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OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD 

September 9, 2014 
1:00pm – 5:00pm 

Oregon University System 
Board Room, Suite 515 

1800 SW 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201 
Streamed live HERE 

 
Members of the public wanting to give public testimony must sign in.  
There will only be one speaker from each group. 
Each individual speaker or group spokesperson will have 3 minutes. 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. Board Welcome and Roll Call 
 

2. Chief Education Officer Update 
Dr. Nancy Golden, Chief Education Officer 
 

3. Early Reading Initiative 
Kristin Gimbel, Communications Director, OEIB 
 

4. Subcommittee Reports / Recommendations  
Best Practices and Student Transition - FIRST READING 
Dr. Yvonne Curtis, Chair 
Dr. Hilda Rosselli, Staff, OEIB 
Equity & Partnerships Subcommittee – SECOND READING/ACTION ITEM 
Nichole Maher, Chair 
Shandiin Garcia, Staff, OEIB 
Outcomes and Investments Subcommittee - FIRST READING 
Dick Withnell, Chair 
Peter Tromba, Staff, OEIB 
Personnel Management Subcommittee 
Julia Brim-Edwards, Chair 
 

5. Achievement Compact Recommendations – ACTION ITEM   
Peter Tromba, Staff, OEIB 

 
6. Consent Agenda Items – ACTION ITEMS 

June Meeting Minutes 
2015-17 OEIB Agency Budget  
Engineering & Technology Investment Council 

 
 

 

http://www.ous.edu/state-board/board-meetings/board-meeting-webcast
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7. Agency Update 

Early Learning Division 
Introduction: Megan Irwin, Acting Early Learning System Director 
 

8. Public testimony 
 

9. Adjournment 
 



Oregon’s Statewide Literacy 

Campaign  



The Charge  

• Complement the $7.6 million in literacy-

related investments 

• Align with state birth-3rd grade initiatives  

• Build Awareness  

• Galvanize Oregonians to support students 

and families with reaching 3rd grade 

benchmark 



The Approach 

Focus on Families: Unlock the potential of families 
to play a key role in supporting literacy skill building  

 

• Target families whose children are not on track to 
read proficiently by third grade.   

• Work with families and organizations supporting 
them to meet families where they are 

• Empower parents and bring important skill building 
into the home and community in ways that are 
easy and both regionally and culturally relevant  

 



Engaging to Listen & Understand   

• Understand barriers and opportunities to 
reading proficiently by third grade by 
engaging deeply with “focus” communities 

 

– Parents  

– Education leaders  

– Libraries 

– Non profits and culturally specific organizations  

– Tribal communities  

– Other literacy stakeholders  

 



Theory of Impact  

Deep Engagement in Focus 
Communities  

Learning Tailors 
Communication/Engagement 
Practices to Combat Barriers 

to Literacy  

Locally Inspired Projects & 
Partnerships Drive Impact  

Projects=Incubator to Inform 
State Investments & Policy  







Focus Communities 

• The Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde 
and Willamina Elementary School, Yamhill 
County 

• Reynolds School District, Multnomah 
County 

• Reedsport, North Bend & Coos Bay School 
Districts, Coos & Douglas Counties 

• Ontario and Vale School Districts, Malheur 
County 

• The Klamath Tribe, Klamath County 

 



Focus Community Themes   

• Parents feel that they do not know how to engage their 
children at home  

• The notion of reading to and with their children is intimidating 
to parents.  Even the word “reading” does not feel inviting to 
low literacy parents.  

• Barriers to accessing what literacy programs exist  

• Parents need encouragement and support to be their child’s 
first teacher.  
– Host of misperceptions driven by culture or family upbringing  

• Many families do not have books at home and certainly not 
culturally specific or relevant books that resonate with parents 
and students.   

• For many families in poverty or those struggling with other 
challenges at home, reading takes a backseat to meeting 
basic family needs.   



Key Statewide Partners  

• Megan Irwin, Acting Early Learning Director 

• Brett Walker—Early Learning Division, P3 
Alignment Specialist  

• Karen Twain—Oregon Department of Education, 
Director of Literacy 

• April Campbell—Office of Learning, Education 
Equity, Oregon Department of Education 

• Mary Louise McClintock—Oregon Community 
Foundation, Director of Education Programs  

• Mary Kay Dahlgreen—Oregon Library Association, 
State Librarian 

 



Campaign Values  

Families  

Access  

Relevance 

Support 

Ease 



The Look and Language… 



The Look and Language… 

TALK  
PLAY 
SING  
READ   
 



The Look and Language… 



StORytime Strategies 

Own Locally  
Build 

Awareness 

Create Access 
and 

Engagement  

Evaluate, 
Refine & 
Replicate 



Snapshot: Campaign Components  

 

Communication:  

• Logos, name and tagline 

• Key messaging targeted for multiple audiences  

• Collateral that can be locally customized 

• Poster 
 

Engagement:  

• Family Videos 

• Website  

• Parent Activity Card  

• Placemats  

• Take the “Pledge”  

 



Campaign Experience  

• Statewide Presence: Phase 1  

– Campaign website targeted towards partners  
• Book donation portal: Oregonians can send books to 

schools in their community that students select and 
take home 

• Collateral materials and family engagement activities 
for download in multiple languages  

• Stories 

• Videos  

• Take the Literacy Pledge  

– Prominent presence in Umpqua Bank locations 
across Oregon 

 



Campaign Experience  

• Focus Communities: Phase 1  
– Community driven projects or activities 

– Customized StORytime logos that is inspired by 
the community  

– Launch events in each community  

– Family centric videos that feature members of 
each community  

– Collaboration with each community to 
involve/engage key partners  

– Alignment with state investments in literacy and 
regional efforts in each community: HUBS/RAC’s  



Family Engagement Tactics 

Go to them 

 

Reach them 
where they 
are already 

going  

  

Provide 
immediate 

Access  

 



Leveraging Resources 

• Race to the Top 

• Early Literacy  

• September push—Governor’s initiative 

• Poverty to Prosperity Initiative-Oregon 

Solutions Project  

• Existing community resources for literacy 

activities aligned with the campaign  

• Potential philanthropic investments  



Next Steps 

• Launch campaign and associated tools via 

collaboratively created launch events in each 

focus community: October 2-November 12  

• Concurrently, work with partners to develop 

state-wide visibility and sharing of 

engagement strategies, tools and learnings 

• Evaluate, refine and consider replication 

opportunities in other communities  

 



Questions?? 
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Best Practices and Student Transitions Recommendations to the OEIB Board 
 

K-12 Student Transitions 
 

POTENTIAL TASKS OR POLICY CHANGES 
 
A. To Oregon Department of Education Equity Unit and OEIB Research and Policy Unit 
 
1) Analyze practices and current strategic investments in districts (conditions, instruction, and 

programs) resulting in English Learner (EL) students making sufficient progress in language 
proficiency and exiting the EL program before high school and provide technical assistance to 
districts that have the lowest graduation rates and high populations of EL learners. (Task) 

 
B. To Oregon Department of Education  
 
1) Help insure that all students in Oregon have access to Full Day Kindergarten in 2015 and that schools 

leverage school calendar for needed Professional Development for Kindergarten teachers and address 
funding needs for personnel and resources. (Policy) 

 
CURRENT WORK UNDERWAY THAT THE SUBCOMMITEE SUPPORTS AS BEST PRACTICE 

 

1) Develop a High School diploma bi-literacy seal that views students’ second language as an asset. 
 

2) Provide a Spanish summative reading assessment for grades 3, 4, 5 aligned with state assessment. 
 

