board than is currently held by the SBHE 


under SB242. 


 Ownership of intangible property (e.g., patents and copyrights) will be stipulated in 


written agreements between employees and the institutional board or consortia of boards, 


including with the SBHE if the partner university does not have an institutional board. 


 


Timetable for Board Creation: 


 A board authorized by this legislation should convene no later than February 1, 2014 to 


plan for the 2015/2017 biennium and begin the transition to its new authority.  It will be 


responsible for development and approval (by June 30, 2015) of the 2015-16 operational 


budget. 
 


Board Meetings: 


 The institutional board will meet at prescribed times, at least quarterly. 


 The board will abide by Oregon open meeting laws and other transparency mechanisms 


followed by the SBHE. 


 The board will be bound by state ethics laws, including those that bar conflicts of interest 


by board members. 


 


Policies and Procedures: 


 The institutional board will be responsible for affirming existing university policies, 


procedures, and rules, and approving new policies, procedures, and rules. 


 The institutional board will adhere to existing principles and practices of shared 


governance and academic freedom. 


 


Achievement Compacts: 


 Achievement compacts with the OEIB will be as delineated in SB 1581 (2012), i.e., both 


individual institutional compacts and a compact between OUS and the OEIB. 


 For universities with institutional boards, the institutional compact will be between the 


board and the OEIB.  For universities without boards, the institutional compact will be 


between the president and the OEIB. 


 Maintaining access for Oregon students in pursuit of the 40/40/20 goal will be codified in 


institutional and system achievement compacts with the OEIB, based on 


recommendations from the HECC. 


 


 


Still being worked on: 


Costs/Savings due to institutional boards (to institution, to system) LFO is working on coming 


up with an objective assessment. 


Shared Services (Legal, Risk Management, Internal/External Auditing, System Financial Aid, 


 The Student Building Fund, Payroll, Purchasing, Institutional Research) 


Eminent Domain 


Admissions Requirements at individual universities set by system? 







Should we have a sunset date or probationary period for new institutional boards? 
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Context and Limitations 


 


• We – the Employment Department’s Research Division 


– are not the experts on education statistics or 


education policy. 


• We do, however, have considerable expertise in the 


area of employment and workforce trends. 


 


• We are not here to argue “for or against” 40-40-20 or 


any other policy initiative. 


• We are here to provide information about Oregon’s 


jobs, and the associated education requirements. 







Background 


 


• A presentation similar to this was first developed in 


2007, when 40-40-20 was first significantly discussed. 


• At that time, the Employment Department participated 


in numerous discussions with policy-makers regarding 


the 40-40-20 concept and its relationship with actual 


and projected employment levels. 


• A special report, Working in Oregon: Now and In the 


Future was jointly authored by Employment 


Department staff and key 40-40-20 advocates. 


• This new presentation incorporates new employment 


and projections data. 







The Oregon Employment Department develops ten-


year projections of industry and occupational 


employment, every two years. 


• Industry Projections 


• Develop current year employment levels based on employer 


tax data and added statistical analysis. 


• Develop projected year employment levels based on industry 


trends, economic conditions, population trends, other factors. 


• Occupational Projections 


• Survey employers to determine “staffing patterns”. 


• Apply staffing patterns to known and projected industry 


employment data. 


• Determine replacement openings (includes retirements)  


using national replacement rates. 


 







Important context for the projections …  


• Projections are not goal- or policy-driven. 


• Projections are not “aspirational”. 


• They reflect where we’ll likely be; not where we’d like to be. 


• Projections do not reflect a precise point estimate; they reflect long-term 


trends. 


• Projections do not include the self-employed (but they do represent 


more than 90% of all jobs in Oregon). 


• The 10-month development process starts early in odd-numbered years. 


• Key purpose/audience: career information and guidance, 


education/training planning, policymakers, economic development, 


businesses, grant writers, others. 


 







Brief Summary of the 2010-2020 Projections 


• We expect 18% growth in employment 


• Roughly 300,000 job openings due to growth 


• Faster than in many recent 10-year periods 


• Growth from the bottom of a recession looks 


faster 


 


 Continuation of job growth in health care related to 


growing and aging population 


 Assumption that we will “bounce back” from the 


recession… eventually 


 


 


 







We anticipate long-term job growth… 
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… and all industries are expected to add jobs 


Percent


Broad Industry 2010 2020 Change Change


Total payroll employment 1,646,100 1,944,100 298,000 18%


Private 1,347,200 1,622,800 275,600 20%


Educational and health services* 228,600 296,100 67,500 30%


Construction 67,600 86,100 18,500 27%


Professional and business services 182,300 231,400 49,100 27%


Leisure and hospitality 162,300 193,900 31,600 19%


Trade, transportation, and utilities 309,300 359,400 50,100 16%


Other services 57,200 66,400 9,200 16%


Natural resources and mining 50,900 58,900 8,000 16%


Manufacturing 164,200 189,100 24,900 15%


Information 32,200 36,800 4,600 14%


Financial activities 92,600 104,700 12,100 13%


Government 298,900 321,300 22,400 7%


State and local education 132,300 145,900 13,600 10%


* Four-fifths of this industry is health care


Statewide: Industry Employment Forecast, 2010-2020







Note, though, that some industries –  


e.g. construction, manufacturing -- won’t regain 


their pre-recession employment by 2020… 
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Career and education planning is about more 


than just growth openings. 


