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The Washington State Board of Education

March 9-10, 2011
AGENDA

Wednesday, March 9, 2011

8:30a.m.  Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance
Welcome by Rhen Niles, Student, New Market Skills Center
Agenda Overview

Consent Agenda

The purpose of the Consent Agenda is to act upon routine matters in an
expeditious manner. Items placed on the Consent Agenda are determined by
the Chair, in cooperation with the Executive Director, and are those that are
considered common to the operation of the Board and normally require no
special Board discussion or debate. A Board member; however, may request
that any item on the Consent Agenda be removed and inserted at an
appropriate place on the regular agenda. Items on the Consent Agenda for
this meeting include:

e Approval of Minutes from the January 12-13, 2011 Meeting (Action
Item)

8:40 a.m.  SBE Strategic Plan Data Dashboard
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director
Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Communications Manager

Board Discussion

8:55a.m.  SBE Strategic Plan Goal One: Governance
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director

Mr. Jesse Burns, Contractor, SBE

10:15a.m. Break

10:30 a.m. SBE Strategic Plan Goal One Continued
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director

Mr. Jesse Burns, Contractor, SBE

11:30 a.m. Public Comment
Note: All comments should be provided in writing to the Executive Assistant.

Comments can be submitted at the meeting or by email to
loy.mccolm@k12.wa.us.




12:00 p.m. Lunch and Nominations for Executive Committee at Large
Dr. Kris Mayer, Board Member
Ms. Amy Bragdon, Board Member

1:00 p.m. Common Core Update
Ms. Jessica Vavrus, Assistant Superintendent, OSPI

1:30 p.m. Legislative Update
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director

Mr. Brad Burnham, Legislative and Policy Specialist
Board Discussion

3:00 p.m. Break

3:15p.m.  Required Action District Update
Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director

3:45 p.m.  Waiver Applications and Discussion of Innovative Waivers
e Innovative Schools (SOTA, etc.)
Mr. Brad Burnham, Legislative and Policy Specialist
Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director

Board Discussion

4:25 p.m. Basic Education Act Compliance Rule Revision
Mr. Brad Burnham, Legislative and Policy Specialist

4:35 p.m.  Public Comment
Note: All comments should be provided in writing to the Executive Assistant.

Comments can be submitted at the meeting or by email to
loy.mccolm@k12.wa.us.

5:00 p.m.  Adjourn

Thursday, March 10, 2011

8:30 a.m. Student Presentation
Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Communications Manager
Mr. Jared Costanzo, Student Board Member

8:45 a.m. Student Video Contest on CTE, Math, or Science
Mr. Jared Costanzo, Student Board Member
Ms. Anna Laura Kastama, Student Board Member



9:00 a.m.

11:00 a.m.

11:15 a.m.

11:45 a.m.

12:30 p.m.

1:30 p.m.

2:15 p.m.

3:15 p.m.
3:30 p.m.

4:30 p.m.

5:00 p.m.

Connections: High School to College

Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director

Dr. Randy Spaulding, Director, Academic Affairs, Higher Education
Coordinating Board (HECB)

Ms. Jan Yoshiwara, Deputy Executive Director, Education, State Board for
Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC)

Board Discussion
Break

Public Comment
Note: All comments should be provided in writing to the Executive Assistant.

Comments can be submitted at the meeting or by email to
loy.mccolm@k12.wa.us.

Lunch

Standard Setting Plans for High School Math EOC Exams and Science
Measurement of Student Progress (MSPs)
Ms. Cinda Parton, Director of Assessment Development, OSPI

Washington Achievement Awards and Index
Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director
Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Communications Manager

Data Systems

Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director

Dr. Carol Jenner, Senior Forecast Analyst, ERDC

Mr. Bill Huennekens, Data Governance Coordinator, OSPI

Break
Board Discussion on Data Systems Continued

Business Items

e Election of New At Large Members (Action Item)
Waiver Requests (Action Item)

Retreat Planning Team (Action Item)

Potential Legislative Positions (Action Item)
Approval of Standard Setting Plan (Action Item)

Adjourn
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The Washington State Board of Education

March 9-10, 2011
New Market Skills Center
- Tumwater, Washington
MINUTES

March 9, 2011
Members Attending: Chair Jeff Vincent, Ms. Connie Fletcher, Mr. Randy Dorn, Mr. Jack Schuster,

Ms. Phyllis Frank, Dr. Sheila Fox, Dr. Bernal Baca, Ms. Mary Jean Ryan,

Mr. Jared Costanzo, Ms. Anna Laura Kastama, Mr. Bob Hughes, Mr.

Warren Smith, Dr. Kris Mayer, Ms. Amy Bragdon (14)
Members Absent: Vice-Chair Steve Dal Porto (excused); Mr. Eric Liu (excused) (2)

Staff Attending: Ms. Edie Harding, Ms. Loy McColm, Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Dr. Kathe Taylor,
Ms. Sarah Rich, Ms. Ashley Harris, Ms. Colleen Warren (7)

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 8:33 a.m. by Chair Vincent.

Mr. Rhen Niles, student, welcomed the Board to the New Market Skills Center. Mr. Niles answered
questions posed by the members.

Announcements

The members congratulated Mr. Jared Costanzo for being accepted into the summer program at
Georgetown University.

Consent Agenda

Motion was made to approve the January 12-13, 2011 meeting minutes
Motion seconded

Motion carried

SBE Data Dashboard on Strategic Plan

Ms. Edie Harding, Executive. Director
Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Legislative and Communications Director

Ms. Harding provided an overview of each of the dashboard goals. The bulk of staff work has been
on governance and the achievement awards over the last few months. Chair Vincent asked the
Members for feedback on the Dashboard and how the process works for them. Discussion followed
and the Members asked for.more outcome reporting on the Dashboard. This will be a topic to
examine at the Board’s July retreat. '
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SBE Strategic Plan Goal One: Governance

Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director
Mr. Jesse Burns, Contractor, SBE

The goal of SBE is to advocate for an effective, accountable governance structure in Washington

State.
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The governance review included:
What is Washington trying to achieve?
Governance: a definition, literature review, and analytical framework.
Education Governance in Washington and other states.
Washington’s history of education reform efforts in K-12.
Washington case studies on governance.
International education systems governance and how they compare to the U.S.
Lessons learned.
Governor’s proposal for new department of education and other educatlon governance bills
in the 2011 Legislative Session.
Next steps.

Effective governance provides for clear relationships, authorities, and responsibilities among a set of
institutions to guide strategic decisions through a set of cohesive policies and processes. The
Members’ discussion followed on the governance characteristics and the framework needed to
move forward. The characteristics for effective governance include: stability, systems planning,
accountability, flexibility, transparency, and efficiency.

Lessons learned from the literature review include:

There is limited research on ability of governance to affect student achievement. The limited
body of research does not identify causal linkages between governance arrangements and
student achievement.

Governance is an important determinant of the effectiveness of an educational system
meeting its goals.

There is no single best way to organize education agencies. -

Across the nation, education governance systems are moving toward systems that centralize
decision-making authority.

Funding is an important lever for affecting educational governance.

There are analytical tools to assist with identifying the comparative advantage of which levels
of government should make particular decisions to support logical decision-making when
empirical evidence is lacking.

Educational governance reforms typically focus upon governmental agencies; however,

- attention should be paid to a broader network of organizations that are increasingly

influencing the educational system.

Governance across governmental and nonprofit organizations is starting to shift decusmn-
making control from within specific governmental entities at the state or national level to
networks at multiple scales and locations.

Case study results indicated that:

Adequate staff support, leadership, and a strong public outreach process are important when
developing system-wide planning efforts. _

Currently, there is a lack of clarity about the roles and authority for education decision-
making in the state.

Statewide plans have not provided specific deliverables and outcomes.

The primary incentives for collaboration rest upon the good will of the partners.

24



o Washington’s current governance system is effective in terms of checks, balances, and
providing citizen participation.

o Washington’s current governance system is less effective for promoting higher levels of

~ student achievement and strategic level planning.

e Governance is not the only tool for improving student outcomes. Issues of lack of funding
and resources also constrain outcomes.

Mr. Burns will have a final report on the case studies for the members later in the spring.

Ms. Harding gave an overview of governance in other states. Wisconsin and Minnesota do not have

a state board of education. There is a growing trend toward fewer elected chief state school officers

and more governor or SBE-appointed chief state school officers. Almost half of the chief state school
officers are appointed by SBEs. Only two states have full P-20 consolidated agencies. States with a

central office of education -are not recognized for strong postsecondary education based on a Higher
Education Coordinating Board review.

Ms. Harding also shared information on international governance. Departments of education at
state, country, or province level have the authority and responsibility to manage the education
system, including aligning standards and exams with a high level of cognitive demand. Schools
decide allocation of resources, materials used, and courses offered. They do not have district-level
organization.

Public Comment

Mark Wenzel, Methow Valley School District

Mr. Wenzel’'s District needs to have the ability to offer effective professional development for staff in
schools. Building relationships with kids is important but he feels that the system doesn’t always do
that. Professional development time will help staff learn how to do that. Kids in trauma have different
triggers and have difficulty learning because of the traumas occurring in their personal lives. It’s
intentional, reflective work but critical for relating to these students. The waiver days are absolutely
vital for the work teachers need to do to make a difference with kids. He encouraged the Board to

approve the six waiver days for the Methow Valley School District.

Nominations for Executive Committee at Large Members
Dr. Kris Mayer, Board Member

Ms. Amy Bragdon, Board Member

The three candidates nominated for the At Large Members positions on the Executive Committee
are Ms. Fletcher, Ms. Frank, and Ms. Ryan. Ms. Bragdon asked for any additional nominations to be
considered. No additional nominations were provided.

Motion was made to close nominations

Motion seconded

Motion carried
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Common Core Update
Ms. Jessica Vavrus, Assistant Superintendent, OSPI

OSPI provisionally adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 with the
understanding that the 2011 Legislature would have the opportunity to review the decision. There is
currently no legislation that would impact the Superintendent of Public Instruction’s intent to finalize
adoption of the CCSS. Since July 2010, the following activities have taken place to advance -
progress on the Common Core State Standards: ;
e One hundred people participated on the Washington CCSS workgroup.
e The statewide outreach included nine regional meetings, five public forums, and two
statewide webinars.
Standards comparisons were completed.
The legislative report was completed.
e There were emerging national, regional, and state collaborations.