 

Student Transitions 11-14 
 

POTENTIAL TASKS OR POLICY CHANGES 
 
A. To Oregon Education Investment Board Staff and Higher Education Coordinating Commission 
 
1) Consider how participation and completion rates in remedial education as well as persistence rates 

for students enrolled in postsecondary education can be incorporated into future metrics. (Policy) 
 
B. To Oregon Department of Education 
 
1) Using results from Eastern Promise models and Accelerated Learning Committee’s work, develop a 

statewide plan for fully maximizing the senior year that includes access to writing and math classes 
that support college readiness and a course that emphasizes college going skills known to be critical 
for success, particularly for first generation college students. (Task) 

 
C. To Higher Education Coordinating Commission  
 
1) Identify solutions to barriers faced by students accessing Oregon Opportunity Grants who lack 

citizenship or who have earned a modified diploma. (Task)   
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2) Address barriers for districts falling short of eligibility for TRIO1 program funding (e.g. Gear Up) but 

who need to provide students support to ensure transition to postsecondary education. (Task) 
 

3) Examine solutions to “Summer Melt2” (handoff between high school and postsecondary institution) 
and share best practices with the Best Practices Student Transitions Subcommittee.  (Task) 
 

D. To Higher Education Coordinating Commission and State Board of Education-- 
 
1. Explore future use of Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) results in lieu of placement 

tests for students articulating directly to postsecondary education and promote high school and 
postsecondary alignment work on course standards and tests. (Task) 

 
 

Educator Quality 
 

POTENTIAL TASKS OR POLICY CHANGES 
 
A. To Teacher Standards and Practices Commission and Oregon Association of College for Teacher 
Education (OACTE) 
 
1) Identify best practices for selecting, preparing and compensating Cooperating Teachers and embed 

these in program approval standards. (Policy) 
 

2) Identify funding sources for educator preparation programs to implement Goal 7 of the EL State 
Strategic plan to include EL basic knowledge strategies into curriculum of all future educators.  (Task) 

 
3) Identify ways to align evaluation tools across educator preparation programs and with state 

framework for educator effectiveness. (Task) 
 
4) Identify program content and experiences that could enhance future secondary level teachers’ ability 

to support both College as well as Career and Technical Education success for students. (Task) 
 
 

Digital Conversion 
 

POTENTIAL TASKS OR POLICY CHANGES 
A. To Legislators 
 
1) Identify ways to help fund digital devices for students’ use based on a distribution mechanism 

established by ODE that considers readiness and need. (Task) 
 
B. To Oregon Department of Education 
 
1) Provide dedicated staff to develop and implement a strategic plan that address barriers identified in 

the Power UP Report developed by Confederation of School Administrators. (Task) 

                                                        
1 TRIO includes eight federally funded programs targeted to serve and assist low-income individuals, first-generation college students, and individuals with 
disabilities to progress through the academic pipeline from middle school to post-baccalaureate programs. 
2 Summer Melt describes a situation where students pay a deposit to attend a particular college but do not matriculate at that college the following fall. 
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Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) 

Equity & Partnerships Subcommittee – Sept 3, 2014 

 

Policy Recommendation Framework for Youth without High School 

Diplomas: 

Creating a Shoreline of Opportunities 

  

Background 

High school completion is a key metric in Oregon to measure systemic success; however, 25% of Oregon 

students do not complete high school. Students of color and students from poverty are over-represented in 

the population of students without a high school diploma. It is incumbent on K-12 educational institutions 

to eliminate that opportunity gap. 

 

As K-12 improves graduation rates and closes opportunity gaps, there remains and will remain for years a 

segregated group of youth without diplomas. Oregon currently has only one alternative route to a diploma 

for students to demonstrate high school content attainment. Improving and increasing alternative routes to 

high school certification is a critical equity issue. An opportunity exists for Oregon to increase the number 

and diversity of students earning an alternative high school certification, enrolling and completing post-

secondary education, and finding gainful employment. 

 

The goal of any existing or new route to high school certification must have the same goals as those of 

existing high schools and districts: career and college readiness -- critical thinkers prepared for life post 

high school. A spectrum of programs and approaches with common standards will provide a 

differentiated set of paths that can serve all students. The data is clear: current systems do not serve all 

Oregon students. We require a more diverse system that meets the needs of each and every student. 

 

In Oregon, the General Education Development (GED) subject tests are currently the only method other 

than a high school diploma to certify that a student has met high school level academic skills. Therefore, 

access and options for students to high school equivalency (HSE) training and testing is crucial. In 

addition, in January 2014, the GED Testing Service changed to a new assessment that continues to 

provide a mechanism to earn a high school credential and adds measures of career and college readiness. 

Test takers can now attain a GED (high school equivalence) or a GED With Honors (career and college 

ready). 

 

This “new GED” presents an opportunity for the state to re-brand the test and the preparation programs 

associated with it. The goal of an HSE With Honors is aligned to the goals of high schools and K-12 

districts and therefore a more powerful credential for post-secondary admissions and employers. 

 

Vision 

Oregon’s 40-40-20 goal, adopted into law in 2011, has become shorthand for the efforts of the 

Legislature, Governor, the OEIB, and other state education boards, commissions, and agencies to 

significantly improve the education achievement levels and prosperity of Oregonians by 2025. The 40-40-
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20 goal intends to provide a clear target aligned with Oregonians’ economic, civic, and social aspirations, 

against which to generally gauge the state’s educational progress.  The OEIB and the Governor are united 

in the belief that in order for the 40-40-20 goal to be meaningful, it must be accompanied by the clear 

understanding that increased levels of attainment of diplomas, degrees and certificates must be achieved 

equitably across populations and across regions of the state.  

   

Fundamentally, 40-40-20 says that every Oregonian is capable of earning at least a high school diploma 

or the equivalent thereof, and must have the opportunity to enter into the workforce in a meaningful way.  

Oregon’s youth who are not represented in the “traditional” pipeline must be considered as part of the 

“each and every” to whom our goal applies. In fact, the success of these youth is fundamental to the 

overall achievement of the 40-40-20 goal. 

 

In the years leading up to 2025, we cannot afford to ignore our youth who are at risk of or who have 

stopped attending school, but rather must seize the opportunity these youth represent for improving our 

outcomes in both the short and long term. In Oregon and across the country, these out of school youth are 

described as Opportunity Youth to represent their potential and to identify students from a strength-based 

perspective. These youth are a clear opportunity for Oregon: as they reach high school and post-secondary 

goals, they bring value and powerful contributions to our communities. 

Opportunity Youth include: 

– Students who never attended high school. 

– Students who did not complete high school. 

– Youth with a high school diploma or equivalent, who are disconnected from postsecondary 

education and/or who are unable to gain a foothold in the labor market. 

 

Instead of the traditional pipeline, a shoreline approach will better serve their needs. Opportunity Youth 

need multiple access points and multiple pathways with no wrong door. Therefore it is critical that we 

consider systemic responses to create this access and these pathways for students to complete high school 

and attain career and college readiness. One response is to improve the intrinsic and extrinsic value of 

current programs and another is to consider alternatives. 

 

Beliefs 
We believe the P-12 system is working to increase the number of students who complete high school; 

however the 25% of youth without a diploma must be served with improved systems. 

 

We believe that a significant number of Opportunity Youth require more and better options to 

demonstrate high school content attainment and achieve college and career readiness. 

 

We believe that any “pipeline” approach to serving students will inherently not serve each and every 

student; a shoreline approach is required. Funding culturally specific community groups directly helps 

build this shoreline for students. 

 

We believe that because the GED is currently the only alternative route to high school completion that the 

state must maximize the GED’s potential for students through better public options and increased 

community based options. 
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We believe it is the responsibility of governing bodies to solve barriers, not the students’ to navigate 

confusing systems. 

 

We believe the new HSE test in Oregon, the GED has increased value, especially with the inclusion of 

college and career readiness indicators and the GED with Honors designation. We need a systemic 

communication campaign regarding the value of the new HSE test that crosses all education systems and 

institutions and that includes students and employers. 

 

We believe that high education needs to be a partner by recruiting, welcoming, admitting, and 

responsively supporting students who complete a HSE. This may require significant cultural shifts at 

some institutions. 