• More than 428,000 openings during the decade to 
replace current workers as they … 


• change occupations early in their careers 


• retire – baby boomers are nearing retirement 


 


• Add to this the nearly 300,000 openings due to 
economic growth, and we expect … 


• about 728,000 occupational openings* 


 


*This doesn’t include job openings due to people 
changing jobs but not their occupations. 







Three out of five job openings are expected 


due to replacement needs. 
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Oregon Projected Occupational Openings 2010 - 2020


Growth Openings


Replacement Openings


Think about 


the wage 


levels and 


educational 


requirements 


for some of 


these 


occupational 


groups. 







What is 40-40-20? 


• The 40-40-20 concept first gained attention as part of a six-paper 


report titled Raising the Bar for PreK-20 Education in Oregon. 
 


• It was particularly emphasized in the second of the papers, titled 


The Competitive Imperative, authored by Joe Cortright, of Impresa 


Consulting. 
 


• “To prepare for evolving economic challenges, no adult should 


fail to complete high school. Twenty percent should have at least 


reached the level of a high school diploma. Another 40 percent 


should have completed an associate’s degree or some amount 


of college. Twenty percent should have gone as far as a four-


year degree, and an additional 20 percent should have 


completed a graduate degree.” 







What is 40-40-20? 


    As suggested in the previous quote, Mr. Cortright initially 


advocated a 20-20-40-20-0 model. 


Advanced degree
20%


Bachelor's degree
20%


Associate or some 
college


40%


High school 
diploma


20%


NO Oregonians have less than a high school diploma.







What is 40-40-20? 


 The simplified “40-40-20” characterization has been 


widely used by legislators, policy-makers, and 


workforce planners in Oregon (and is now in state 


statute, ORS 351.009), defined roughly as follows: 


• 40% of Oregonians would have a Bachelor’s degree 


or some type of post-graduate degree.  


• 40% of Oregonians would have an Associate degree 


or some post-secondary training* 


• 20% of Oregonians would have at least a high school 


diploma or equivalent. 


 
* Some recent conversations suggest this post-secondary training should  


have resulted in a “credential”. Our data do not currently reflect this more 


restrictive definition. 







Oregon’s 2010 associate degree educational attainment 


ranking is in the middle of the 50 states and D.C.  Other 


Oregon postsecondary rankings are higher. 


Highest / Lowest 


States 
 


Some college: 


Alaska (30%) 


D.C. (14%) 
 


Associate: 


North Dakota (12%) 


D.C. (3%) 
 


Bachelor’s or higher: 


D.C. (50%) 


West Virginia (18%) 
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The blue rectangle shows the range of educational attainment 
values for the population ages 25 and over in all 50 states and 
the District of Columbia. 


Oregon's place among the 51 observations is noted in green.


4th highest for some college 
completed but no degree


24th highest in associate 
degree attainment


19th highest for bachelor's or 
advanced degree







What are the minimum educational requirements 


for Oregon’s jobs … now and in the future?  


Minimum educational 


requirements:  


You probably won’t get 


an interview if you 


don’t have  at least this 


level of education. 


Most relevant during 


times of labor shortage, 


when employers are 


desperate for workers. 


See the following slide for discussion …  
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Minimum Educational Requirements of Oregon Jobs


Bachelor's Degree or more
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20-10-70 for all jobs 


• The minimum standard for two-thirds of jobs in Oregon during 2010 
was a high school diploma or no education at all.  These jobs had no 
requirement for any type of postsecondary training. And a slightly 
larger share of Oregon’s projected new jobs will come with this low 
educational requirement. 


• Make no mistake: high-skilled jobs are being created. But in the 
overall economy, they’re swamped by the huge number of lower-
skilled jobs. 


 


40-20-40 for high-wage jobs 


• The picture is dramatically different if one looks only at high-wage 
jobs – those paying above Oregon’s median wage ($35,235 in 2011). 


• (But should we train everyone to meet the needs of half the jobs?) 


 


Minimum Educational Requirements  


of Oregon’s Jobs 







What are the competitive educational requirements 


for Oregon’s jobs … now and in the future?  


Competitive educational 


requirements:  


What an employer would 


really like, if they had the 


choice.  


Most relevant during 


times of labor surplus and 


in workforce planning. 


See the following slide for discussion …  
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30-30-40 for all jobs 


• The desire for a Bachelor’s degree or more increased slightly; the 


desire for a postsecondary education up to an Associate degree 


nearly tripled (compared with minimum requirements). 


 


55-35-10 for high-wage jobs 


• Now we’ve moved beyond 40-40-20! Ninety percent of businesses’ 


ideal candidates for high-wage jobs (above the median) have some 


postsecondary education. 


• (But should we train everyone to meet the needs of half the jobs?) 


 


                                                    


 


Competitive Educational Requirements  


of Oregon’s Jobs 







There seems to be a decent match between Oregonians’ education 


levels and the likely jobs of tomorrow, at the competitive level. 