Ms. Vavrus gave an overview of the move toward career- and college-readiness in English
‘Language Arts and mathematics as follows:

English Language Arts Mathematics

e CCSS adds grades 11 and 12. e Standards for mathematical practice (“Habits
o Great focus on increasing text, complexity, of Mind”) denoted at each grade level.
argumentative writing, and research skills e CCSS includes more advanced standards:
from early grades. denoted by (+) symbols starting in grade six.
e Washington strength at K-3 student goal e High school course pathways.

setting.

Per 2010 E2SSB 6696, the Superintendent of Public Instruction will adopt the Common Core State
Standards, unless the Legislature otherwise takes action during the 2011 Legislative Session.

Next steps for spring 2011:

Close of 2011 Legislative Session: Formal adoption
May/June 2011: Washington Bias and Sensitivity review
Summer 2011: Begin to implement

Washington’s anticipated implementation timeline includes the following:

Phase One:  Awareness and understanding, alignment, and adoption.

Phase Two:  Build statewide capacity. Collaboratively develop and align resources and materials.
Phase Three: Professional development and classroom transition.

Phase Four: Statewide implementation through the assessment system.

Key considerations for implementation include:
1. What are our core values and vision for supporting statewide transition to the CCSS?
2. How can we tap into existing state structures and expertise to most efficiently approach
developing necessary materials and building statewide capacity?
3. What are common challenges and concerns for school districts in this transition?
4. What are common needs among school districts for assistance and resources?
5. Prioritize content training support and resources.
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Estimated state- and district-level costs for implementation:

State-level District-level

1. Allocation of additional new funds to the state 1. All districts currently have systems to

for the 2011-13 biennium is not necessary. address curriculum and instructional support
2. Maintaining coordinated state and regional for teachers.

support is critical for our implementation 2. Instructional materials alignment and

infrastructure. purchase considerations.

3. Cost-saving opportunities through emerging 3. Fund sources to consider.
state and national expertise and -
collaborations.

Legislative Update
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director

Mr. Brad Burnham, Former Legislative and Policy Specialist

The deadiine for bills to make it out of the house of origin has passed and many bills and their issues
have died. For the last half of the session, the House and Senate will work on an agreement for the
2011-13 biennium budget and the surviving policy issues.

The SBE 2011 legislative positions, approved at the January 2011 Board meeting; were presented
for review as follows:
e High school graduation requirements
Mathematics assessment graduation requirement
Science assessment graduation requirement
Temporary reduction in the basic education requirement of 180 school days-
SBE/PESB joint policy issues
OSPI/Department of Learning
Quality Education Council recommendations
Financial literacy '
Joint Higher Education Coordinating Board, State Board for Community and Technical
Colleges, and SBE policy issues '
Governor’s education governance proposal
Teacher and principal evaluations
e Basic education funding

The following bills were discussed:

HB 1412 — Allowing students to graduate with the successful completion of one math end-of-course
assessment for the graduating classes of 2013-14:.
o After discussion it was agreed that the Board will remain neutral on this bill.
2SHB 1546 — Authorizing creation of innovation schools and innovation zones in school districts:
e The Board is in support of this bill.
HB 1521 — Reorganizing Washington’s Innovation Schools:
e The Board is in support of this bill.
 HB 1891 — Would delay the adoption of the common core standards for two years:
e The Board is not in support of this bill.
E2SHB 1808 — Creating opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school:
e The Board is in support of this bill.
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The Revenue Forecast will come out on March 17. Potential budget issues for the Board include:

Protection of basic education funding.
Protection of the state mandated 180-day school year, with no exceptions,
Continuing to phase-in all-day kindergarten for lowest income students.

Teacher and principal evaluations. :

e WakKids Assessments funding.
Board members decided it was most important to focus on protecting basic education funding and

the 180-day school year.

The Board Student Members expressed their concerns about what's happening with their schools
and the elimination of classes, teachers, and class time due to the budget.

_Crosswalk on Washington Education Governance Bills

Department of
Education

Secretary of Education
appointed by
Governor.

Secretary of Education
appointed by
Governor.

Governor’s Original Senate Substltutlon House Substitution
Bill SB 5639 SSB 5639 ESHB 1849
Creation of new P-20 Department with | P-12 Department with | Creates temporary

council to create a two-
year study on how fo
improve state
education governance.

Ms. Harding discussed the responsibilities, goals and strategic plan for the Governor’s proposed

education department. The Members discussed pros and cons for each bill.

Required Action District Update

Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director

At the January 2011 Board meeting, the following districts were designated as Required Action

Districts:

e Lakeridge Elementary School, Renton School Dlstrlct

e Morton Junior-Senior High School, Morton School District

e Onalaska Middle School, Onalaska School District

e Soap Lake Middle and High School, Soap Lake School District

The Required Action Plan approval timeline is as follows:

By February 10

Academic Performance Audits were completed by OSPI.

March 4

Districts submitted Required Action Plan to OSPI.

March 8 (9 and 10 for

| regular SIG applications)

Required Action plans were read and scored by OSPI to ensure they are
compliant with federal guidelines.

March 16-18 OSPI interviews Required Action Districts.
March 18 e Required Action Districts submit plans to OSPI with revisions based
on OSPI feedback.
e OSPI provides copies of Required Actions plans and summaries of
: scoring fo SBE.
March 18-25 e SBE reads Required Action plans.
e Work group recommends approval or changes.
March 25 SBE small work group recommends approval or non—approval of each
Required Action Plan.
March 31 SBE Special meeting to approve Required Action plans.
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Waiver Applications and Discussion of Innovation Waivers
Mr. Brad Burnham, Legislative and Policy Specialist
Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director .

The following nine applications were submitted for approval during the Business Items on March 10:
1. Edmonds — (tabled from the January meeting) is requesting a renewal of five days for school
years 2011-14.
2. Shoreline — (tabled from the January meeting) is requesting a renewal for five days for school
years 2011-14.
Bethel — is requesting a renewal of two days for school years 2011-14..
Methow Valley — is requesting a renewal of six days for school years 201 1-2014.
Monroe — is requesting a renewal of four days for school years 2011-14.
Newport — is requesting a renewal of five days for school years 2011-14.
Northshore — is requesting a renewal of five days for school years 201 1-14.
Seattle — is requesting a renewal of three days for K-6 and K-8 and one day for middle and
high school for years 2011-13. The District is also requesting a renewal of three days for
years 2011-13 for parent-teacher conferences..
9. Sedro-Woolley — is a new request of three days for school years 2011-14.
All of the above submittals include enhanced responses about Collective Bargaining Agreements.
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Innovation Waivers

The three options for school districts were presented to the Members for discussion:

Option One: The regular option that has been available since 1995 to enhance the educational
program and improve student achievement and is outlined in WAC 180-18-040(1) and WAC 180-18-
050(1) and (2). There are 67 districts that currently have Option One waivers.

Option Two: A pilot for purposes of economy and efficiency outlined in RCW 28A.305.141 for eligible
districts to operate one or more schools on a flexible calendar. This option expires on August 31,
2014. There are three districts that currently have Option Two waivers.

Option Three: A pilot outlined in WAC 180-1 8-050(3) to allows districts meeting eligibility and other
requirements to use up to three waived days for specific innovative strategies. This option expires
August 31, 2018. There are seven districts that currently have Option Three waivers.

Basic Education Act Compliance Rule Revision
Mr. Brad Burnham, Legislative and Policy Specialist

SBE has the responsibility of ensuring school district compliance with the Basic Education program
requirements and other related supplemental program requirements. SBE’s rules outline the
procedure that districts must follow to report compliance each year. Due to legislation, SBE must
revise certain sections of its rules and may want to consider additional revisions that would
modernize and streamline the reporting process. '

Although there is a moratorium on amending rules, there are exceptions in place. The new rule
would be to modernize and streamline the process used by districts to report compliance. The
process will utilize the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction’s web-based data reporting
system and would greatly reduce the time and effort spent by both district and SBE staff in fulfilling
this task.
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The following SBE rules were presented for changes due to new laws:

1. WAC 180-16-210: Kindergarten through grade three students to classroom/teacher ratio
requirement will no longer be needed since the underlying statute will be repealed as of
September 1, 2011. The proposed rule revision repeals this entire section of rule, which is
referenced in Appendix A of the meeting agenda packet.

2. WAC 180-16-215: Minimum one hundred eighty school day year contains a subsection that
quotes the current definition of a school day and will be incorrect as of September 2011. The
definition of a school day will change on September 1, as follows: “School day means each
day of the school year on which pupils enrolled in the common schools of a school district
are engaged in edusation-activity academic and career and technical instruction planned by
and under the direction of the school district staff.-as-directed-by-the-administration-and
beoard-of directors-of-the-distriet. The proposed rule revision repeals this entire section of rule
referenced in Appendix B of the meeting agenda packet because it is stated in law.

Public Comment

Kathy Ehman, Sedro-Woolley School District

The District’s waiver application is based on input and strong support from the community, parents,
staff, and the school board of directors. The request will not have an impact on the District’s current
total of instructional minutes. It would convert six existing student early release days into three full
waiver days for staff professional development. The three full days will provide for more
concentrated and intense professional development and reduce time lost to travel. By making this
conversion from the six early release days to three full waiver days for professional development, we
would actually increase the number of full days for instruction from 168 to 171 per year at both the
elementary and secondary level. This is a value-added benefit of the waiver request. The District
respectfully requests the Board’s serious consideration of this request. Ms. Ehman thanked the
Board for their time.