 

We believe that programs for HSE preparation that also provide wrap-around services and that attend to 

college and career readiness are a best practice. 

 

We believe that welcoming and culturally responsive HSE training and testing programs increase the 

chance for high and equitable levels of HSE attainment. 

 

We believe that cost should not be a barrier for students in their decision and ability to get training for a 

HSE or to take the test. 

 

We believe the state must research HSE alternatives currently accepted in other states and evaluate them 

as possible options for Oregon. 

 

Strategic Recommendations 

The areas addressed in these recommendations fall, in many cases, within the charges of other agencies, 

boards, and workgroups. The intent of the OEIB Equity & Partnerships Subcommittee is to provide high-

level direction and alignment between those efforts and to suggest areas of investment or repurposing of 

resources to better serve state goals. 

 

The 2013 Secretary of State Audit Report: “Opportunities to Increase Adult GEDs In Support of 40-40-20 

Education Plan” and the 2014 Portland City Club Report: “A Second Chance for Oregon, High School 

Dropouts and the GED” have both produced important recommendations. The OEIB has considered these 

recommendations, along with input and testimony to the Equity and Partnerships Sub-Committee and 

their subsequent deliberations and discussion, to produce the following: 

 

Alignment: 

● The creation of a work group with Community College and Workforce Development (CCWD), 

community college, the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) and high school staff and others 

involved with state based HS training and testing programs to produce an analysis of current 

practices and policies and recommendations for how those systems can be aligned and serve more 

students more effectively. 
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● Continued collaboration between high schools, community colleges, and other agencies to help 

ensure clients who need an HSE are referred to local programs. 

● The development of common communication tools and protocols to ensure that the same message 

regarding the HSE exam is distributed across settings. 

● Data sharing among agencies. 

 

Access: 

● Implement strategies to defray the cost of HSE preparation programs and the HSE test. 

● Broaden the set of qualified HSE preparation providers to include community or faith based 

organizations that already serve Opportunity Youth with wrap-around services. 

● Improve the culturally responsive practices of state providers. 

● Develop blended HSE preparations that are partially delivered on line. 

 

Value: 

● Increase public awareness of the value of obtaining an HSE credential. Any campaign should 

address multiple audiences: Opportunity Youth, employers, and internal staff. 

● Request Oregon’s public universities update their admissions criteria to allow admissions for 

qualified recipients of the HSE who earn the GED Honors designation. 

 

Research: 

● Evaluate the relative effectiveness of HSE providers. 

● Investigate the other alternatives to a diploma currently in use in other states. 

 

Investment and Resource Reallocation Recommendations for the 2015-2017 

Biennium 

 

Recommendation 1: Analyze current HSE programs governed by the ODE, CCWD, and Department of 

Corrections in order to create aligned programs that serve more students more equitably. 

 

Recommendation 2: Identify successful organizations who provide wrap-around services and strategically 

invest and partner with them to either begin providing or continue to provide HSE Preparation for 

Opportunity Youth. 

 

Recommendation 3: Lower cost barriers for students by standardizing and supporting current efforts 

across community colleges. 

 

The Outcomes and Investments sub-committee of the OEIB is calling for descriptions of proposed 

strategic investments for the 2015-2017 biennia. Therefore, recommendations 1, 2, and 3 have been 

expanded and analyzed using the framework supplied by this sub-committee and for proposal in July 

2014. 



Pathway to Kindergarten Readiness 
and 3rd Grade Reading
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Birth to 3 66,000 children
Quality Early Childcare 85,000 children
Early Years to Kindergarten 250,000 children
3rd Grade Reading 180,000 students
Dual Language Progress Monitoring 7500 students
Full Access to K-12 Mentoring 2900 educators
Culturally Responsive Teaching Practices 30,000 educators
Support for Low Performing Schools/Districts 8,100 students
Expansion of School District Collaboration 200,000 students

Scope

•	 Too many students, especially students of color, are not reading proficiently by 3rd grade.
•	 Students ready for kindergarten are much more likely to reach 3rd grade reading proficiency.
•	 Students who achieve reading proficiency in 3rd grade are 4 times less likely to drop out. School districts 

that do not need to spend as much on reading remediation can offer a more diverse program, which 
includes the electives that help keep many students engaged in school.

•	 Improvements in professional practice and more engaging learning environments will increase achieve-
ment and help eliminate opportunity gaps.

•	 Interventions in low performing K-12 districts, especially ones that focus on improving instructional 
leadership, will increase the number of students reading proficiently.

Percentage of students ready 
for Kindergarten

Percentage of students reading 
proficiently by 3rd grade

Current
2-year
4-year

Outcome
Measures

P-20 Essential Skills: Relevant curriculum and instruction that ensures every student achieves high standards.
Collective Impact: Communities coming together to mutually achieve student success.
Educator Effectiveness: Improving educators ability to serve all students especially those most affected by opportunity gaps.
Quality Learning Environments: Creating culturally responsive conditions that achieve high attendance and student engagement.
System Redesign: Changing existing structures and programs within and between agencies to  remove barriers and opportunity gaps.

Key Strategies

Oregon Education Investment Board - DRAFT - September 9, 2014



Pathway to High School and 
Post-Secondary Completion

ELL Funding Formula Change 58,000 students
9th Grade On-Track 27,450 students
Higher Education Affordability 92,000 students
Higher Education Productivity 240,000 students
Full Access to K-12 Mentoring 2900 educators
Culturally Responsive Teaching Practices 30,000 educators
Support for Low Performing Schools/Districts 8,100 students
Expansion of School District Collaboration 200,000 students
STEM Hubs 150,000 students
Dual Credit
Blended Advising
Math Alignment and Instructional Redesign
Personal Achievement Record All students

Scope P-
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•	 Systemic barriers prevent many students, especially students of color, from completing high school, 
earning a professional/technical certificate, or completing a post-secondary degree.

•	 Improvements in the programs for English Language Learners and first-year high school students will 
significantly raise high school completion rates.

•	 Improvements in professional practice and more engaging learning environments will increase achieve-
ment and help eliminate opportunity gaps.

•	 Alignment of high school and post-secondary curriculum and practice will reduce systemic barriers for 
students.

•	 Reducing cost and creating new pathways will increase the number and diversity of students completing 
certificates and degrees.

5-year completion rate Degree and certificate
completion rate

Current
2-year
4-year

Outcome
Measures

Key Strategies

P-20 Essential Skills: Relevant curriculum and instruction that ensures every student achieves high standards.
Collective Impact: Communities coming together to mutually achieve student success.
Educator Effectiveness: Improving educators ability to serve all students especially those most affected by opportunity gaps.
Quality Learning Environments: Creating culturally responsive conditions that achieve high attendance and student engagement.
System Redesign: Changing existing structures and programs within and between agencies to  remove barriers and opportunity gaps.
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Pathways Connecting Education 
to Careers

Number of graduates employed 
in their field of study

Number of graduates employeed 
in STEM fields

Current
2-year
4-year

Outcome
Measures
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Youth and Community Investment 10,000 students
Culturally Responsive Teaching Practices 30,000 educators
High School Equivalency 50,000 students
STEM Hubs 150,000 students
Post-secondary Talent Development 200 educators
CTE Revitalization
Personal Achievement Record All students

Scope

•	 Too many jobs are going unfilled in Oregon because of skills shortages.  The shortages are particularly 
acute in degrees relating to science, engineering, math and technical education (STEM) and the popula-
tion with the most opportunity for growth are students of color.

•	 New funding formulas that account for the higher cost of these programs will produce more degrees 
and certifications in STEM and for a more diverse population.

•	 When students see the connection between their future interests and what they are learning or might 
choose to learn, they are more successful learners.

•	 Schools and employeers must work more closely together to match curriculum with actual needs.
•	 When opportunity gaps are eliminated, students of color will become career ready.