See the following slide for discussion …  
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Focusing primarily on the competitive education requirements 
(who wants to train for the minimum needs?) … 


• Oregon’s current population appears to have broadly sufficient 
levels of education for the jobs projected in 2020. 


 


• Competitive education requirements suggest roughly a 30-30-40 
“need” 


 


• Oregon’s population currently stands at roughly 30-35-35 for those 
ages 25 and over (where the last 35 includes high school 
graduates and high school dropouts) 


 


But … some cautions, concerns, and limitations are coming … 
turn to the next slide. 


Comparing Oregon’s future jobs with Oregonians’ 


educational attainment. 







Even if our projections provide a perfect representation of 


Oregon’s expected workforce needs …  


• Simply having about the right number of bachelor’s degrees 


(for example) does not imply that we have the right number 


of people with the right bachelor’s degrees. 
 


• We know that some businesses struggle to find workers 


with the right technical and workplace skills to meet their 


needs, even in tough economic times. 
 


• We know that in normal economic times, businesses are 


struggling to find workers with the right “soft skills” to meet 


their needs. 


 


 


Cautions and Concerns from the  


Employment Department 







• “Employers have to function with the kind of employees they have 


available to them in the workforce.” 
 


• “In the long run, employers have considerable discretion as to how 


to organize work ... (They) can choose more low-skilled workers 


with less discretion and more supervision and limited autonomy, or 


higher-skilled workers with less supervision and more discretion and 


autonomy. The latter model is generally associated with higher pay 


and, critically, higher levels of quality and innovation.” 
 


• “… in a world of global competition, a minimally adequate level of 


skills to perform a task no longer provides a defensible competitive 


advantage for an Oregon worker (or the business that employs 


her).” 


 


 


And don’t forget, 40-40-20 is more about 


aspirational goals for our state’s future than it is 


about our current trends. 







If we train Oregonians to 40-40-20 …  


… will we have a serious problem with underemployment? 


… will many people have invested large sums in their education, 
only to find low- or medium-wage jobs as their only options? 


… will we have trained many workers who then leave Oregon for 
better job opportunities elsewhere? 


 


If we don’t train Oregonians to 40-40-20 …  


… will we be doomed to a low-skill, low-wage future? 


… will we lose our ability to attract growing, creative, and 
competitive companies? 


 


 


Policy Discussions and Perspectives 







• 40-40-20 is not about the needs of the currently expected 


Oregon economy; it’s about aspiring to have a future 


economy that’s higher-skilled and better-paid than the one 


we’re perhaps currently heading towards. 


• “If we equip Oregonians with the skills they need to 


compete, they and Oregon businesses will be more 


productive, more innovative, and more entrepreneurial.” 


• This presentation … by nature … focuses on the work- and 


workforce-related implications of education. There are of 


course other broader values of education also – a more 


informed electorate, a better-functioning democratic  


system, greater civic contributions and values. 


 


Policy Discussions and Perspectives 







Please contact me if you have any comments or 


questions about this presentation.  


 


 


 


 


 
Get the latest Workforce and Economic Research information at 


www.QualityInfo.org or www.OregonEmployment.Blogspot.com  


 


Graham Slater, Administrator 


Workforce and Economic Research 


Oregon Employment Department 


Graham.J.Slater@state.or.us  


(503) 947-1212 



http://www.qualityinfo.org/

http://www.oregonemployment.blogspot.com/

mailto:Graham.J.Slater@state.or.us






OEIB Meeting, August 7, 2012, Agenda Item #3 


 
Recommendation: Update and add ex officio advisors to the Oregon Education Investment Board, 
replacing the Superintendent of Public Instruction with the Deputy Superintendent of Public 
Instruction and adding the Early Learning System Director, the Executive Director of the Youth 
Development Council and the Executive Director of the Teacher Standards and Practices 
Commission. 
 


OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD POLICIES & PROCEDURES 
Policy #2, Adopted: November 2011 


 
MEMBERSHIP 
A. Number & Terms of Office 
The Oregon Education Investment Board consists of 13 members as follows: 


 The Governor, or the designee of the Governor 


 Twelve members appointed by the Governor, subject to confirmation by the Senate 


in the manner provided in ORS 171.562 and 171.565 (Chapter 519, Oregon Laws 


2011). 


The term of office for each member shall be for no more than four years (Article 15, section 


2, Oregon Constitution).1 A person appointed under this paragraph may not be appointed to 


serve consecutively more than two full terms as a board member.2 


Members serve at the Governor’s pleasure and may be removed at any time.  


 


B. Eligibility for Board Membership 
In making appointments to the Oregon Education Investment Board, the Governor selects 


at least one member from each congressional district. The Governor shall solicit 


recommendations from the Speaker of the House of Representatives for at least two 


members and from the President of the Senate for at least two members (Chapter 519, 


Oregon Laws 2011). A member who completes another’s term is still eligible to serve two 


additional four-year terms; a member whose final term has expired may remain on the 


board until replaced.3 


 


C. Vacancies 
The Governor fills vacancies by appointment; those nominations must be confirmed by the 


Senate (Chapter 519, Oregon Laws 2011). Appointments made to fill vacancies occurring 


prior to the expiration of a term are for the remainder of the unexpired term. When a 


vacancy occurs in an appointment made from a congressional district, the successor shall be 


appointed from the congressional district for which the vacancy exists. 