Anthony Byrd, Edmonds School District

Mr. Byrd expressed why the District waiver days are so critical for their staff, parents, and students.
It is his understanding that there were questions about the days the District provides through local
bargaining. The District is among the largest in the state, serving 20,000 students and covering five
municipalities. The District asks themselves five basic questions when considering waiver days: 1)
What do we want students to learn? 2) How will we know if they learned it? 3) What will we do if they
did not learn it? 4) What will we do if they already get it? 5) What are the best teaching practices we
need to employ? The District routinely brings principals and teachers together to leam about the
standards, assessments, and practices necessary to do the work. The District has also seen distinct
benefits, both anecdotally and quantitatively. With respect to its local contract, the District has six
supplemental days; three before school and three during the year. The Districts had these days prior
to its waivers and has not added any since the institutionalization of the waivers. The supplemental
days are part of the District’s local time, responsibility, and incentive pay. The District uses this time
for: welcoming and training new teachers, preparing for the opening of school, parent contact,
planning, and organizing decision-making rules. The District had several problems with the use of
early release days. First, they were very difficult for the parent community. Parents and principals
were concerned about the quality of service during these shortened days. The District also found it
to be very challenging to provide quality professional development in such a short time frame.
Without common start and stop times, the District found it impossible to collaborate across schools.
A loss of waiver days, coupled with loss of two Local Improvement Days (LID) days, would be
devastating to the learning in the District’s system. The staff and parents have told administrators
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that they want these days and would respectfully request that théy be granted so that the District can
effectively address the achievement gaps.

Susan Porter, Shoreline School District

Ms. Porter expressed the importance of improving the academic achievement of the students in the

Shoreline School District. For the past 39 years, Ms. Porter has been an educator in the Shoreline

School District and can state, with certainty, that the only way we are going to improve student

achievement is to continue to implement a system that supports educators to focus on the

instructional practices that will make a difference. This professional development must be ongoing,
imbedded in daily instructional practice, and be focused on individual student’s needs in the
classrooms. Time is needed to:

Understand, align, and implement new, and ever changing, standards.

Prepare for new, and ever changing, state assessments.

Create and utilize common assessments to test expected standards.

Analyze assessment data to determine which students need remediation, as well as which

students need acceleration."

Determine what interventions should be used and evaluate their effectiveness over time

(Response to Intervention).

6. Replicate practices that are successful. The District has one school that has closed the
achievement gap and was just named a Washington State School of Distinction. The District is
excited to share their strategies with other schools.

7. Implement additional graduation requirements, working toward Core 24.

8. Engage parents, particularly those of our English Language Learners.

0 o
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As a result of the above activities, we can close the achievement gap and improve academic

learning for all of our students. There is no time to implement this system in a district, or in a school,

during the student school day. Shoreline does not have late start or early release time. Ms. Porter

encouraged the Board to consider the necessity of these days and approve Shoreline School

District’s waiver request.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:02 p.m. by Chair Vincent

March 10, 2011 _

Members Attending: Chair Jeff Vincent, Ms. Connie Fletcher, Mr. Randy Dorn, Mr. Jack Schuster,
Ms. Phyllis Frank, Dr. Sheila Fox, Dr. Bernal Baca, Ms. Mary Jean Ryan,
Mr. Jared Costanzo, Ms. Anna Laura Kastama, Mr. Bob Hughes, Mr.
Warren Smith, Dr. Kris Mayer, Ms. Amy Bragdon (14)

Members Absent: Vice-Chair Steve Dal Porto (excused); Mr. Eric Liu (excused) (2)

Staff Attending: Ms. Edie Harding, Ms. Loy McColm, Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Dr. Kathe Taylor,
Ms. Sarah Rich, Ms. Ashley Harris, Ms. Colleen Warren (7)

Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 8:05 a.m. by Chair Vincent
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Student Presentation
Mr.-Jared Costanzo, Student Board Member
Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Legislative and Communications Director

Mr. Costanzo talked about what makes a quality teacher. In his presentation, he quoted both
students and teachers. Students appreciate teachers who are reasonable, trustworthy, respectful,
and have a great attitude. Mr. Costanzo’s quote for the day is, “Nobody will care about how much
you know until they know how much you care.” The Members asked clarifying questions and
congratulated Mr. Costanzo on a good presentation.

Student presentations allow Board members to work with staff on topics assigned as follows:
My experiences as a student; good, bad, or otherwise.

One to two good ideas to improve K-12 education.

How the Board's work on (the choice of the student) has impacted or will impact K-12.
Five lessons, from school or elsewhere that have had an impact.

Before and After: Where | started, Where | am, and Where I'm going.

NRwh =

Mr. Wyatt explained the process for the student presentations and answered clarifying questions.

Student Video Contest on CTE, Math, or Science
Mr. Jared Costanzo, Student Board Member
Ms. Anna Laura Kastama, Student Board Member

This year’s student video contest will ask students to create films based on the importance of math,
science, engineering, technology, and/or Career and Technical Education coursework. The contest
opened on February 14 and submissions are due on May 2. Student members, Ms. Kastama and
Mr. Costanzo will lead the evaluation of the videos, with the assistance of Mr. Wyatt and other

- education leaders. The student videos will be broadcast on the SBE YouTube channel and the top
vote getters will be highlighted through the SBE’s Web site, e-newsletter, and social network outlets.

Governance (Continued)

The Members prepared a draft for next steps on governance. Discussion followed and the letter will
be edited to reflect the feedback received by the Members during the discussion. Members will
provide guidance for the staff to continue the work on what role the Board has in governance.

Connections: High School to College

Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director

Mr. Randy Spaulding, Director, Academic Affairs, Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB)
Ms. Beth Ahlstrom, Program Associate, , Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB)

Ms. Jan Yoshiwara, Deputy Executive Director, Education, State Board for Community and
Technical Colleges (SBCTC)

The Board’s third strategic planning goal is to provide policy leadership to increase Washington’s
student enrollment and success in secondary and postsecondary education. To accomplish this
goal, the Board will partner with stakeholders to assess current and potential new state strategies to
improve student’s participation and success in postsecondary education through coordinated
college- and career-readiness strategies.
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The intended outcomes of this work will include:
o A road map of state strategies for improving Washington students’ chance for participation
and success in postsecondary education, with annual documentation.
e Annual dashboard summary of student performance on college- and career-readiness
measures.
e Transcript study of course-taking patterns of students enrolled in college incentive programs.

In 2008-09, 63,386 students graduated; 40,708 enrolled in postsecondary education; and 16,415
high school students dropped out. The question is: How can higher education and K-12 work
collaboratively to learn from existing initiatives, and publicize and promote effective practices to
encourage postsecondary attainment?

The seven principles of college- and career-readiness include:
College-going culture in the school. :
Core academic program aligned with, and leading to college-readiness.
Teach key self-management skills and academic behaviors and expect students to use them.
Make college and careers real by helping students manage the complexity of preparing for
and applying for postsecondary education.
Create assignments and grading policies that more closely approximate college expectations
each successive year of high school.
6. Make the senior year meaningful and appropriately challenging.
7. Build partnerships with, and connections to, postsecondary programs and institutions.
State initiatives that illustrate the seven principles were reviewed in-depth with the Members.

#2500
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College Readiness in Washington

Mr. Spaulding gave an overview of the 2008 Master Plan for P-20 strategies as follows:
e Create higher expectations for all K-12 students.

Scale up successful student advising and mentoring programs.

Engage families and communities.

Create multiple pathways from high school to college or workforce training.

Prepare educators for the 21 century.

Part of creating higher expectations is providing direct, comprehensive, extensive, and frequent
early intervention services and college campus experiences to low income students. Washington’s
GEAR UP program does this and more. Washington is the only state to explicitly supplement the
federal GEAR UP grant with state funds.

The promise of financial support, through federal programs like the College Access Challenge Grant
and state need grants like the College Bound Scholarship (CBS), also helps create higher
expectations. The CBS was passed by the Legislature in 2007 and is an early commitment of an
enhanced State Need Grant award that offers the promise of tuition and books to qualifying seventh
and eighth grade students in Washington State. The scholarship covers the amount of tuition not
covered by other state financial aid, plus $500 for books per year. It can be used at two- or four-year
public and private colleges and universities. :

The HECB is one of nine organizations in a public/private partnership that created

theWashBoard.org, a free online clearinghouse for Washington students seeking college
scholarships. ,
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Washington'’s dual credit options help to create multiple pathways for high school students, and
include: Running Start, Tech Prep, College in the High School, Advanced Placement (AP),
International Baccalaureate (1B), Early College High School, Gateway to College, Technical College
Direct Funded Enroliment Programs, The Cambridge Program. '

The HECB is directing professional development “educators for the 21** century” funds to build
college and career readiness in the schools. Six Title Il math and science projects, and seven
GEAR UP projects are helping to provide teachers with the tools they need to close the achievement
gap and provide a clear picture for teachers, students, and parents of the learning that needs to
occur in grades eleven and twelve to prepare students for postsecondary education and training, as
well as to develop the capacity to deliver that curriculum effectively.

Key Intervention Strategies — Community and Technical Colleges

In 2005, the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC) published the System
Direction, which established an overall goal of raising educational attainment for all Washingtonians.
In order to accomplish this, each sector of education and higher education must serve more state
residents and bring more of the students that we serve towards completion of diplomas, certificates,
and degrees. '

Moré than half of recent high school graduates enroll at a community or technical college within
three years of leaving high school. Many are not college ready and do not stay long enough to earn
degrees or transfer. Community and technical colleges serve the most low-income, first-generation
college students, immigrants and students of color among higher education sectors. .

The college system focuses on statewide strategies for young adult students that include:
1. Improved planning for and transition to college (for example, through checkoutacollege.com)
2. Incentives for accelerated learning through dual credit opportunities.
3. Increasing degree completion through performance funding incentives for colleges.

The Student Achievement Initiative is a new performance funding system for community and
technical colleges. Its purposes are to improve public accountability by more accurately describing
what students achieve from enrolling in colleges each year and to provide incentives through
financial rewards to colleges for increasing the levels of achievement attained by their students. It
represents a shift from funding entirely for enroliment inputs to also funding meaningful outcomes.

Re-thinking pre-college math and reforming precollege education continues to be a focus of the
SBCTC through its Gates grant-funded initiatives and through its participation in Achieving the
Dream, a national community college project to improve retention and completion.