Key Strategies

P-20 Essential Skills: Relevant curriculum and instruction that ensures every student achieves high standards.
Collective Impact: Communities coming together to mutually achieve student success.
Educator Effectiveness: Improving educators ability to serve all students especially those most affected by opportunity gaps.
Quality Learning Environments: Creating culturally responsive conditions that achieve high attendance and student engagement.
System Redesign: Changing existing structures and programs within and between agencies to  remove barriers and opportunity gaps.
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Oregon Education Investment Board 
Achievement Compact Final Policy Recommendations 

September 2014 
 
 

1. Significantly reduce school district, community college, and public university 

reporting requirements and make the achievement compact process more 

integrated, meaningful, and actionable 

a. Goal setting in 1 or 2 focus areas only 

i. Does not require change in statute or administrative rules 

b. 3 year goals with theories of action 

i. Does not require change in statute or administrative rules 

c. Timeline that fits with post-secondary institutional processes 

i. Requires change in ORS 326 

d. Analyze how achievement compact work can replace other required 

reporting 

i. May require changes in statutes and/or rules 

2. Provide OEIB focus and investment to produce aligned efforts and increased 

results 

a. K-12: 3rd grade reading and high school completion 

b. Post-secondary: new productivity metric 

c. Systemic: equity, chronic absenteeism, poverty 

3. Maintain achievement compact metrics for measurement of statewide progress 

and accountability 

a. Oregon Department of Education (ODE): Report cards and new district 

report card 

b. Higher Education Coordinating Commission (HECC): New institutional 

report card 

4. Improve parent engagement 

a. OEIB will engage with parent, community, and culturally specific groups 

to review progress towards the achievement compact metrics and solicit 

suggestions for statewide strategies and focus areas. 

b. OEIB will research existing K-12 district governance structures that exist 

in parallel with the achievement compact committees to assess redundancy 

and existing local methods of parent involvement in order to recommend a 

cohesive system of parent engagement. 

 



 

 

OREGON EDUCATION INVESTMENT BOARD 
June 10, 2014 

1pm – 5pm 
Oregon State Capitol 

900 Court Street, NE, Salem 97301 
LINK TO AUDIO 

LINK TO MATERIALS 
 

OEIB Members Present   

Governor John Kitzhaber; Chair, Julia Brim-Edwards, Samuel Henry, Nichole June Maher, Mark Mulvihill, 

Ron Saxton, Mary Spilde, Dick Withnell 

Advisors Present 

Gerald Hamilton; Bob Brew; Jada Rupley; Ben Cannon; Rob Saxton;  

Members/Advisors Excused: 

Yvonne Curtis, Mathew Donegan; David Rives, Kay Toran, Hanna Vaandering,  Melody Rose, Vicki 

Chamberlain, Iris Bell 

Staff/Other Participants 
Nancy Golden  - OEIB Chief Education Officer 
Ben Cannon -HECC 
Whitney Grubbs – OEIB Staff 
Hilda Rosselli – OEIB Staff 
Serena  Stoudamire Wesley – OEIB Staff 
Mark Lewis – OEIB Staff 
Peter Tromba – OEIB Staff 
Seth Allen – OEIB Staff 

Chrissi Hewitt – OEIB Staff 

1. Board Welcome and Roll Call 
Governor Kitzhaber calls the meeting to order at 1:05pm 
 

2. Approval of Minutes from April 2014 board meeting 
Action Item 
 

MOTION: Samuel Henry  moves to accept the meeting minutes from the May meeting. 
Dick Withnell seconds the motion. The motion passes unanimously. 
 

3. Chief Education Officer Update 

Dr. Nancy Golden, Chief Education Officer 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o4q3yIxaRrM&feature=youtu.be
http://education.oregon.gov/Pages/OEIB-Meeting-Archive.aspx


 

 

4. STEM Council Vision & Initial Recommendations                                              
Mark Lewis, STEM Director, Oregon Education Investment Board 
Dwayne Johnson, STEM Investment Council 

           Aubrey Clark, STEM Investment Council 
 

5. Higher Education Coordinating Commission                                                      
Recommendations re: Oregon Opportunity Grant 
Larry Roper, Chair, State Financial Aid Workgroup 
Ben Cannon, Director, Higher Education Coordinating Commission 
 

6. Engineering & Technology Industry Council (ETIC) Transition Report           
Eric Meslow, ETIC Board 
 

7. Chief Education Officer Evaluation Process 
Second Reading and Action 
Julia Brim-Edwards, Chair, Personnel & Management Subcommittee 

 
MOTION: Samuel Henry  moves to adopt the Chief Education Officer Evaluation 
Process. Ron Saxton seconds the motion. The motion passes unanimously. 
 
 

8. Preparing for the August OEIB Retreat 
Nancy Golden, Chief Education Officer 
 

9. Subcommittee Update 
Best Practices and Student Transitions – Dr. Yvonne Curtis, Chair 
Equity and Partnerships – Nichole June Maher, Chair 
Outcomes and Investments - Dick Withnell, Chair  
 

10. Agency Reports 
Higher Education Coordinating Commission – Ben Cannon, Director 
 

11. Public testimony 
Donna Cohen, Citizen 

 
12. Adjournment 

Chair Designee Mary Spilde adjourns the meeting at 4:00pm. 

 























































































































































































































































































































































 
Engineering and Technology Industry Council FY15 Funding Allocation Recommendation 
 
Draft to be approved by ETIC 9/5/14 and submitted for OEIB approval 9/9/14. 

 
2013 Legislative Assembly, HB5031‐A, 2013‐15 Approved Budget 
OUS Engineering Technology and Industry Council (ETIC) $29,030,827 
 

ETIC 2013‐2015 Allocation $29,030,827 

FY14 $14,225,105 

FY15 $14,805,722 

FY15 ETIC Recommended Allocations  Sustaining Renewable Total 

OUS/Eastern Oregon University  175,480 0 175,480 

OUS/Oregon Institute of Technology  539,532 352,763 892,295 

OUS/Southern Oregon University  204,418 0 204,418 

OUS/Western Oregon University  288,545 0 288,545 

Oregon Health and Science University  0 330,000 330,000 

Oregon State University  7,498,884 568,673 8,067,557 

Portland State University  2,924,844 576,856 3,501,700 

University of Oregon  0 1,299,109 1,299,109 

Unallocated     46,618 46,618 

TOTAL  $11,631,703 $3,174,019 $14,805,722 
 
 

Purpose of ETIC Fund (from ORS 351.663 as amended in 2014): 

The Engineering and Technology Industry Council is established. A majority of the council members are 
representatives of high technology companies in Oregon. The council shall be consulted on the work plans and 
resource allocations for engineering education. 

(2) The council shall establish criteria and measurements that will be used for determining investments made 
from the account established under section 5 of this 2014 Act 

 (3) The criteria and measurements established by the council shall include:  

(a) Responding to the urgent engineering educational needs of Oregon's fast growing high technology 
industry.  
(b) Increasing this state's faculty and program capacity to meet the graduate level, professional education 
needs of engineers working in Oregon's high technology industry through investments in public and private 
institutions.  
(c) Creating additional opportunities for Oregonians to pursue education in electrical engineering, 
computer engineering and other engineering disciplines critical to the advancement of Oregon's high 
technology industry.  
(d) Investing relatively scarce state financial resources to:  

(A) Address the high technology industry's most demonstrated and pressing needs;  
(B) Produce the greatest amount of educational benefits with the least short‐ and long‐term costs to 
the public;  
(C) Avoid duplicating existing public or private resources; and  
(D) Leverage existing and future private resources for the public benefit. 



 

 
ETIC FY15 Sustaining Funds  
 

These funds are for existing programs initiated under ETIC during past biennia that qualify for 

sustaining funding. Funds are explicitly directed to continue the progress towards ETIC goals of 2x 

graduates and 5x external research dollars within disciplines meeting ETIC’s core mission. 

To quality as a sustaining program, the funds must be for on‐going faculty support that cannot be 

removed without jeopardizing graduate production; used solely for qualifying disciplines including 

computer science, electrical engineering, computer engineering and other engineering disciplines as 

identified by the ETIC council; and be a follow‐on of ETIC programs funded prior to 2012. 