 


D. Other Participants 
The Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Commissioner of Community Colleges, 


the Chancellor of the Oregon University System, and the Executive Director of the Oregon 


Student Assistance Commission, the Early Learning System Director, the Executive Director 


of the Youth Development Council and the Executive Director of the Teacher Standards and 


Practices Commission shall be invited to attend all meetings of the Board and to  advise the 


board regarding matters within their scope of expertise.  


                                            
1
 SB 909 does not include terms of office: length of term, starting terms 


2
 This language reflects current restrictions on board members serving on the State Board of Education (ORS 


326.021) and State Board of Higher Education (ORS 351.040).  
3
 Advice from the Office of the Governor, 2005.  
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Guiding Principles 


Organization Objectives 


Overview of strategic and operational planning 


OEIB Adopted Outcomes and Indicators 


Vision 


Organization Initiatives  
(for each objective) 


Agency and Department Objectives 


Agency and Department Activities 


Understanding of Resources Required 


Budget 


Governor and OEIB 


OEIB 


Chief Education Officer 


Agency and  
Department Heads 


M
e
tric
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Boxes above dotted line will be discussed today 
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The Governor set forth a vision leading to the OEIB- 
adopted outcomes and indicators that drive state 
education strategies  


Ready 
for 


school 


Ready to 
apply math 
and reading 


skills 


On track 
to earn a 
diploma 


Ready for 
college and 


career 
training 


Ready to 
contribute in 
career and 
community 


Oregonians are prepared for lifelong learning, rewarding work, and engaged in citizenship 


No achievement gaps 


On track 
to earn a 
diploma 
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Vision Statement 
 


So that the destiny of Oregon’s children shall not fall to the 
conundrum of fiscal challenges or ideological division, the 
OEIB will mobilize its effort around a vision that will use 


the statutory right to create, align and build a P-20 
system and the moral authority to influence, convene, 
report, and measure the conditions of student success. 


Under the leadership of the Chief Education Officer, all 
education institutions (P-20) will mobilize efforts 
around a vision in order to reach the outcomes and 
indicators 
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1. Urgency over incrementalism 


2. Future success over past failures 


3. Building confidence and creativity in children 


4. Home, culture and parenting 


5. Authentic assessment of student learning 


6. Equity and diversity in all decisions 


7. Data to identify and support best practices 


8. Outcomes over inputs 


9. Put the needs of children first 


10.Stimulate the marketplace of ideas and innovation over 
the maintaining the status quo 


Ten Guiding Principles will lead the work at all stages 
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1. Complete the design and implement the P-20 structure  


2. Design and implement high-impact, cost-effective initiatives 
that improve achievement of all students 


3. Assess, write, and respond to policies needed to accomplish 
student achievement initiatives and to create the 
“loose/tight” direction of Oregon Learns 


4. Create an outcome-based budget, aligned to initiatives  


5. Work to build an informed, motivated, and engaged public  


 


To accomplish its vision, the organization has five 
overall objectives for the next three years 
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Each objective has initiatives (or high-level activities) 
that must be completed – Objective 1 


Objective 1 
Complete the 
design and 


implement the 
P-20 structure 


1. Continue to specify how to operationalize P-20 
integration, particularly around governance and 
structure 
a. What is the most efficient and effective structure of 


governance and operations given the shift from 
being a compliance body to one of support? 


b. What is the organization best positioned to offer in 
support to the field (e.g., R&D, accumulation and 
dissemination of best practices, standards and 
assessments) and how? 


c. What is the most effective way to ensure 
accountability across the state? 


2. Create a uniformed set of learning standards, 
assessment tools, and support systems 


3. Complete the creation of the longitudinal data 
system  
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Objective 2 
Design and 
implement 


high-impact, 
cost-effective 
initiatives that 


improve 
achievement of 


all students 


Each objective has initiatives (or high-level activities) 
that must be completed – Objective 2  


1. Implement initiatives that directly affect 
student learning in all segments along the P-20 
continuum, including but not limited to: 
a. Early childhood education redesign 


b. Focus on literacy (particularly in elementary and 
middle schools) 


c. Focus on STEM (particularly in middle school 
through grade 20) 


d. Focus on transitions at all levels (preschool  
kindergarten, ES    MS, MS    HS, and HS    career 
and college) 


e. Pathways to college, universities, and careers by 
seamlessly linking elements of high school and post-
secondary institutions/opportunities 


f. Strategic use of technology for students, teachers, 
and families for tutoring, mentoring, and knowledge 
sharing 