Public Comment
Grazyna PI;OUtV, Tahoma School District

Ms. Prouty expressed concern about the process for teacher evaluations. She asked the Board to
review materials she provided from a recent evaluation and asked for feedback from Members.

Wes Pruitt, Workforce Training Board

The Workforce Training Board has a couple of programs on connections in high school. The Board
prepared a career guide for students in Washington that is very helpful. The Board received a
national award for their guide that is on their website called Career Bridge, which has all the
information students need to go online and learn about programs they could get into and what jobs
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are available in those programs when completed. Mr. Pruitt encouraged the Board to look at the
Career Bridge.

Standard Setting Plans for High School Math EOC Exams and Science Measurement of

Student Progress
Ms. Cinda Parton, Director of Assessment Development, OSPI

Dr. Thomas Hirsch, Co-founder, Assessment and Evaluation Services

In May 2011, the 2009 Science Learning Standards will be assessed for the first time on the
Measurements of Student Progress in grades five and eight. The 2008 Mathematics Learning
Standards will be assessed on the 2011 End-of-Course exams in Algebra 1/Integrated Mathematics
1 and Geometry/Integrated Mathematics 2. Standard setting panels will convene to reoommend cut
scores on these tests.

Four standard-setting panels with 30 committee members each will convene in early August to
provide recommendations on the cut scores for these new assessments. The Superintendent of
Public Instruction also provides recommendations from a policy panel.

Standard setting is a formalized process to determine how well students need to perform on an
assessment to be classified into performance levels. Once standards have been set, scores for tests
given in later years are adjusted through statistical equating, assuring that the difficulty for the
performance levels stays the same. A pre-established percent correct would make the performance
levels easier or more difficult due to how hard the questions are on a given year's test.

Members asked for further discussion at a later meeting about the format of the standard setting
process; specifically, they raised questions about what point in the process the standard-setting
panels will receive information about the impact that a potential cut score will have on the
percentage of students likely to meet standard Action on the standard setting process was deferred
until a future Board meetlng

The SBE sets standards in a special meeting on August 9, 2011 at the Puget Sound Education
Services District (PSESD) in Renton.

Washington Achievement Awards and Index
Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director-
Mr. Aaron Wyatt, Legislative and Communications Director

SBE and OSP! will recognize 186 schools through the 2010 Washington State Achievement Awards.

For the 2010 Awards, SBE decided to:

e Add special recognition for improvement, using the same criteria as other awards.

o Not provide Overall Excellence awards for schools that have large socio-economic or

racial/ethnic gaps.

e Highlight schools that receive awards for multiple years.

e Add special recognition for Closing Achievement Gaps.
Award winners will be recognized at the Washington Achievement Award ceremony on April 27,
2011 at 9:00 a.m. at Lincoln High School in Tacoma, Washlngton The Achievement Index Look Up
Tool was presented to the Members.
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Data Systems
Ms. Sarah Rich, Research Director

Dr. Carol Jenner, Senior Forecast Analyst, ERDC
Mr. Bill Huennekens, Data Governance Coordinator, OSPI

The Members were provided with an overview of current development in statewide longitudinal data
systems; how early learning, K-12, and postsecondary education systems are working together; and
what developments are coming in the next year.

ESHB 2261, passed in May 2009, established several critical objectives for educational data. The
bill established the expectation for a K-12 education data improvement system, a data governance
group at OSPI, and the Education Research and Data Center.

The latest state assessment information shows substantial achievement gaps for students of color,
students in poverty, and English Language Learners. The matrix, presented to the Board, displayed
student performance on the 2010 High School Proficiency Exam (HSPE) and for 2009 and earlier,
the Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL). Results from the matrix are as follows:

o The grade ten mathematics race, ethnicity, and income achievement gaps have remained
largely unchanged for African American, Hispanic, American Indian/Alaska Native, and low-
income students. English Language Learners’ gaps have increased.

e The grade ten science race and ethnic achievement gaps are persistent for African American
and low-income students and have increased for American Indian/Alaska Native, Hispanic,
and English Language Learner students.

e The grade ten reading race, ethnicity, and income achievement gaps have decreased by
about one-third in ten years. The English Language Learners’ gap has increased. '

e The grade ten writing race, ethnicity, and income achievement gaps have decreased most
dramatically in ten years, for all groups except English Language Learners, where the gaps
have increased. :

Washington’s class of 2010 ranks 17" in the nation on the Advanced Placement Exam, with 17.1
percent of students scoring a three or higher on at least one Advanced Placement exam. This is
slightly above the national average of 16.9 percent. Washington ranks tenth in the nation for five-
year increases in the percent of students scoring at a three or higher. Washington has seen a 4.2
percent increase over five years.

Mr. Bill Huennekens, Data Governance Coordinator, OSPI

The essential notion behind establishing a K-12 data governance system is that decisions are only
as good as the data on which they are based. As OSPI transforms data into information to facilitate
wise decision-making, users, and managers of K-12 data need to establish data definitions, data and
process ownership and authority, accountability, security, and reporting needs and requirements.
Mr. Huennekens gave an overview of what has changed since 2008 because of data governance.

The Statewide Longitudinal Data System federal grant was awarded in summer 2009 for $5.9
million. Goals to accomplish this with the grant funding include:
e Develop a governance model and enhance data quality and stewardship from data entry
through reporting. :
e Implement an infrastructure encompassing all K-12 business areas, which will facilitate
communication and technical efficiency within the agency and with primary stakeholders.
e Develop tools, which will enhance data driven decision-making at all system levels.
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e Incorporate external education partner organization membership into the proposed K-12
governance system.

e Extend the statewide longitudinal data system to external systems with infrastructure
components that meet technical requirements and standards while protectlng individual
student privacy.

Choice Solutions was the successful vendor selected in fall 2010. The timeline for fully implementing
the system is winter 2012.

Dr. Carol Jenner, Senior Forecast Analyst, ERDC

E2SSB 5843 was passed during the 2007 Legislative session, creating the Education Research and
Data Center (ERDC), within the Office of Financial Management. ESHB 2261 was passed during the
2009 Legislative Session, which directed ERDC to identify the critical research and policy questions
and added the P-20 data governance role. It also directed ERDC and OSPI to take all actions
necessary to secure federal funds to implement sections 201 through 203 of this act. In December
2009, ERDC and OSPI submitted a grant proposal for P-20/Workforce data system funding through
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The grant was awarded for $17.3 million in
May 2010. :

Dr. Jenner gave an overview of the critical questions for data management as follows:

Student profile: who are the students and what are their characteristics?
Quality/Achievement: what are students doing, how well are they doing?
Transition/Advancement Outcomes: do students continue on the education path?
Program effectiveness and costs: evaluation and comparisons of programs, schools, and
districts.

e Teachers: supply, distribution, retention, and training.

RCW 28B.10.685 required each public higher education institution in the state to report annually to
OSPI and SBE the following:
1. The number of students who, within three years of graduating from a Washington high
school, enrolled in a state-supported precollege-level class at the institution.
2. The types of precollege classes in which each student was enrolled.
3. The name of the Washington high school from which each student graduated.

Business ltems

180-Day Waiver Requests

Motion was made to approve Edmonds, Shoreline, Bethel, Methow Valley, Monroe, Newport,
Northshore, Seattle, and Sedro-Woolley School District’s requests for waivers from the 180 school
day requirement for the number of days and school years requested in their applications to the
Board subject to the following condition:

If a state law is enacted authorizing or mandating that a school district operate on less than the
current statutory requirement of school days, and a school district reduces the number of school
days in a year in response to the change in law, then the total number of days for which a waiver is
granted in any year shall be automatically reduced by a number equal to the total number of school
days a district reduces its schedule for that year below the current statutory requirement.

Motion seconded
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Amended Motion was made t6 remove Bethel from the approval and review separately.
Amended Motion_seconded |

Amended Motion failed

Original Motion carried

Legislative Positions

Motion was made to approve the short term recommendations on governance bills, as presented:

Short Term Recommendation on Governance Bills:

The SBE applauds the Governor and Legislature for being willing to tackle the difficult issue of
education system governance. We support doing serious work on this issue because we believe a
better structure can help the state deliver better results for Washington students. Addressing the
state’s fractured governance system is one of SBE'’s five strategic priorities during the next few
years. The SBE understands this governance review may lead to its elimination, which we would
support if it leads to better governance. We understand that a change in governance is not the
solution to all of the state’s education, but it is one of the elements that will help propel education
forward.

We offer the following as a definition of “effective governance:”

~ An effective governance structure should provide for clear roles and responsibilities among a set of
institutions and support their ability to make and sustain strategic policy, program delivery, and
resource allocation decisions. Most importantly, an effective governance structure should enhance
the education system’s ability to deliver great student achievement and taxpayer value.
Some of the guiding principles of this system should be as follows:
o Stability: A governance system that eliminates bureaucracy and unnecessary costs, attracts
great people, is resistant to political change and is built to last for a sustained period of time.
e Accountable: A person and or organization is accountable for student achievement for all
children and for the effective use of taxpayer dollars
e Transparent: Clear measures of success are tracked in a transparent manner
e Innovation: Schools have the ability to innovate, and the State is great at leveraging
innovation results across the system
e Simple: Timeframes are significantly reduced to drive systemic change throughout the state
and achieve results within five years
e Capacity: The responsible parties have sufficient resources to do their job

At the state level, we do not have an effective system of education governance (add diagram)
despite representing a little less than half of the state’s budget. Our present system of governance is
long overdue for a redesign aimed at organizing to deliver much higher performance of student
achievement from early learning post-secondary attainment. Our present system at the state level is
extremely fragmented. It makes it virtually impossible for the state to coherently and sustainably set
a strategic direction and then execute to get the desired result (list current challenges and goals).

We would suggest beginning the work within the P-12 system to improve and streamline governance
and also work on strengthening the transition points between K-12, early learning, and higher
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education. Clearly, from the student point of view, all of education must be considered one system
and our governance work should move us to a stronger “whole system” approach.

We think it would be valuable to appoint an education governance commission to make its initial
recommendations by January 1, 2012 to the Legislature and Governor. Final recommendations
would be made by June 1, 2012. The Legislature may vote up or down on the recommendations,
but may not change them.