   

 
 
ETIC FY15 Renewable Fund Awards 
 

OHSU  2015‐02  Dorsa/Quantitative Bioscience & Biomedical Engineering  330,000 

OIT  2014‐07 
Aboy/New Program Development & Capacity Increases for High‐Demand 
Engineering & Technology Degrees 

236,093 

OIT  2014‐08  Chiasson/Grid Integration of Renewable Energy Sources  50,000 

OIT*  2014‐11  Rytkonen/Oregon Power Engineering Education Project  66,667 

OSU  2014‐09  Stone/Graduate Program in Robotics  292,000 

OSU*  2014‐11  Cotilla‐Sanchez/Oregon Power Engineering Education Project  66,667 

OSU*  2015‐01  Fiez/Oregon Cybersecurity Consortium  60,000 

OSU  2015‐05  Jensen/Center for Systems and Software Evolution  150,003 

PSU  2014‐01 
Harrison/New Beginnings Initiative: Helping College Graduates Migrate to 
Careers in Computing  

195,000 

PSU*  2014‐11  Bass/Oregon Power Engineering Education Project  66,667 

PSU*  2015‐01  Feng/Oregon Cybersecurity Consortium  60,000 

PSU  2015‐08  Harrison/Educational Outreach to the Columbia Gorge  59,049 

PSU  2015‐10  McNames/Oregon Center for Interconnected Devices  167,696 

PSU  2015‐11  Campbell/Project‐Based Radio Frequency Analog Education  28,441 

UO  2014‐10 
Berglund/Graduate Internship Program in Bioinformatics and ‘Big Data’ 
Genomics 

110,000 

UO*  2015‐01  Butler/Oregon Cybersecurity Consortium  60,000 

UO  2015‐13  Berglund/ETIC FY15 Renewable Year Two  1,129,109 

*indicates collaborative proposal with other universities  $3,127,392 

 



Ms. Irwin double majored in journalism and mass communications 
and in political science at Arizona State University. She began her 
career as a journalist in Phoenix, Arizona, focusing on issues 
related to children, families, and immigrants. As part of a team, she 
is a two-time winner of the Payne Award for Ethics in Journalism 
and has also received multiple Arizona Press Club awards for her 
coverage of vulnerable children and families in the Phoenix-metro 
area. Ms. Irwin has also worked in education advocacy, overseeing 
community organizing and family engagement programs in 11 

states. She is the proud daughter of two public school teachers. 



 

 

Dear Members of the Education Investment Board, 
 
As a parent of a fourteen year old son with autism and as a teacher with a Master's degree in Special 
Education, I'm passionate about early childhood intervention.  My son received outstanding services 
when we lived in Napa, California through the Napa Preschool Program. The services he received 
included the following: 1) one-on-one direct instruction in speech therapy 2) one-on-one direct 
instruction in occupational therapy 3) parent training to support 1 and 2 at home.  Because of these 
outstanding services delivered by caring and competent professionals, my son has been able to thrive 
here in the Oregon public schools.  That early investment (of both time and money) most certainly 
benefited my son and our entire family. 
 
Unfortunately, my experiences with early intervention services in Oregon as a preschool teacher have 
been disheartening to say the least.  Last year I had a delightful boy with Down's syndrome In my pre-k 
class at a small private preschool in Bend.  I witnessed first-hand the bureaucratic farce that they call 
early intervention.  This child desperately needed speech and occupational therapies but received 
neither.  Instead the speech therapist came and visited him in our classroom a few times.  No 
occupational therapy was given; all they did was give us a pair of modified scissors for him to use.  Other 
"team" members visited to criticize and scrutinize my teaching and offer "helpful hints".  They told me 
to carry this child from place to place!   
 
I informed the team of concrete ways to help in the classroom ( e.g. Take the boy to the bathroom, 
preview the next letter in his alphabet book, work with him on activities to strengthen his fingers and 
hands-- stamps, stickers, play-dough, etc.-- but they made it clear that they were not there to take 
suggestions from me). 
 
 As a taxpayer and a teacher, all I could think was:  What a waste of money, time, and resources!  Why 
are these professionals driving from preschool to preschool just to visit and document?  Why are they 
allowed to disrupt my teaching and disrespect me just because I'm a preschool teacher?  Why do they 
add to my workload and stress when I make only $14 an hour and they make much more? 
 
I would really like to be a part of the effort to improve early intervention services in Oregon.  I realize 
California has more money to spend on this than our state but, from what I experienced last year, 
money is not the issue.  There are way too many cooks stirring the broth.  Speech and occupational 
therapists need to be front and center (cut out the others who just visit and document) and build that 
connection between those professionals and the parents.  Most parents want to be involved and they 
are the key to success.  The early intervention program in Bend has the philosophy of bypassing the 
parents and putting the entire burden on the classroom teacher all in the name of inclusion. 
 
Inclusion should not mean that the "team" sits back, observes, and criticizes.  Inclusion should not mean 
that one-on-one speech and occupational services are not delivered.  Inclusion should not mean that the 
classroom teacher and the other students are expected to continuously accommodate the child with 
special needs and tolerate his disruptive behavior like hitting and pushing.  Inclusion should not be used 
as a way of delivering early intervention services " on the cheap". 
 



As you can gather, I feel very passionate about this issue.  Please let me know how I can help to bring 
quality early intervention services to Oregon. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Mitchell 

 



Dave Porter 

1113 SE Cora Street 

Portland, Oregon 97202 

 
8/29/14 

Dear members of the Oregon Education Investment Board,  

Please make international education, especially more dual language immersion programs and 

paid high school study abroad learning opportunities in Oregon's K-12 system, an investment 

priority equal to STEM education. Please recognize that we live in an era of radical global 

changes and that we need to adapt our educational system to prepare our next generations for 

these new global challenges. Let me cite three recent examples of the radical global changes 

taking place. 

First, some states, like Utah, are ahead of Oregon in developing a multilingual workforce as a 

competitive economic advantage in the global economy. Utah has more dual language 

immersion programs in more economically strategic languages than Oregon. Consider the 

following chart. 

 

Second, in its 8/22/14 issue, the Economist magazine updates in prediction for when China's 

GDP will surpass that of the US. They write: 

American growth has been a little lower than expected but inflation a bit higher, making that 

side of the projection quite accurate. The margin of error was bound to be larger with China, 



given the speed at which it has been developing. We were nearly spot-on with our growth 

forecast, though are now revising down our expectation for the remainder of the decade to a 

7% average annual pace as the economy matures. The bigger surprise has been the halt of 

yuan appreciation this year—a policy dictated by the government, not the market—and the 

sharp drop in inflation as producer prices have fallen. A yawing trade surplus still points to a 

stronger yuan, so we maintain our forecast for sustained appreciation, though expect the 

upward march to come in fits and starts. As for inflation, excess industrial capacity remains 

a drag but is gradually being worked out of the system; we nudge our forecast down to 3%. 

We have plugged our expectations into the chart above (updated August 22nd 2014) as the 

default assumptions. Totting it all up, we now see 2021 as the year of China’s re-emergence 

as world’s biggest economy. 

 

Note China's possible growth after 2021.  

Third, from the same issue of the Economist: 

A new study by Unicef, the UN children’s agency, points out that, by 2100, on current rates, 

almost half the children under 18 in the world will be African. At the moment, the share is 

only a quarter. 

This would be one of the most dramatic demographic shifts in history. By the end of the 

century, if current demographic patterns continue for another 85 years (which they may not), 

Africa would have 4.2 billion people, against 1.1 billion today. Nigeria, whose land mass is 

similar to Pakistan’s or Venezuela’s, would rise from 180m today to 910m, registering one 

in 12 of the world’s births. 

"The future of humanity is increasingly African,” says Unicef’s report, which shows a 

“massive shift in the world’s child population towards Africa”. 