2. Determine and implement processes of support 
and accountability for achievement compacts 


3. Analyze initiatives on an on-going basis to 
understand impact and ROI 


8 
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Objective 3 
Assess, write, 
and respond to 
policies needed 
to accomplish 
achievement 
initiatives and 


create the 
“loose/tight” 
direction of 


Oregon Learns 


1. Analyze, write, and advocate for policies that 
support education initiatives and positively affect 
how education is delivered in the field, specifically 
policies regarding:  
a. Teaching and learning (e.g., valuable and timely 


assessments, flexible teaching practices, early learning) 


b. Local versus state control 


c. Equity 


d. Funding 


 
2. Create a policy framework, including R&D, 


consistent with the “loose/tight” direction of 
Oregon Learns 


3. Review current policies with an eye towards which 
should be eliminated to achieve strategies and 
lessen the compliance burden of the field 
 


Each objective has initiatives (or high-level activities) 
that must be completed – Objective 3  
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Objective 4 
Create an 
outcome-


based budget, 
aligned to 
student 


achievement 
initiatives 


1. Complete the creation of the strategic and operational 
plan (including intended outcomes and metrics) 


2. Contribute to the development of the 2013-2015 budget, 
tying the budget to strategic initiatives and outcomes 


 


Objective 5 
Work to build 
an informed, 


motivated, and 
engaged public 


1. Create channels of two-way communication with major 
stakeholders about the need for change, strategic 
initiatives, opportunities for the public to engage, and 
ROI 


2. Use achievement compacts to establish specific 
accountability measures for individual communities 


3. Support learning organizations in creating strategies, 
tools, and practices to engage their communities 


 


Each objective has initiatives (or high-level activities) 
that must be completed – Objectives 4 and 5  
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Summary of objectives and initiatives/deliverables  


Design and 
implement  


P-20 
structure 


• P-20 
integration 


• Uniformed 
standards, 
assessments, 
and support 
systems 


• Longitudinal 
data system 
 


Design/implement  
initiatives to 


improve student 
achievement 


• Initiatives that 
directly affect 
student learning 
along the P-20 
continuum  


• Achievement 
compacts 


• Impact analysis of 
initiatives 


 


 


Affect 
policies for 
initiatives 


and 
“loose/tight” 


direction 


• Policies that 
affect/ 
support 
achievement 
initiatives 


• Policy 
framework 
consistent 
with 
“loose/tight” 
direction 


• Policies that 
lesson 
compliance 
burden 


Create 
outcome-


based 
budget, 


aligned to 
initiatives 


• Multi-year 
strategic plan 
with 
outcomes 
and metrics 


• 2013-15 
budget 
aligned with 
plan and 
outcomes 


 


Build an 
informed, 


engaged public 


• Channels of 
two-way 
communication 


• Accountability 
for 
communities 
outlined in 
achievement 
compacts 


• Tools and 
practices for 
field to engage 
communities 


 


 
 


Initiatives/Deliverables 


Objectives 
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Specific milestones will be reached by the end of 18 
months 


Objective Milestone 


1. Complete the design 
and implement the  
P-20 structure 


 


• All operational and structural questions are 
answered and communicated 


• Governance structures are in place with clearly 
defined charters 


• Plan (with timeline and milestones) and budget for 
creating and aligning standards and assessments 
for P-20 is created  


• Longitudinal database system and ROI dashboard 
are completed 


 


2. Design and 
implement initiatives 
that improve 
achievement for all 
students 


 


• Plans (with timelines and milestones) and budgets 
for the development of student initiatives are 
created and communicated 


• All first-year milestones of plans are achieved 


• All processes for achievement compacts are 
defined, communicated to field, and implemented 
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Objective Milestone 


3. Assess, write, and 
respond to policies 
needed to 
accomplish student 
achievement 
initiatives and to 
create the 
“loose/tight” 
direction of Oregon 
Learns  


 


• Policies relating to specified topics* are assessed 
and gaps/issues have been identified 


• Desired changes to current policies and proposed 
new policies are written and approved 


• Advocacy has begun for specific, strategic policies 


• Policy framework is created, adopted, and 
communicated 


 


 


4. Create an outcome-
based budget, 
aligned to student 
achievement 
initiatives 


 


• Three-year strategic plan (with metrics and 
outcomes) is created, adopted, and communicated 


• 2013-2015 budget is created and tied directly to 
plan and outcomes 


 


* Specific topics include policies on teaching and learning, control, equity, and funding.  


Specific milestones will be reached by the end of 18 
months (cont.) 
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Objective Milestone 


5. Work to build an 
informed, motivated, 
and engaged public  


 


• Channels of two-way communication are defined 
for each major stakeholder group, with goals and 
frequency specified 


• On-going formal communication with targeted 
stakeholders has begun 


• Selected achievement compacts are revised with 
input from applicable communities 


• Communication strategies, tools, and practices are 
created and shared with field 


 


 


 


Specific milestones will be reached by the end of 18 
months (cont.) 
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Oregon Education Investment Board 


 
Next Steps: 
 


1. Update high-level strategic plan with input from OEIB 


2. Develop multi-year operational plan – includes timelines, 
milestones, deliverables and resources required for each 
department and agency 


3. Create metrics and outcomes for each organizational and 
department/agency initiative 


4. Align budget and strategic/operations plan 


 








 