The education governance commission group needs to be independent of any existing institutions
and include persons not currently employed in government or work in the P-20 system. The
members should be diverse and have strong skills and backgrounds to examine the governance
issues. We would suggest a commission of no more than nine members. These members would
have two appointed by the Senate (one from the Majority Leader and one from Minority Leader) and
_two appointed by the House (one from the Speaker and one from the Minority Leader), one
appointed by the SPI, one by the Secretary of DEL and three appointed by the Governor no later
than June 1, 2011. They would elect their own chair.

This effort needs a staff that is independent of the current P-12 entities to prevent a conflict of
interest. We would suggest two professional staff and a half time support person at the cost of
$300,000, which would include travel expenses for the commissioners.

The Legislature should make it clear that it wants all the recommendations driven by the goal of
improving student achievement for all children and utilizing taxpayer dollars more effectively. The
Legislature should also request phase-in options, which would allow needed restructuring to begin
S0 we can begin to move progress immediately.

SBE Next Steps:
For the next session on governance:
e Complete the case studies, potentially including the reorganization of Washington’s DOT.

e Examine barriers to governance (I need help with this beyond what we did in case
studies and our lessons learned).

e Examine Michael Barber work with US Education Delivery Institute.

o Develop some straw proposals to improve system and engage stakeholders for work.

Motion seconded
Motion carried

The meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m. by Chair Vincent
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SBE STRATEGIC PLAN DATA DASHBOARD

Staff will review progress on the 2011-2014 Strategic Plan
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Goal 1: Governance: Advocate for an effective, accountable governance structure for public
education in Washington
-
Objectives - Efforts
Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec |Jan/Feb |March/ April | May/June | July/Aug | Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec
Current:
Research'
Catalyze education
govenance eformn [ @ OO @O0 @@@® OO0 000 000 000 oo> Past
in Washington Correspondence
Research™
Current:
Use the State
Education Plan to Past:
foster stronger 'Y ) 'Y ) "' Yo OO OO 00 o)e) O Q> Research"
relationships Collaboration”
among
education agencies

O = anticipated staff/Board commitment
. = actual staff/Board commitment

@ -= minimal amount of effort (e.g. phone calls/emails)

@ @ - medium (part time staff analysis)
@ @ @ - substantial (almost full time one staff work)
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Obijectives, Timeline, Achievements

A.

Catalyze educational governance reform in Washington (Timeline 2011-2014)

1.

3.
4.

Define the issues around governance

e Create a synopsis of literature On governanCe reform. . . . .. .. . e e e

e Provide systems map to demonstrate the current Washington K-12 governance Structure. . .. .............o ...

e Examine other states’ education governance models and national trends. . . ... .. .
e Produce three illustrative case studies that demonstrate governance dilemmas and potential solutions. . ... ..................
Engage stakeholders (e.g., educators, businesses, community groups, and others) via study groups in discussion of the state’s
educational governance system and make recommendations for a process to review governance and streamline the system,
making it more effective while clarifying roles and responsibilities. . . .. ... ...
Create a public awareness campaign around gOVEIMANCE ISSUES. . . . v vttt ittt e e ettt e e e et e et
Support process identified to examine and make governance recommendations. . . . ... .. ...

ACHIEVEMENTS:

= Produce a compelling set of materials on need for change in public education governance by 2011. .. ...................
= Catalyze groups to make education governance recommendations by 2012 to Governor and Legislature. . .. ..............

Use the State Education Plan to foster stronger relationships among education agencies
(Timeline 2010-2018)

1.

4.

Collaborate with the Quality Education Council (QEC), Governor, OSPI, PESB, other state agencies, and education stakeholders
to strengthen and finalize the State Education Plan. . . ... .. e e e

Share the State Education Plan and solicit input from education stakeholders. .. ......... ... ... . . . . . .
Collaborate with state agencies on a work plan for the State Education Plan’s implementation, delineating clear roles and

FESPONSI IS, . . . . e e e e
Advocate to the QEC and the Legislature for a phased funding plan to support Education Plan priorities. . . ...................

ACHIEVEMENTS:

= Incorporate stakeholder education feedback on the State EducationPlan. . . ............... . ... . . . . . . . . . .

= Avisible, credible, and actionable State Education Plan by 2011, . .. .. ... .. ... .

= Implementation schedule prepared for State Education Plan. . . . ... .. .

= Adopt the State Education Plan’s performance targets as SBE’s own performance goals, and have a tracking system in place for
reviewing its performance goals againstthe Plan by 2012, . . . ... ... . . . e

A = project / product initiated

A A -project / product in progress
A A A -=project/ product completed
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children

Goal 2: Achievement: Provide Policy Leadership for Closing the Academic Achievement Gap
Objectives 2010 2011 , Efforts
Sept/ Oct | Nov/Dec |Jan/Feb |March/ April | May /June | July/Aug | Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec
Focus on joint Current:
strategies to close Index"
the achievement
gap for students of
diverse Past:
racial and ethnic @00 000 000 C0O0O 00O 000 Q0O oje®) Development”
backgrounds, Presentations""
students of
poverty, and
English
language learners
Advocate for high Current:
quality
early learning
experiences for all O ) ) O O O O O > Past:

along the K-3
grade educational
continuum

O = anticipated staff/Board commitment
. = actual staff/Board commitment

@ -= minimal amount of effort (e.g. phone calls/emails)

@ @ - medium (part time staff analysis)
@ @ @ - substantial (almost full time one staff work)
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A. Focus on joint strategies to close the achievement gap for students of diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds,
students in poverty, and English language learners (2010-2014)
1. Assist in oversight of State Education Plan by monitoring the progress on performance measures as related to the achievement

2. Together with OSPI, implement the Required Action process for lowest achieving schools. . . .......... ... ... ... . . . ... ...
3. Create recognition awards for schools that close the achievement gap and showcase best practices using the SBE Accountability

> b

4. Work with stakeholders to assess the school improvement planning rules. . . . .. ... .

Use student achievement data to monitor how Required Action and the Merit school process are working in closing the achievement

gap, and identify improvements needed. . . . . ... ...

6. Invite students of diverse cultures, abilities, and learning styles and their parents to share their perspectives and educational needs
WItN SBE . . o oo e

7. Reflect upon constructive alignment of allocated and supplemental opportunities to learn in a school calendar year that is efficient,
effective, and equitable. . . .. . ...

o

> B b

ACHIEVEMENTS:

= Use data to turn the spotlight on schools that are closing the achievement gap. . . ........... . e
Adopt Required Action (RA) rules, designate RA districts, approve RA plans, and monitor school progress in 2010-2011. . ........
In partnership with stakeholders, develop state models for the bottom five percent of lowest achieving schools by 2012...........
Create new awards for the achievement gap in the 2010 Washington Achievement Awards program. . . .. ...........covvve.. ..
Create district and state level data on SBE Accountability IndexX. . . . ... .
Work with stakeholders on creating performance measures on college and careerreadiness. .. ...,
Revise school improvement plan TUIES. . . .. .o e e e e e e e e e e e
Develop an annual dashboard summary to show student performance on college and career-readiness measures (including sub
group analysis). Note: this work also pertains to SBE Goal Three . . . ... ... .. e
= Incorporate lessons learned from the OSPI evaluation of Merit schools and Required Action Districts in future SBE decisions. . . . . .
= Incorporate stakeholders’ perspectives on their educational experiences in SBE decisions. . . .................. ...

CEEEERRERE & & & B Pl
CEEEEEREDE & B B B BB

B>>p> bbb

A =project / product initiated
A A = project / product in progress
A A A -project/ product completed
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B. Advocate for high quality early learning experiences for all children along the K through third grade educational

continuum (2010-2018)
1. Advocate to the Legislature for state funding of all-day kindergarten and reduced class sizes. . . . .
2. Promote early prevention and intervention for K-3 students at risk for academic difficulties. . . . . ..

ACHIEVEMENTS:
= SBE will support bills that increase access to high quality early learning experiences. . .........
= Create case studies of schools that succeed in closing academic achievement gaps in grades K-3

A =project / product initiated
A A =project / product in progress
A A A - project/ product completed
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Goal 3: High School and College Preparation: Provide Policy Leadership to Increase
Washington’s Student Enroliment and Success in Secondary and Postsecondary
Education

2010 2011
Objectives Sept / Nov/Dec |Jan/Feb |March/ April | May /June | July/Aug | Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec Efforts
Oct
Provide leadership Current:
for state-prescribed
graduation
requirements that
prepare students Past: _
for postsecondary Presentations™
cducation the 21 | 99 ® @@O OOO OO0 OO0 OO0 00O OO@
century world of
work, and
citizenship
Create a Current:
statewide advocacy
strategy to increase Past: _
postsecondary . O . O O O O O O O O O O O O O Meetingsx X )
attainment Development ™

(O = anticipated staff/Board commitment
. = actual staff/Board commitment

. = minimal amount of effort (e.g. phone calls/emails)

@ @ - medium (part time staff analysis)
@ @ @ - substantial (almost full time one staff work)
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Goal Three Obijectives, Timeline, Achievements

A. Provide leadership for state-prescribed graduation requirements that prepare students for post-secondary
education, the 21st Century world of work, and citizenship (2010-2018)
1. Revise the Core 24 graduation requirements framework based on input received, create a phased plan, and advocate for funding
to implement the new graduation reqUIFEMENTS. . . . . . ..o\ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e A A /\
2. Advocate for system funding investments, including comprehensive guidance and counseling beginning in middle school, to
increase the High School and Beyond Plan; increased instructional time; support for struggling students; and curriculum and
A EIAlS. . . . . e ANN
3. Work closely with OSPI, Washington State School Directors' Association (WSSDA), the Higher Education Coordinating Board
(HECB), and others, to publicize and disseminate sample policies/procedures to earn world language credit, and seek feedback
on the adoption and implementation of diStriCt POlICIES. . . . . . . . e e e AAN