 



 

This is the world today's student will inhabit.  

Thank you. 

Respectfully - Dave Porter 

 



Testimony for OEIB Board Meeting 
From Pat Muller zettybobo@mac.com  Oregon Save Our Schools 
ELL Teacher McMinnville School District 
 
 
I took the liberty of sending out a survey to all of the Title III Directors listed on the 
contact sheet on the Oregon Department of Education Website. These are the people 
who are in charge of the ELL programs at the district level.  An anonymous survey 
gives them the opportunity to express their opinions in a secure manner.   As of the 
writing of this testimony on September 7th, there are 83 responses in the four days 
that the survey has been open.  I will leave it open in case any more people have 
some good ideas. 
 
Imagine that, it was fairly easy to get the feedback of educators; something the OEIB 
with all of its staff and resources was unable or unwilling to do.  I put myself at your 
disposal if you would like to get educator opinions in the future.   I would hate to 
succumb to a conspiracy theory that is running around in my head, that this whole 
thing is a sham and that the committee really doesn’t want to facilitate feedback 
from educators.  You can disprove this suspicion by taking some of this feedback 
into account and modifying the proposal, instead of only taking the advice from 
organizations such as the Oregon Business Association, Stand for Children, 
Chalkboard Project and other corporate education reformers. 
 
I’m hoping that committee member Hanna Vaandering gets the research she asked 
for at the last subcommittee meeting.  Who were the educators that developed these 
proposals and where is the research showing that similar proposals have been 
successful?   
 
The questions from the survey were taken from the powerpoint originally presented 
to this committee.  The questions ask for a rating on each of the items and there was 
an open comment box at the end.  I will present the graph of responses and all of the 
comments received, even those I don’t agree with!  You can come to your own 
conclusions, but they will hopefully be informed conclusions. 
 
Sorry for the cut and paste and formatting challenges.  I am an unpaid volunteer 
who also teaches full-time.  Comments were not edited for spelling or other errors. 
 
 

mailto:zettybobo@mac.com


 
 
 
We of course could use more money to help ELL students.  During the 
recession or “jobless recovery” period, workloads have increased along with 
expectations.  Then educators are attacked for not meeting these expectations.  
Whenever the committee uses the word “leverage” I think cattle prod.  Let’s 
“tighten” the noose and drive the final nail into the coffin. I laughed when I 
heard the term, “tight, tight, loose”.  Let’s just admit, there is no loose in a high-
stakes environment. 
 
 

Public Charter Schools providing their own ELL should receive 100% of the weight for ELL students! 

 

There is a commitment, especially in small rural districts, to do whatever it takes to get ELL kids all the way through to 

graduation. This commitment requires resources in order to keep abreast of civil rights, teaching techniques, staffing etc... 
 

Where is the additional .1 coming from? If it is decreasing the amount for all students, I am not in favor. I believe the issue 

is how districts allocate the weighted funding, NOT the amount of the weighted funding. In my opinion, .5 is sufficient if it 

could come with the requirement that it be spent on staff, resources, etc. that met the specific needs of English learners. 
 

The new ELP standards extend into the gen ed classroom. this will be a challenge at the secondary level to support without 

additional staff resources. 
 

Where is this additional funding coming from? Is it taking money from another weight funded group? 
 

District should be required to distribute ELL funds to builldings based on ELL enrollments. More ELL kids ina building 

more funds. 
 



Services and resources for students is very expensive - additional staff has worked extremely well for us, but the cost for 

staff is very high. 
 

Depends. Will the extra funding for ELL students take away from funding schools receive in another category? 
 

As our numbers decrease it becomes more difficult to maintain the level of services with the .5 funding. Any increase 

would be welcomed. 
 

This would be welcome, but only if the funding is "new" money--as opposed to a re-shuffling of exising funds. 
 

Is there any consideration of moving the years from 5 to 6 years in order to reach an ELPA 5. Studies show that it takes 5 

to 7 years to reach proficiency. 

 

The state and federal requirements for serving ELs have increased considerably over the 14 years I have been working with 

them, yet funding has not changed. This increase would be instrumental in helping districts address these increased 

demands. 
 

You might consider an even higher amount for students in their first year. Newcomers require much more attention than 

students with experience in the US education system. 
 

Of course more funding would be good. I worry about the strings that might be attached to the increased funding. 
 

.5 is enough...........keep the money in the base and schools can decide how to invest. 
9 

You are looking at this as if you have any idea how much it actually costs educate a student. This is all just a guess. I think 

more money is just a way of saying you have done something. It doesn't get at the real issues. 
 

The outcomes necessary for students with the dollars currently funded is difficult. The smaller the district ell population the 

less efficient the resource. 

  

Stipulations? 
 

Consider a higher value for districts with total enrollments under 1000 to fully fund a proper ELL program. A tiered system 

based on total enrollment as one factor and a secondary tier for ELL population. This will ensure equity across the system. 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
I won’t bore the committee with the research that shows how long a student 
needs to learn a second language.  That research has been consistently 
ignored, especially when the pressure to meet AMAO targets require a student 
to move up one level per year to meet the targets, and districts are dinged for 
not moving them forward fast enough.  We must not be using that money 
wisely, or we might be spending it to install leather couches in the teacher 
staff room as teachers aren’t working hard enough to make it happen and 
have a lot of time to spend in there.  Of course people would be in favor of a 
longer funding time, but what about the strings attached?   I really liked the 
comment that would rather have the .5 instead of an expiring .6. 
 
 
 
 

What would happen after the 7 years if the student is still enrolled in the ELL Pgm.? Are there any other 

implications?What would happen after the 7 years if the student is still enrolled in the ELL Pgm.? On the other hand, 

having a more stable funding source, would allow for better planning and services. 
 

Most students entering the school system as a 1-2 level will need extra time to succeed with academic language, and their 

classes. 
 

My concern here is that some highly impacted students with significant cognitive challenges who are dual identified in 



special ed and ELL struggle with meeting exit criteria. While it is not a large percentage or number of students it is a group 

that requires lots of specialized support. Currently, ODE has not provided sufficient guidance regarding the identification 

and progress monitoring and exit options for this subrgoup - which, once identified will remain in program until 

graduation. 
 

These students need additional support to access academic content as they are still learning basic language/social language. 
 

I love the funding formula. Since ELPA does not provide initial identification function, using ELPA to determine student 

level for funding is problematic at this time. 
 

Research shows that 7 years is a typical period of time to become proficient in a second language. 
 

ELPA is not used to identify students, so I do not understand this statement. I am interpreting this as schools can ONLY 

recieve the money for 7 years as it is assumed a student should exit after 7 years. Some students need more time. There are 

a variety of circumstances that result in a student needing more time such as inconsistenties in education, lack of proper 

ELD instruction, lack of teacher training, mobility, etc. 
 

For some students, seven years may not be long enough for them to be at the level where they do not need additional help. 
 

See above comment. Students and families who come in to our district at a Level 1 or 2 require quite a bit of help, both 

during the instructional day and through extra parent support systems. 
 

These students often take double the resources in the beginning to move them to level 3 or above. 
 

Most students exit EL programs in Oregon in less than 7 years, but some do not. There are several reasons, including 

learning disabilities, significant emotional trauma related to poverty, poor nutrition and inadequate health care, roadbolocks 

in the acculturation process for students and their family members, and gaps in formal education due to poor attendance 

and high mobility. Long-term ELs need a specialized approach, intensive (sometimes individualized) instruction, and 

additional resources. Taking away the funding does nothing to address those needs, but would only force schools to either 

rob funds from instruction for students who have been in the program for less than 7 years, or water down their EL support 

for long term ELs--removing any hope of their exit from the EL program. 
 

Yes! Read number #1 response of mine. 
 

Research shows that students with special needs take 7-9 years to reach proficiency. Additonally, migrant students who are 

ELs often have disrupted education. Some students in our district miss a lot of school each year and keeps them from 

climbing levels. 
 