OEIB Meeting, August 7, 2012, Agenda Item #4 


 
OEIB Subcommittees: Summer/Fall 2012 


*  = primary 


Subcommittees Responsibilities Deadlines OEIB 
Members 


OEIB Staff Agency 
Support 


Consultants 
& Partners 


Governance & 
Policy 


Drive P-20 Design: Functions, 
management and governance 
 
Reprioritize functions to better 
support teaching and learning 
 
 


Oct. 12 for 
legislation 


 Deputy C&I 
 
Deputy C&C 
 
M. Lowe* 
W. Grubbs 


Rob Saxton/ 
ODE 
Cam Preus/ 
CCWD 
George 
Pernsteiner/ 
OUS 
D. Shepard/ 
Gov’s Office 
(ELC Director) 


Linda 
Darling-
Hammond 
(Stanford) 


State 
Investments 


Deliver recommendations for 
Governor’s 2013-15  budget 
(connected to P-20) 
Recommended Process: 


 9/11 OEIB: EFT shares draft Gov 
investment proposals to OEIB 


 10/9 OEIB: EFT submits list of 
recommended investments to 
Governor; OEIB discusses and 
adopts list for public comment 


 10/10-10/31:  
-OEIB holds community forums 
-Phase 2 subcommittee develops 
recommendations for OEIB 
-Governance & Policy sub 
completes recommendations for 
state P-20 infrastructure 


 11/13 OEIB: OEIB adopts list of 
recommendations for Governor  


 


Early/Mid-
November 
for 
Governor’s 
Budget 


Phase 1: 
David Rives 
(EFT) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase 2: 
 


W. Grubbs* 
M. Lowe 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dr. Crew* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


DAS-BAM 
Team 
 
B. Cannon/ 
Gov’s Office 
 


PSG 
 
 
 
NCHEMS 







 


Develop “dashboard” for ROI 
analyses 


W. Grubbs 
M. Lowe* 


Best Practices 
& 
Innovation 


Develop and adjust trajectories to 
40/40/20 
 
Oversee, analyze and make best 
use of Achievement Compacts 
 
Develop and implement strategies 
for high quality teaching and 
leadership (includes teacher 
preparation, support and 
compensation) 
 
Develop and implement new 
assessment system 
 
Complete next phase of 
development of longitudinal data 
base 


Oct. 12 for 
legislation 


 Deputy C&I 
 
Deputy C&C 
 
M. Seelig 
 
M. Lowe 
 
 


Rob 
Saxton/ODE 
 
Cam Preus/ 
CCWD 
 
George 
Pernsteiner/ 
OUS 
 
Iris Bell/ 
YDC 
 
Josette Green/ 
OSAC 


Linda 
Darling-
Hammond 
(Stanford) 
 
 


Equity & 
Partnerships 


Develop and implement strategies to 
reach out-of-school youth and 
overcome challenges associated 
with race, ethnicity, poverty and 
language  


Oct. 12 for 
legislation 


 Deputy C&I 
 
Deputy C&C 
 
W. Grubbs 


Rob 
Saxton/ODE 
 
Iris Bell/YDC 
 
TBD/Oregon 
Youth 
Authority 
 
 


 


 








 
 


 


October 18, 2011 


 


Oregon seeks federal grant to improve early childhood learning 


Governor John Kitzhaber has submitted Oregon’s Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge Grant application for $40.6 
million to strengthen the state’s early childhood system and ensure that Oregon children reach school ready to learn. 


 The U.S Department of Education and U.S Department of Health and Human Services issued the grant opportunity to 
states that are leading the way with ambitious yet achievable plans for implementing coherent, compelling, and 
comprehensive early learning education reform.    


The foundation of Oregon’s Race to the Top state plan is the Governor’s education initiative. Oregon has set forth a 
broad and ambitious plan to improve Oregon’s early childhood system, focused on these actions: 


 Ensure a shared focus on school readiness and reading by end of first grade that guides all those working with 
young children. 


 Build a system for identifying and supporting Oregon’s children with high needs through universal early 
screening and risk assessment. 


 Ensure a range of high-quality programs that can effectively support different families and populations of 
children with high needs. 


 Empower and support families to make choices about programs and services that will best help their children be 
ready for school. 


 Construct a strong accountability and investment system in which programs have incentives to improve quality 
and deliver results for children. 


 Integrate governance and resources to most effective use of taxpayer dollars. 
 
The federal Race to the Top - Early Learning Challenge Grant provides Oregon the opportunity to focus on key building 
blocks that support the state’s broader early childhood system transformation. Oregon aims to increase the quality of 
early learning and development programs, make sure that families with the highest needs receive those services, and to 
ensure that all children enter school ready to learn and to succeed academically. 
 
Thirty-five states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico submitted applications to compete for the federal early 
learning grant, which was first announced in August. The funding is designed to spur broad system improvement – not 
to pay for direct services to young children.  A total of $500 million will be awarded, with winners to be announced by 
December 31. 
 