ACHIEVEMENTS:
= Adopt new rules and related policies for the revised graduation requirements by 2011-12. . ... ... ... .. i AN/
= Solicit and share information about system funding investments, including comprehensive guidance and counseling beginning in
middle school; increased instructional time; support for struggling students; curriculum and materials; and Culminating Project

SUDPOM. o o ottt e A/N\/\
= Disseminate case studies of districts that have adopted world language proficiency-based credit policies and procedures through the
SBE NMEWS BT, . . . .o e JAVAVAN
B. Create a statewide advocacy strategy to increase post-secondary attainment (2010-2014)
1. In partnership with stakeholders, assess current state strategies, and develop others if needed, to improve students’ participation
and success in postsecondary education through coordinated college- and career-readiness strategies. . . ................... A/N\/\
2. Collaborate with the HECB to examine the impact of college incentive programs on student course taking and participation in
higher @dUCALION. . . . . ... JAVAVAS

ACHIEVEMENTS:
= Develop a “road map” of state strategies for improving Washington students’ chance for participation and success in post-secondary

education; document progress annuUallY. . . .. ... e ANN
= Develop annual dashboards summary to show student performance on college- and career-readiness measures. Note: this work

also pertains 10 SBE GOal TWO . . . .. .ot e e e JAVAVAN
= Conduct a transcript study of course-taking patterns of students enrolled in college incentive programs. . ...................... YAVAWAN

A =project / product initiated
A A =project/ product in progress
A A A -=project/ product completed
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Goal 3: High School and College Preparation: Provide Policy Leadership to Increase
Washington’s Student Enroliment and Success in Secondary and Postsecondary

Education
o 2010 2011
Objectives Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec |[Jan/Feb |[March/ April | May/June | July/Aug | Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec Efforts
Provide policy Current:
leadership to

examine the

role of middle
school @00 000 000 OO0 OO0 000 000 OO> Past:

Xiii

preparation as i
it relates to Documentation

high school
success

Assist in Current:
oversight of

online learning
achmen” [OO 00O 0O 00O 00 00 0O oo>

State diploma- Past:

granting

institutions
(O = anticipated staff/Board commitment @ -= minimal amount of effort (e.g. phone calls/emails)
@ - actual staff/Board commitment @ @ - medium (part time staff analysis)

@ @ @ - substantial (almost full time one staff work)
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Goal Three Obijectives, Timeline, Achievements

C.

Provide policy leadership to examine the role of middle school preparation as it relates to high school
success (2011-2013)
1. Advocate for resources that will support the comprehensive counseling and guidance system needed to initiate a high school and

beyond planning process in middle SChOOL. . . ... .. .. e A/N\/\
2. Convene an advisory group to study and make policy recommendations for ways to increase the number of middle school
students who are prepared for high SChoOL. . . . .. ... A/N\/\

ACHIEVEMENTS:
= Conduct a baseline survey of current middle school practices to provide students with focused exploration of options and interests
that the High School and Beyond Plan will requIre. . . . ... .. e e e e e e e e e JAVAVAN
= Develop middle school policy recommendations to SBE via advisory group by 2012. .. ... ... .. .. ANN

Assist in oversight of online learning programs and Washington State diploma-granting institutions (2011-
2012)
1. Examine policy issues related to the oversight of online learning for high school credits. .. .......... ... ... ... ... ..., A\ /\/\
2. Determine role of SBE in approval of online private schools, and work with OSPI to make the rule changes needed to clarify the

role and develop appropriate CHEMIA. . . . . ... ..ottt e AN N
ACHIEVEMENTS:

= Clarify state policy toward approval of online private schools and make any needed SBE rule changesin2012.................. AN N

= Synthesize current policies related to oversight of online learning and high school credit, with recommendations for any needed

changes prepared DY 200 L. . . . . ... AN N

A = project / product initiated
A A =project/ product in progress
A A A -=project/ product completed
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Goal 4. Math and Science: Promote Effective Strategy to Make Washington’s Students
Nationally and Internationally Competitive in Math and Science
Objectives ‘2010 2011 Efforts
J Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec |Jan/Feb |March/ April | May/June |July/Aug | Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec
Current:
Provide
syster_n Past:
oversightfor | @ OO @OO @O0 OO0 000 000 000 OOO> changed Math Rule
math and ; Xiv
science Presentatlgnsxv
achievement Collaboration
Current:
Strengthe_n
science high ® ® ) O O O O O Past:
;(r:ggt?;tion Approved Graduation
requirements Requirements

O = anticipated staff/Board commitment

. = actual staff/Board commitment

@ -= minimal amount of effort (e.g. phone calls/emails)

@ @ - medium (part time staff analysis)
@ @ @ - substantial (almost full time one staff work)
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A.

Provide system oversight for math and science achievement (2010-2012)

1. Advocate for meeting the State Education Plan goals for improved math and science achievement. .. ..................... AN /N
2. Research and communicate effective policy strategies within Washington and in other states that have seen improvements in

Math and SCIENCE AChIBVEMENT. . . . . . . . JAVAVAN
3. Monitor and report trends in Washington students’ math and science performance relative to other states and countries. . ... .. .. YAVAWAN
4. Establish performance improvement goals in science and mathematics on the state assessments. . .. ..................... YAVAVWAN

ACHIEVEMENTS:
= Produce brief(s) on effective state policy strategies for improving math and science achievement and advocate for any needed
policy changes in Washington. . . .. ... ... e e e e ANNN
= Create an annual “Dashboard” summary of Washington students’ math and science performance relative to state performance

goals and other states and COUNIIIES. . . . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e et AVAVAN
= Adopt performance goals and a timetable for improving achievement in math and science assessments. . .. ................... JAVAVAN
Strengthen science high school graduation requirements (2010-2015)
1. Increase high school science graduation requirements from two to three science credits. . . . ............ .. .. ... .. ... .. .... AAN
2. Work with the HECB in requiring three science credits for four-year college admissions requirements. . . ................... AAA
3. Consult with OSPI on the development of state science end-0f-CoUrse asseSSMENtS. . . . .. ...ttt ANN
ACHIEVEMENTS:
= Add third credit in science rule change for Class of 2018, with alignmentto the HECB by 2011.............................. ANN
* Request funding as phase-in for new science graduation requirements by 2013-15 biennium. . .. ............. ... AN\ /N
= Provide input in the development of science end-of-course assessments, particularly in the biology EOC assessment required by
statute to be implemented statewide in the 2011-2012 SChOOI YEAI. . . . . ..o v v v oot ettt e e e e e e e A/N\/\

A =project / product initiated
A A = project / product in progress
A A A -project/ product completed
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The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective Workforce

Goal 5: Effective Workforce: Advocate for Policies to Develop the Most Highly Effective K-12
Teacher and Leader Workforce in the Nation

2010 2011

Objectives , Efforts
: Sept/Oct | Nov/Dec |Jan/Feb March/ April | May / June | July / Aug Sept/Oct | Nov /Dec

Review state Current:
and local efforts
to improve
quality teaching .
and education @ O O O O O O O Past: .
leadership for all Joint report with PESB
students Research™
Promote policies Current:
and incentives
for teacher and Web updates
leader quality in b
areas of mutual ast:
interest, and in ® O ® O O O O O Joint report with PESB
improving
district policies
on effective and
quality teaching

O = anticipated staff/Board commitment . = minimal amount of effort (e.g. phone call/emails)

. = actual staff/Board commitment . . = medium (part time staff analysis)

@ @ @ - substantial (almost full time one staff work)
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A.

Review state and local efforts to improve quality teaching and educational leadership for all students (2010-
2018)
1. Provide a forum for reporting on teacher and principal evaluation pilot programs. . . .. ... ... .. ... . . . . JAVAVAN
2. Support the QEC and legislative action to restore and increase Learning Improvement Days (LID) funding for five professional
Y. o oo A\ /\/\

ACHIEVEMENTS:
= Hold joint Board meetings with the PESB to review progress and make recommendations on teacher and leader pilot and MERIT
school evaluations in 2011 and 2002, . . . ... ... e ANN
= Discontinue 180 day waivers by 2015 (contingent on state funding) . . . .. ... ...ttt A\ /\/\

Promote policies and incentives for teacher and leader quality in areas of mutual interest, in improving
district policies on effective and quality teaching (2010-2014)
1. Examine issues and develop recommendations on state policies related to:
o Effective models of teacher COmpensation. . . . . . . . ... e e e e e e
¢ Equitable distribution of highly effective teachers, including those from diverse backgrounds. . . ... .................
o Effective new teacher iNndUCioN SYStemMS. . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e
o Effective evaluation SYStemS. . . . . . . . e
e Reduction in out-of-endorsement teaChing. . . . . . . . . ot i e e
e Effective math and sCience teaChers. . . . . . . . L e e

SE LD
BEEEEE
CEEEED

ACHIEVEMENTS:
= Advocate for new state policies to assist districts in enhancing their teacher and leader quality that will improve student performance AANA
in the 2011 and 2012 legislative SESSIONS. . . . . . . .. e

A =project / product initiated
A A =project/ product in progress
A A A - project/ product completed
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Research Brief for Governance Work Session.

Selected University of Washington graduation student to conduct literature reviews and case studies.
Correspondence with the University of Washington Evans School, School of Education.

Completed Education Plans and Incorporated Feedback.

Meetings with PESB, DEL, Governor’s office, QEC, OSPI, HECB, Stakeholders.

New Washington Achievement Gap Award. 2010 Index Data. 2010 Index Lookup Tool.

Continued Education reform development.

Presentation to the Race and Pedagogy conference.

Presentations: Youth Academy, QEC,AWSP Board, AWSP Rep. Council, WASA, Excellent Schools Now Coalition, King County Vocation
Administrators, WSSDA regional meeting (Yakima), WSSDA Leg. Conference, WSSDA State Conference.

Planning for January meeting, met with the Higher Education Coordinating Board, State Board of Community and Technical
Colleges, Workforce Education and Training Board.

Meeting with the AWSP Associate Principals Leadership Conference

Continued work on the Education Plan.

Preparation and policy brief.

Math presentation in the September Board meeting.

Staff participation in STEM plan meetings.