I am assuming this means if we have a student in services for year 8 we would not receive funding. My fear is that if 

funding is cut off, there would be pressure to remove these students from services. For many of these Long Term ELs 

determining their academic needs is extremely difficult, including justifying keeping them in (or exiting them from) EL 

services. Will there be regulations in place to address this issue? 
 

  

While I strongly agree with this, you might also consider graduated funding. For example, 1.0 for year 1, 0.9 for year 2, 0.8 

for year 3, etc., or a a more complicated graduated formula based on years in US and proficiency level. 
 

What happens if the student needs ELL services longer? Again, you are approaching this as if money could solve the issues 

we have in this state. 
 

Not sure if this means the weight ends after seven years... If t hat is the case... no... I would rather collect .5 as long as they 

are eligible than have a slightly higher amount for a limited period. Unless the .5 is still available for the duration of 

eligibility. 
 

A nice plan for consistent money with an accountability goal/outcome of 7 years. 
 

It needs to continue beyond 7 years. 
 

 

 

 



 
 
Imagine a mindset where the students’ needs are put first and not put on a 
timer like hard-boiling an egg.  It would be a good idea for districts to test 
their new kindergarten students on the first day of school to make sure they 
do poorly to get the full 7 years of funding!  We could use this extra money to 
give to the long-term students at the secondary level who would no longer be 
funded under the proposal.  But at least it would provide additional money for 
services after the students have been exited from the ELL program, in 
acknowledgement that help is needed during the 2-year monitoring period or 
beyond. 
 
 
 
 

Same question/comment as above? What would happen after the 7 years if the student is still enrolled in the ELL Pgm.? 

Are there any other implications? 
 

Seems reasonable. 
 

With the increased academic standards, this sub group is one that is at great risk of not achieving and graduating. 
 

I am against assuming this indicates districts would ONLY recieve the funding for 4 years for a level 3 or 4 regardless if 

the student exits within the 4 years. 
 

Should remain at 7 year for claiming. 
 



As stated for number 2, this may not be a lengthy enough period for these students to then not receive additional services. 
 

These students still receive extra support during the instructional day, so extra support would be helpful. 
 

Many students who are dual identified, ELL & SPED require more support. The research is clear that these dual identified 

student take additional years to become proficient in English (9 years). Given that these are our most challenging, as they 

have multiple barriers, I would highly recommend that they continue to receive funding for the length of time needed to 

move to an English proficient level. 
 

I would echo my earlier comments. Most students easily progress beyond a level 3 within 4 years. However, some don't for 

a variety of reasons having to do with limited formal schooling prior to entering the US, PTS related to refugee experience, 

and learning disabilities (sometimes unidentified/ impossible to identify due to limited formal schooling outside the US). 

Other students suffer from the effects of sever poverty and interrupted schooling within the US. If they are to be effective, 

schools must have the tools and funding necessary to support these toughest cases. 

 

Please see comments above 
 

Again, this would allow for a gradual release support system versus a cut off of services the minute the student exits. 
 

While I strongly agree with this, you might also consider graduated funding. For example, 1.0 for year 1, 0.9 for year 2, 0.8 

for year 3, etc., or a a more complicated graduated formula based on years in US and proficiency level. 
 

I don't really understand this concept. Typically students who get stuck at 3 or 4 are there because of learning or 

environmental challenges. 
 

Even if the student is ready to Exit? When are we going to deal with the real issues? We need to tackle what is happening 

in the general education classrooms, not in ELL. This all seems very surface level, and isn't addressing what matters. 
 

The extra .5 weight for the duration of eligibility is currently fine. Not sure this whole thing needs any change. 
 

Good idea. They hopefully need less time to become proficient. 
 

Level 3/4 based on what-ELPA? That's a lot of wright placed on one test. Too many potential inaccuracies. 
 

 

 

 



 
 
 
As a stand-alone, this idea is great.  It could be re-worded to say that ELL 
students will continue to receive the .5 for 2 years, regardless of time spent in 
the program. 
 
 

This could apply to our monitor students as they continue to need support and the current funding does not allow for this. 

 

This addresses the needs of newly monitored students who still need additional content specific support during the first 

couple of years of transition out of the ELL program. 
 

If the student is success, the support needed should reduce. 
 

The language gap will remain even if an ELL is reclassified from focused language study and continued support will 

ensure that former ELLs receive academic support to be successful. All teachers must have the opportunities to learn how 

to address the language needs of former ELLs when these students no longer receive ESL services. 
 

Lovely idea to reward districts who do well quickly 
 

Extra weight should only be claimed for the duration of the time the student is in the program, regardless of how long it 

takes him/her to be proficient enough to exit the program. 
 

We monitor these students and continue to provide school-to-home service, so extra support could be helpful. Again, I 

worry where the funds will come from and whether or not other critical programs and services will be affected as a result 

of increased funding here. 
 

While ELLs may become proficient in English, they still require monitoring and often times extra interventions to support 



them as they access content. 
 

We do not receive funding for the students who are on monitor status but we still have to provide other services to their 

families such as translations, as well as monitor their progress which takes time away from the funded students. 
 

This would support those students who are in year one and year two of monitoring status. 
 

If the purpose of additional ADMw is to provide funding to support students who need specialized English classes, then 

basing the formula for that funding, at least in part, on students who no longer need the specialized classes doesn't make 

much sense. What other program is funded this way? Following this logic, shouldn't schools continue to receive ADMw 

for any students who graduate early? 
 

We often need to provide extra interventions and homework support as these students typically do not have support in the 

home for rigorous courses. Becoming proficient doesn't mean they won't struggle with higher level academic course work. 
 

We currently have no funding to support ELs when they exit. Many struggle to find success, but our support system is a 

cliff where services are cut off as soon as a student exits. This change would allow us to provide a gradual re-entry system 

including sheltered courses designed specifically for ELs . 
 

In addition, you might consider funding bonuses to districts for students who exit early. 
 

This supports the fact that even though our students exit the program they continue to need support to be successful in 

higher level classes. 
 

Not necessary. When a child no longer needs a service, we shouldnt be able to claim extra money for them. There are too 

many needs for the good of the whole student populace. 
 

Creates a more stable long term funding structure. 
 

The extra money can be used to help fund a program to monitor students. Currently, there is not enough finding to make 

true monitoring if exited students a reality. 
 

No 

 

5 years is better to be able to maintain funding levels. Though most people will gladly take the money for longer. 

 

 

 
 



 
 
 
I’m seeing concern here about how time consuming the enforcement 
provision would be but also a desire to get the money to help the students.  It’s 
clear the directors want more money for their programs.  I’ve heard that COSA 
is against this.  But look at the results.  Are Title III Directors members of 
COSA?  Help me to understand if they are indeed members, why wouldn’t their 
opinions be represented by their professional organization?  I think this issue 
needs to be separated from the rest of the package and dealt with in a more 
thorough manner, with direct input from the directors.  
 
This would allow for more instructional support for our ELs (additional instructional aides, some after school 
support/curriculum/materials). 
 

This is the critical element that needs to be addressed. The .5 added weight is currently a funding formula 
and not a spending formula. Simply adding spending parameters will make a significant difference to the 
resources available to address the academic needs of ELLs. 
 

why not !00%? 
 

We have to be careful how this is measured. they tap into a number of resources not just an ELL teacher; 
ELL assistants, counselors, gen ed classroom teacher, principal-parent meetings needed, etc. should be 
'counted' as going towards the support of ELL students. 
 

The ELLs are at risk of failing in our schools. The 90% minimum will send the message that less than 100% 
is OK, when ELLs need more than just this amount. While the new funding formula will be of a great support, 
the 90% will weaken the intent and the impact of additional funding. If we are serious about the support, why 



not require 100%? Do we require 90% for any other student population? If we don't, such a requirement for 
ELLs would be inequitable. If our goal is equitable funding for all students and if we are serious about 
graduating 100% of our students, 100% should be the requirement. 
 