Early Learning Challenge Requirements Oregon's Plan 


Successful state systems that include:  
demonstrated commitments to early learning and 
development; rationale for education reform; 
aligned and coordinated system; and sustainable 
budget 


Governor Kitzhaber entered office determined to implement 
significant changes to the state’s public education system, from 
early childhood through college to career. He won bipartisan 
support in the Oregon Legislature for the most significant 
education reform package in 20 years – streamlining 
governance, reshaping the Oregon’s education investment 
strategy and aligning the entire education system around key 
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outcomes for learners and ensuring accountability for those 
outcomes, no matter who delivers the service. Senate Bill 909 
builds on Oregon’s past achievements to create an outstanding 
early learning and development system for all children, 
including those with high needs, and their families. Oregon’s 
State Plan is an ambitious, well-supported and achievable 
blueprint for system transformation. 


   


Quality, accountable programs with a statewide, 
validated Tiered Quality Rating and Improvement 
System with access for at-risk children in high 
quality programs 


All early learning and development programs will participate in 
a quality improvement system. Oregon’s model has five tiered 
ratings, with strong supports and incentives to encourage 
programs to improve quality. These ratings will help families 
making decisions about care and education for their children, 
and will help direct the state’s investments so children in need 
have access to high quality early learning programs.  


    


Promoting early learning and development 
outcomes for children through common early 
learning standards, screening, family engagement, 
and addressing the health, behavioral and 
developmental needs of children 


Oregon will align statewide early learning and development 
standards to promote school readiness and to ensure a 
seamless transition to public schools. The state will promote 
standard screening practices with referrals to ensure families 
are connected to community services, and will educate families 
about how they can support young children in the home and 
how to access services. 
 


    


A great early childhood workforce that includes 
professional development, supports and 
incentives 


Oregon plans for systematic professional development for those 
who care for and educate young children. Oregon will expand 
scholarships and training to further support professionals as 
they increase their skills and education level. The state will offer 
incentives to increase the number of high-quality educators, 
especially in Oregon’s low-income, and/or rural areas. 


    


Measuring outcomes and progress including 
kindergarten entry assessment and developing an 
early childhood data system 


Oregon will adopt early childhood assessments and a universal 
statewide kindergarten assessment to help ensure all children 
are on track and prepared for school.  These assessments will 
help identify children who need additional support early and 
will make sure that support is effectively targeted to meet 
individual needs. The early childhood data system – already 
called for in Senate Bill 909 – will provide service providers, 
policy makers and funders information they need to ensure 
better outcomes for children. 


 
More information on Oregon’s Early Learning agenda, including the grant application, is online at 
www.tinyurl.com/EarlyLearningCouncil.  



http://governor.oregon.gov/Gov/OEIB/OregonEducationInvestmentBoard.shtml#Early_Learning_Council

http://www.tinyurl.com/EarlyLearningCouncil
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Preliminary Priority Schools 
Priority schools are high poverty schools that were ranked in the bottom 5% (approx.) of 
Title I schools in the state based on Oregon’s new rating formula. These schools generally 
have very low achievement and growth and need additional supports and interventions to 
turn things around.  Schools receiving ESEA School Improvement Grants (SIG Schools) are 
also designated as Priority Schools. SIG schools are identified below with an asterisk (*).


 
Beaverton SD 48J 
   Community School* 
 
Bend-LaPine Administrative SD 1 
   Marshall High School* 
 
Bethel SD 52 
   Kalapuya High School* 
 
Centennial SD 28J 
   Oliver Elementary School 
 
Dayton SD 8 
   Dayton Grade School 
 
Elgin SD 23 
   Stella Mayfield Elementary School 
 
Eugene SD 4J 
   River Road/El Camino del Rio Elementary   
   School 
 
Gervais SD 1 
   Douglas Avenue Alternative School 
 
Greater Albany Public SD 8J 
   Albany Options School* 
 
Gresham-Barlow SD 10J 
   Hall Elementary School 
 
Jefferson County SD 509J 
   Jefferson County Middle School* 
   Madras High School* 
   Warm Springs Elementary School 
 
Klamath County SD 
   Bonanza Elementary School 
   Chiloquin Elementary School 
 
 


 
Klamath Falls City Schools 
   EagleRidge High School* 
 
Lincoln County SD 
   Siletz Valley School 
 
Mapleton SD 32 
   Mapleton Elementary School 
 
North Wasco County SD 21 
   Chenowith Elementary School 
 
Ontario SD 8C 
   Ontario High School* 
 
Oregon City SD 62 
   Oregon City Service Learning Academy* 
 
Portland SD 1J 
   King Elementary School* 
   Madison High School* 
   Ockley Green 
   Roosevelt High School* 
   Rosa Parks Elementary School 
   Woodlawn Elementary School 
 
Reynolds SD 7 
   Davis Elementary School 
 
Salem-Keizer SD 24J 
   Early College High School* 
   Hallman Elementary School* 
   McKay High School* 
   Roberts High School* 
 
Umatilla SD 6R 
   McNary Heights Elementary School 
 
Woodburn SD 103 
   Washington Elementary School* 
   Woodburn Success 
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Preliminary Focus Schools 
Focus schools are high poverty schools which were ranked in the bottom 15% (approx.) of 
Title I schools and need additional support in closing the achievement gap and addressing 
achievement for historically underserved subgroups. 
 