Completed a research summary on getting more students college bound, the Crownhill Elementary case study, and the Mercer
Middle School case study.
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The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective VWorkforce

EDUCATION GOVERNANCE

BACKGROUND

One of the State Board of Education’s (SBE) strategic plan goals is to advocate for an effective,
accountable governance structure for public education in Washington. The development of this
goal comes from Board members’ experiences over the last five years to understand and
address the complexity of Washington’s education system and their role in it.

The Board has been engaged in many projects, including the successful work in accountability
and new high school graduation requirements. Other projects have caused the Board to pause
and reflect about its role as well as that of other agencies in areas such as systems planning.
Several of those projects will be examined through case studies in this paper.

Recently, the Governor has proposed a new Department of Education with a P-20 focus through
a bill* she introduced in the 2011 Legislative Session.? This new Department would be run by a
Governor-appointed secretary. The Department will have the full authority to run the entire
Washington Education System, from early learning through higher education. A P-20 Council of
11 members would advise the Secretary of Education. This proposal did not pass out of the
House or Senate Education Committees. The Senate Education Committee did have a
substitute to the Governor’s bill that eliminated higher education from the proposed new
Department of Education. This Senate substitute did not pass out of the Ways and Means
Committee although it may be brought up again if it is considered necessary to implement the
budget later on in the session. As of the writing of this memo, on the House version, which is a
study bill with a temporary committee, the Washington Education Council, is still being
considered. All bills continue to maintain a separately elected superintendent of public
instruction.

At its March 2011 SBE meeting, the Board will have a work session on governance. The
purpose of this work session is to review the Governor’s proposal and the other education
governance bills. In addition, the policy considerations below will be reviewed and discussed.

POLICY CONSIDERATION

The attached memo and work session will examine the following policy considerations:
¢ What is Washington trying to achieve in its education system?
¢ What does the research literature say on governance? What are the characteristics of
good governance that can be used for an analytical framework?

! SB 5639

2 An alternative bill, HB 1849, is proposed by House members that would create a Washington Education Council to
provide strategic oversight and advocacy of a P-20 system. There would be 18 members: nine appointed by the
Governor and nine appointed by the Superintendent of Public Instruction. The Superintendent would serve as the
chief executive and chair.
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How is Washington’s education governance system organized? How has it evolved over
time?

What have been the key pieces of Washington’s education reform over the past several
decades?

How can we learn from the case studies on Washington systems reform about the
challenges in education governance?

How are other states and nations organized in their governance systems?

What can SBE and others learn from its governance review?

What are the SBE’s short term responses to the proposed legislative bills for the 2011
session?

What are the SBE’s long term responses to proceeding with its governance work?

Some of the lessons learned in the memo include:

Literature Review

There is limited research on ability of governance to affect student achievement.

This limited body of research does not identify causal linkages between governance
arrangements and student achievement.

Governance is an important determinant of the effectiveness of an educational system
meeting its goals.

There is no single best way to organize education agencies.

Across the nation, educational governance systems are moving toward systems that
centralize decision-making authority.

Funding is an important lever for affecting educational governance.

There are analytical tools to assist with identifying the comparative advantage of which
levels of government should make particular decisions to support logical decision-
making when empirical evidence is lacking.

Educational governance reforms typically focus upon governmental agencies; however,
attention should be paid to a broader network of organizations that are increasingly
influencing the educational system.

Governance across governmental and nonprofit organizations is starting to shift
decision-making control from within specific governmental entities at the state or national
level to networks at multiple scales and locations.

Washington Governance History and Today

Washingtonians have supported a diverse system of education governance. The strong
populist nature has tended to maintain the importance of a diffuse rather than an
aggregated set of roles and responsibilities.

Once an agency or committee is created, it is hard to undo.

For every problem, a committee will be created to study it by the Legislature.

Systems reform through education reform efforts has been very difficult to accomplish.
We have no P-20 systems plan but rather sets of individual initiatives across a wide
variety of agencies, boards, and commissions.

While registered Washington voters in a recent poll support some consolidation of
education agencies, they believe the Superintendent of Public Instruction should be the
head of the agency. The majority did not support the elimination of the Superintendent
as an elected official nor did they support a governor appointed secretary of education.
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e (Governance needs to be set in the culture and priorities of each state. Governance
changes can occur during fiscal crunches. It is one way to motivate change in education
systems. Such change causes disruption in government. The question is, will it
accomplish the goals desired or can such goals be accomplished and sustained through
other means?®

Other States

e There is a growing trend toward fewer elected chief state school officers
(superintendents of public instruction) and more governor or SBE-appointed chief state
school officers.

Almost half (24) of the chief state school officers are appointed by SBEs.

¢ Only two states have full P-20 consolidated agencies.

States with a central office of education are not recognized for strong postsecondary
education based on a HECB review.

e Alignment of P-16 issues requires attention and strong leadership.

Case Studies

e Adequate staff support, leadership, and a strong public outreach process are important
when developing system wide planning efforts.

e Currently there is a lack of clarity about the roles and authority for education decision
making in the state.

Statewide plans have not provided specific deliverables and outcomes.

e The primary incentives for collaboration rest upon the good will of the partners.
Washington'’s current governance system is effective in terms of checks and balances
and providing citizen participation.

e Washington’s current governance system is less effective for promoting higher levels of
student achievement and strategic level planning.

e Governance is not the only tool for improving student outcomes. Issues of lack of
funding and resources also constrain outcomes.

P-20 Councils in Other States

e The right members must be at the table for coherency and continuity, and should include
members from executive (Governor, early learning, K12, and higher education) and
legislative branches, business, and community.

Councils should have at least quarterly meetings.

Members’ roles and responsibilities for council should be clearly specified.

The agenda needs to be focused and not too broad.

The council should develop a mission, vision, and specific measureable goals.

The council needs adequate funding and staff to do the work.

International Governance

o Departments (ministry) of education at state, country, or province have:
= The authority and responsibility to manage the education system.

3 January 20, 2011 House Education Committee hearing on education governance Education Commission for the
states staff comments.
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= Highly capable and well respected staff.
= Decisions based on research.
= Aligned standards and exams with high level of cognitive demand.

e Schools have decision-making authority for the allocation of resources, instruction,
materials used, and courses offered (school districts or regional bodies if they exist do
not have a strong role in these kinds of decisions).

e Accountability for student success is with the teacher and teacher team at the building
level. Student test data, while made publicly available, is not used for rewards or
sanctioning teachers or schools.

EXPECTED ACTION

SBE Board members will discuss and determine:

e Lessons learned from the work reviewed in the governance paper.
Status of education governance in Washington based on governance analytical
framework.

e Pros and cons of the different governance models proposed for the 2011 Legislative
Session or a different model for possible recommendations to the Legislature.

¢ Additional information Board members would like to receive for future Board meetings on
Governance.

e Strategies for engaging with stakeholders and the Legislature around the governance
issues.

After reviewing the attached briefing paper, Board members are provided with assignment
papers to prepare for the meeting. The first assignment is to review Washington’s current
education governance and the proposed legislative bills through the analytical framework
proposed in this paper. The second assignment is to review the five questions posed in the
discussion guide. Behind these assignments you will find a staff analysis on the pros and cons
of each bill as well an examination of each bill under this framework.
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First Assignment: Fill in Reflections Column in preparation for discussion.
Review the crosswalk in the attached memo for a description of the different bills.

Characteristics of Good Governance
from Brewer and Smith* with additions from SBE staff

Characteristic | Definition and Rationale Reflections by Board members:

Current Washington Education Governance System
and Proposed Legislative Bills

Governor Bill House Bill Senate Bill

Stable A stable governance structure is
one in which policy is made and
implemented in a way that is
known as far in advance as is
reasonably possible. Revenue is
known in advance for planning.
Policies are given an opportunity
to work before changes are made.
There are few major changes of
direction or new initiatives
introduced suddenly. Leaders
have tenures that allow for
knowledge development and on
the job learning. Stability enables
actors in the system to actin a
rational and planned way. This is
important for the development of
expertise and long term
investments in capacity.

Accountable | A governance structure with strong
accountability is one in which there
are clear lines of authority
between the various parts of the
system, with limited duplication of
functions, so that it is possible to
identify the source of the
decisions. There are
consequences for good/bad
behavior and outcomes. Actors in
a system with strong accountability
understand their roles.
Accountability gives the right
incentives for actors within the
system to accomplish their goals.
There is alignment between
decisions to raise revenue and
decisions to spend revenue.

4 http://irepp.stanford.edu/documents/GDF/STUDIES/08-Brewer/8-Brewer(3-07).pdf
|
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Characteristic | Definition and Rationale Reflections by Board members:

Current Washington Education Governance System
and Proposed Legislative Bills

Governor Bill House Bill Senate Bill
Innovative, An innovative, flexible, and
Flexible, and | responsive governance structure
Responsive is one that is adaptable to

changing context and able to
respond appropriately to new short
and long term external demands
upon it. New approaches are
encouraged; many ideas are
generated and spread throughout
the system. Innovation, flexibility,
and responsiveness are essential
for a system to adapt to changing
needs and ensure cutting edge
knowledge is used.

Transparent A transparent and open system is
and Open one in which it is clear to the public
and all stakeholders how decisions
are made, who makes them and
participation is encouraged at
every level. Transparency allows
for exchange of information
between the different levels of
governance system. An open and
transparent system is less likely to
be subject to ‘capture’ by special
interests, less likely to have
corruption and bribery, and most
likely to encourage public
engagement and support of
schools. There is an open flow of
information, monitoring and
evaluation data, and mechanisms
to communicate performance to

citizens.
Simple and A simple and efficient governance
Efficient structure is one that ensures

decisions are made in a timely
manner and with minimal overlap
or confusion among entities.
Decision-making is located where
knowledge is greatest. Policy is
coherent and decisions across
multiple domains and levels are
coordinated so that there is
minimal duplication and waste.
The decision-making and
implementation structure is not
burdensome on stakeholders in
the system. Costs are minimized.
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Characteristic

Definition and Rationale

Reflections by Board members:

Current Washington Education Governance System

and Proposed Legislative Bills

Governor Bill House Bill

Senate Bill

Systems
Planning
(added by
SBE staff)

A comprehensive state policy plan
that provides a road map for all
Washington State education
agencies, boards, departments,
divisions, and offices to: 1)
develop a system-wide plan for
education and student outcomes;
2) establish priorities on
investment and policy decisions;
3) implement priorities; and 4)
monitor and measure progress
across the education system from
early learning to higher education.
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Second Assignment: In preparation for Board discussion, use the second column to
jot down your thoughts to the questions.