If the basis for this takes into consideration the staffing needs and does not require redundant tracking or 
obsessive monitoring. 
 

Every district spends their money differently for various reasons. Perhaps and MOE, such as in Special 
Education, would be a better option. 
 

More information would be needed in order to answer this. Can the funding be used for supplies, PD, staff, 
etc., that is only used for ELL students. This type of funding, which Title 1A is requiring, is VERY negative to 
the overall atmosphere of the school. The focus should be ELL students, but not allowing teachers and TAs 
to work with nonELL students (even though their funding is from the additional ELL funds) creates a situation 
where parents and students do not understand the reasoning. Supplies and staff should be targeted toward 
ELL students, but not restricted to them. 
 

This could be problematic, depending on how it is defined. There's no question that "spending tied to 
students" should include whatever costs are associated with instructional and program support, but 
increased administrative costs must be factored in as well. This is especially true in small districts where 
each administrator's duties are stretched to the limit. 
 

I strongly believe that dollars generated by our ELL students should be spent on this population. We are all 
working hard to close the achievement gap and when the extra weight is used to balance the budget, at the 
district level, this totally defeats the purpose of the extra weighting. 
 

You need to work with teachers/staff to determine what qualifies as spending on students. 
 

" On ELL Students" needs to be defined for the Required aspect. 
 
Rather than tracking $$ which is sometimes difficult as positions maybe split between several duties. I would 
prefer to measure outcomes for our ELLs and Ever ELLs. 
 

It is extremely difficult to run a district-wide EL program with limited funding. If the money is earmarked for 
EL students, it should go to EL students. What would be helpful, in addition to this mandatory %, is 
parameters as to what it means to spend the money on ELs. For example, does this include FTE for an ELA 
teacher at the high school to teach a sheltered class to reduce class size so it can be half ELs? Does this 
include FTE for an intervention math class for non-math literate 9th graders who happen to be mostly ELs? 
Does this include a literacy teacher for middle school students arriving from refugee camps with little to no 
formal schooling? We are struggling with refugees arriving with little to no formal schooling at the 5th grade 
and above level, how best to and who should educate them, and what source of funds to provide the support 
they need. 
 

I am concerned as to how this would be measured. Part of the support for ELLs is the content instruction 
they receive in their reading, English, math, science, and social studies classrooms. I believe that there 
should be a way of recognizing that support as part of the funding and support provided to ELLs in terms of 
Sheltered Instruction and using appropriate ELD strategies for content area support in regular classrooms. 
 

Yes!!! I more than strongly support this proposal. This was one of the biggest weaknesses in way weighted 
funding has been. I understand that ELLs put a strain on the whole school system, but the emphasis of this 
funding should be on English language development. 
 

While this would be ideal, in my small district EL students are served in some way in every classroom and 
the .5 funds are not currently spent only on EL students, I believe this type of requirement would create 
animosity. I would be in favor of a smaller %tage required to be spent on EL students. 
 

I would like to see 100%. 
 

Why would you require a district to spend money if the subgroup is performing well? This is micromanaging. 
It should be based on what is needed to help this subgroup perform, not a dollar amount! 
 

This is critical. The weighted formula needs to change from a funding formula to an expenditure formula with 
accountability. 



 

That makes sense 
 

How would this actually be determined? Is it correct to assume that things like ESOL specialists and/or 
bilingual educational assistants' salaries and professional development directly related to ESOL would be 
considered spending on ELL students? 
 

Need to ensure that the money is getting directly to students. 
 

Districts need flexibility in how monies are used. I think most districts do there best to spend the money 
where it is needed to best support ELL students. We don't need more regulation. 
 

Ell funding should be spent on the students-period. 
 

In smaller districts this money could also be used to support the overall educational program which could 
benefit all students. I worry that too many restrictions will force smaller districts not to go after Title III funds 
all together. 75% would be a better number...districts still could spend more. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
This is an idea that needs to die its natural death.  It doesn’t really do anything 
to help current students.  By the time a couple of years of awards are given, 
and the word of mouth goes out among the students, we will have already be 
labeled failing under the other multitude of accountability provisions.  That 



amount of money isn’t enough anyway to remove the obstacles that might 
prevent an ELL student from graduating.   
 
 
 

I wish it were proactive for districts like mine who have succeeded with graduating ELL lifers. 

This brings attention to this group of students and highlights successes. 
 

Let's educate kids and not worry about getting $250 for an ever ELL graduating with a diploma. 
 

We should be committed to graduating all students. Attaching an incentive feels like we're going to work harder now. 

sends the wrong message. 
 

Its our job to teach, the extra weighting formula is sufficient. 
 

This could be seen as incentives that are less educational and more desperation. 

 

What is the purpose of this? I agree it should go to the student. 
 

This would be a great incentive, but not necessary. All schools should have the goal of all students, regardless of their 

subgroup, to graduate from high school with a regular diploma. 
 

I think this idea makes sense and provides incentive for school programs that support students stay engaged throughout the 

9-12 years. 
 

What would be the purpose of this proposal? 
 

If that money goes back into ELL services. 

 

With this incentive, we will all have to focus more on our language learners who have exited the EL Program. 
 

This proposal would not allow schools to spend the $250 on the students who actually needed it--but only on those who 

follow after. EL teachers are not entrepreneurs waiting to be motivated by a prize for discovering how to exit ELs. We are 

professionals who know what to do and work hard to accomplish it--but need more funding and tools. Offering the funding 

in retrospect would be like offering to pay hospitals for cancer treatments once a patient is cured. 

 

Why would the district get that? It's insulting to make a claim that a group of students receiving a diploma is worthy of a 

district receiving money. Would we ever consider giving a district money for an "ever poor colored student" getting a 

diploma? We do not buy diplomas. Does a surgeon get more money if the patient doesn't die on the table? Give the student 

the money in terms of a tuition voucher or a savings bond, etc. to use for post high school work. 
 

No incentive should be given. All ELL should be graduating with a diploma. We have worked and continue to work hard 

to ensure that everyone in the organization takes ownership for our ELs. A $250 incentive would shift that thinking to 

monetary win instead of our moral obligation to ensure all students regardless of race/language attain HS diploma. 
 

Our graduation rate for our Hispanic students has been increasing over the years. It would be nice to recognize the extra 

effort it takes to support the students. 
 

There is an underlying theme in this survey suggesting that districts would be doing a better job of exiting ELs if they had a 

monetary incentive - either by losing funding or getting a bonus. This approach underscores the lack of awareness relative 

to the complexities of EL achievement. The one question that is good is making it mandatory that districts use the weighted 

funding (90%) on ELs. 
 

Love the idea of recognizing that language acquisition is a life long idea. However, will this be a stigma the student carries 

through high school graduation? Or will this label be hidden in our data in a way that is unknown to the student? We know 

that remaining labeled EL increases drop out rates, which is why I am asking. It the student will knowingly carry the label, 

the incentive is not worth it. 
 

Only for a standard diploma. 
 



In addition, you might consider funding bonuses to districts for students who exit early. 
 

What type of diploma is this? Standard or modified or either? 
 

This would be a great incentive for districts to track and support ever EL students. 
 

No... we should be working hard to get all students across the podium. We shouldn't need an incentive to be paid extra if 

this happens. Other issues around the EL population have not even been addressed here.. what if an EL is also SPED... how 

about we keep the second weight for SPED, plus the .5 weight for EL? that makes sense to me. 
 

Like the incentive based outcomes. For some it will make a difference. 
 

The Ever ELL students that graduate are not the biggest concern. It is the Highschool kids that are "stuck" in the ELD 

program and have lost hope and motivation and end up dropping out because they are unsuccessful. We need to look at 

ways of intervening in elementary school to increase their chances of exiting an ELL program. 
 

Hmmmmm...4 years? 5 years? No. 
 

Too hard to police...districts become competitive. 
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