 
Beaverton SD 48J 
   Merlo Station Night School 
 
Bend-LaPine Administrative SD 1 
   LaPine Elementary School 
   Rosland Elementary 
 
Cascade SD 5 
   Aumsville Elementary School 
 
Centennial SD 28J 
   Parklane Elementary School 
 
Central Linn SD 552 
   Central Linn Elementary School 
 
Central SD 13J 
   Henry Hill Elementary School 
 
Coquille SD 8 
   Coquille Valley Intermediate School 
 
Eagle Point SD 9 
   Little Butte School 
 
Estacada SD 108 
   Eagle Creek Elementary School 
 
Forest Grove SD 15 
   Fern Hill Elementary School 
   Joseph Gale Elementary School 
 
Gervais SD 1 
   Brooks Elementary School 
 
Greater Albany Public SD 8J 
   Lafayette Elementary School 
 
Gresham-Barlow SD 10J 
   East Gresham Elementary School 
   West Gresham Elementary School 


 
Hermiston SD 8 
   West Park Elementary School 
 
Hillsboro SD 1J 
   Brookwood Elementary School 
   Reedville Elementary School 
 
Jefferson County SD 509J 
   Buff Intermediate School 
 
Junction City SD 69 
   Laurel Elementary School 
 
Klamath County SD 
   Peterson Elementary School 
 
Klamath Falls City Schools 
   Fairview Elementary School 
   Mills Elementary School 
 
Lebanon Community SD 9 
   Green Acres School 
 
Milton-Freewater Unified SD 7 
   Ferndale Elementary School 
 
Morrow SD 1 
   Irrigon Elementary School 
 
Nestucca Valley SD 101J 
   Nestucca Valley Elementary 
 
North Clackamas SD 12 
   Riverside Elementary School 
 
Oakridge SD 76 
   Oakridge Elementary School 
 
Ontario SD 8C 
   Aiken Elementary School 
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Preliminary Focus Schools (cont.) 
 
 
 
Parkrose SD 3 
   Prescott Elementary School 
   Russell Academy 
   Sacramento Elementary School 
   Shaver Elementary School 
 
Portland SD 1J 
   César Chávez K-8 School 
   Jefferson High School 
   Rigler Elementary School 
   Scott Elementary School 
   Whitman Elementary School 
   Woodmere Elementary School 
 
Rainier SD 13 
   Hudson Park Elementary School 
 
Reedsport SD 105 
   Highland Elementary School 
 
Reynolds SD 7 
   Alder Elementary School 
   Glenfair Elementary School 
   Hartley Elementary School 
   Margaret Scott Elementary School 
 
Salem-Keizer SD 24J 
   Four Corners Elementary School 
   Grant Community School 
   Richmond Elementary School 
   Scott Elementary School 
   Swegle Elementary School 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Scappoose SD 1J 
   Otto Petersen Elementary School  
 
Sheridan SD 48J    
   Faulconer-Chapman School 
 
Vernonia SD 47J 
   Washington Elementary School 
 
Willamina SD 30J 
   Willamina Elementary School 
 
Woodburn SD 103 
   Academy of International Studies  
    (at Woodburn) 
   Lincoln Elementary School 
   Nellie Muir Elementary School 
 
Yoncalla SD 32 
   Yoncalla Elementary School 
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Preliminary Model Schools 
Model schools are high poverty schools which are rated in the top 5% (approx.) of Title I 
schools in the state based on the new rating formula.  They are showcased as models of 
successful student outcomes and will help support other schools through Continuous 
Improvement Networks. 
 
 
Ashland SD 5 
   John Muir Elementary School 
 
Astoria SD 1 
   Astor Elementary School 
   Lewis & Clark Elementary School 
 
Baker SD 5J 
   Brooklyn Primary School 
   Haines Elementary School 
 
Beaverton SD 48J 
   Greenway Elementary School 
   Raleigh Hills Elementary School 
 
Bend-LaPine Administrative SD 1 
   Westside Village Magnet School at Kingston  
     Elementary School 
 
Burnt River SD 30J 
   Burnt River School 
 
Corvallis SD 509J 
   Lincoln Elementary School 
   Mt View Elementary School 
 
David Douglas SD 40 
   Alice Ott Middle School 
 
Eagle Point SD 9 
   Shady Cove School 
 
Forest Grove SD 15 
   Cornelius Elementary School 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Lincoln County SD 
   Sam Case Elementary School 
 
McMinnville SD 40 
   Grandhaven Elementary School 
   Memorial Elementary School 
   Sue Buel Elementary 
 
North Clackamas SD 12 
   El Puente 
 
Oregon Trail SD 46 
   Naas Elementary School 
 
Sherwood SD 88J 
   J Clyde Hopkins Elementary School 
 
Sisters SD 6 
   Sisters Elementary School 
 
Three Rivers/Josephine County SD 
   Williams Elementary School 
 
Tigard-Tualatin SD 23J 
   Durham Elementary School 
   Tualatin Elementary School 
 
Winston-Dillard SD 116 
   Brockway Elementary School 
 
Woodburn SD 103 
   Wellness, Business and Sports School 