SBE Next Steps Questions and Discussion Guide
Questions Board Member Reponses

1. After reviewing this paper, what
stands out to you as areas of
strength in Washington’s
current governance system?

2. In light of the state’s education
goals, what areas of our current
governance system need to be
rethought?

Goals:
¢ Increase career- and
college-readiness in a P-20

System.

e Close the education
opportunity gap.

o Improve kindergarten
readiness.

e Improve student
achievement in math and
science.

e Improve quality of educator
workforce.

¢ Increase college access,
success, and graduates
with certificates and
degrees.

3. Based on your review of the
three legislative governance
proposals, what are the key
elements that would increase
the state’s ability to achieve the
goals listed above?
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Questions Board Member Reponses

4. What are the pros and cons of Governor Pros: House Pros: Senate Pros:
the three legislative proposals?

Governor Cons: House Cons: Senate Cons:

5. What additional information
would you like staff to collect on
governance, and what process
should SBE embark upon to
engage the public,
stakeholders, and legislators in
the governance discussion?
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SBE Staff Reflections on: Pros and Cons of Current Legislative Proposals and
Application of Analytical Model Education Governance

l. Governor’s Original SB 5639

A single Department of Education that merges higher education, K-12 and early learning
agencies, boards and committees with a P-20 Council as Proposed by Governor Gregoire

Pros:
Some of the reasons® Washington might want to move toward a consolidated department of
education include:
¢ Aligns state agencies to coherent set of priorities and outcomes.
e Increases alignment of transitions between sectors (curriculum, standards, and teacher
education).

e Strengthens Governor’s authority.

e Reduces the current silos.

e Speeds implementation of across the board policies.

e Provides focal point for citizens and stakeholders.
Cons:

Some of the reasons® Washington might not want to move toward a consolidated department of
education.

Current system offers more checks and balances to the system.

o K-12issues are likely to dominate.
Melding of diverse educational cultures may be difficult (early learning and K-12 has
more rules and regulations than higher education).

e An elected chief state school officer is more accountable to the citizens.
Strengthens Governor’s authority.

e The Department of Early Learning was recently created and would now face additional
restructuring.

e Creation of space to accommodate the employees from the different agencies would be
challenging.
No fiscal note provided on cost implications.

o Very few states do have consolidated education departments.

3 January 20, 2011 House Education Committee hearing on education governance Education Commission for the
States staff comments. HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems
Designs, and Leadership: What's Best for Washington page 4-5
http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-proofedfinal.pdf

6 January 20, 2011 House Education Committee hearing on education governance Education Commission for the
States staff comments. HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems
Designs, and Leadership: What's Best for Washington page 4-5
http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-proofedfinal.pdf
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Governance Characteristics Framework’ Used to Analyze the Governor’s proposal:

Stability Strong: policy made in one agency for early
learning, K-12 and higher education
Accountability Moderate: unclear who is in charge with a

Secretary of Education and SPI, but fewer agencies
and boards involved

Innovation, Flexibility and Weak: with one large body for so many education

Responsiveness issues, there will be less time to promote innovation,
provide flexibility and responsiveness

Transparency and Openness Moderate: public and stakeholders will know how

decisions are made, but no public meetings or
process for decisions is required

Simplicity and Efficiency Moderate: less confusion for where decisions are
made but due to size of department may not be
more timely

Systems Planning Strong: one agency planning for early learning, K-

12 and higher education

1. Senate Substitute Bill 5639

Develops a single Department of Education that merges K-12 and early learning agencies,
boards, and committees with a P-12 Council and maintains the Superintendent of Public
Instruction along with an appointed Secretary of Education:

Pros:®
e Aligns state agencies to coherent set of priorities and outcomes.

¢ Increases alignment of transitions between sectors (curriculum, standards, and teacher
education).

Strengthens Governor’s authority.

Reduces the current silos in early learning and K-12.

Speeds implementation of across the board policies.

Provides focal point for citizens and stakeholders.

Makes sense to work with early learning and K-12 merger first before considering
whether to add higher education.

" Derived from Smith and Brewer Governance Characteristics. Smith, J. and D. Brewer (2007) Reforming

Educational Governance Lessons for California and Texas Rossier School of Education University of Southern
California

8 January 20, 2011 House Education Committee hearing on education governance Education Commission for the
States staff comments. HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems
Designs, and Leadership: What's Best for Washington page 4-5
http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-proofedfinal.pdf
|
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Cons:®

Current system offers more checks and balances to the system with current boards and
committees.

Confusion about role relationship of the Secretary of Education and the elected
Superintendent of Public Instruction.

Strengthens Governor’s authority.

The Department of Early Learning was recently created and would now face additional
restructuring.

The Quality Education Council was recently created and would now face additional
restructuring.

Creation of space to accommodate the employees from the different agencies would be
challenging.

Does not include representation from private schools in governance.

No fiscal note provided on cost implications.

Governance Characteristics Framework Used to Analyze the Senate Substitute proposal:

Stability Moderate: policy made and implemented for
early learning and K-12, but not higher
education

Accountability Moderate: unclear who is in charge with a

Secretary of Education and SPI, but fewer
agencies and boards involved

Innovation, Flexibility and Responsiveness | Moderate: there will be some ability to

promote innovation, provide flexibility and
responsiveness without addition of higher
education issues to administer

Transp

arency and Openness Moderate: public and stakeholders will know
how decisions are made, but no public
meetings or process for decisions is required

Simplicity and Efficiency Moderate: less confusion for where decisions

are made but due to size of department may
not be more timely

Systems Planning Moderate: one agency planning for early

learning, K-12 but higher education excluded
initially

o January 20, 2011 House Education Committee hearing on education governance Education Commission for the
States staff comments. HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems

Designs,

and Leadership: What's Best for Washington page 4-5

http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-proofedfinal.pdf
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"I, House Substitute Bill 1849

The newly formed temporary Washington Education Council will create a transition plan to
address education governance in higher education, K-12 and early learning.

Pros:
e Sets up a temporary council with diverse stakeholder representation to examine
governance issues.
Focus on primary strategic oversight and advocacy board for public education.
o Does not predetermine the governance structure outcome (although a primary state
agency is mentioned).
e Puts one person in charge of final system created.

Cons:
e Large membership (23 members) on Council and members may be too entrenched in
status quo.
¢ Inadequate staff and resources allocated to prepare a full set of recommendations.
e Provides short timeline.
e Unclear who will be in charge of a broad department of education.
¢ Another committee created to study the issues when QEC, DEL, and reconstituted SBE

and PESB created within the last five years.
o Higher education unlikely to accept K-12 leadership.

Governance Characteristics Framework Used to Analyze the House proposal:

Stability ?

Accountability Moderate: Develop primary agency but not
details not developed about who will run

Innovation, Flexibility and Responsiveness | Moderate: not clear, but a challenge with so
many sectors involved

Transparency and Openness Moderate: The Council has a mandate, many
stake holders involved and a specific deadline
to finish work. If Department is created not
sure what process will be for public input

Simplicity and Efficiency Moderate: less confusion for where decisions
are made but due to size of department may
not be more timely

Systems Planning Strong: one agency planning for early
learning, K-12 and higher education
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Old Capitol Building, Room 253
P.O. Box 47206
600 Washington St. SE

The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective Workforce

Olympia, Washington 98504

Cross Walk on Washington Education Governance Bills

Creation of New
Department of
Education

P-20 Department with
Secretary of
Education appointed
by Governor.

P-12 Department with
Secretary of
Education appointed
by Governor (higher
education excluded at
this time but Governor
will consider after
transition completed
whether to add higher
education).

Creates temporary P -
12 council to create a
two-year study on
how to improve state
education
governance.

Responsibilities of
New Education
Department

1) Provide leadership
for the education of
the state's students
by:

a) Promoting and
measuring
achievement.

b) Respecting
diverse cultures,
abilities, and learning
styles.

¢) Focusing on
learning improvement
strategies informed by
research and data.

d) Reviewing,
changing, and
implementing
practices as
necessary across and
within the education
sectors to further
learner success.

2) Improve the
connections that
facilitate student
transitions to and from
different educational
programs and the
preparation for those
transitions.

1) Provide leadership
for the education of
the state's students
by:

a) Promoting and
measuring
achievement.

b) Respecting
diverse cultures,
abilities, and learning
styles.

¢) Focusing on
learning improvement
strategies informed by
research and data.

d) Reviewing,
changing, and
implementing
practices as
necessary across and
within the education
sectors to further
learner success.

2) Improve the
connections that
facilitate students'
transitions to and from
different educational
programs and the
preparation for those
transitions.
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Governance Crosswalk

Washington State Board of Education

3) Develop,
implement, and
continuously evaluate
and adjust a system-
wide strategic plan
that integrates the
goals under section of
this act, as well as
policies, activities,
and functions of the
education sectors,
creating a powerful
education system
focused on student
learning that
transcends traditional
organizational
boundaries.

4) Implement
performance
measures focused on
learner outcomes that
shall be used to
continuously improve
and evaluate student
performance and
programs, focusing on
improving learning.

5) Focus on improving
learning throughout
the entire education
delivery system
including early
learning, K-12
schools, community
and technical
colleges, and public
and private colleges
and universities.

6) Improve the
coordination and
relationships among
the state and parents,
students, early
learning educators
and providers, local
school districts,
community and

3) Develop,
implement and
continuously evaluate
and adjust a system-
wide strategic plan
that integrates the
goals as well as
policies, activities,
and functions of the
education sectors
creating a powerful
education system
focused on student
learning that
transcends traditional
organizational
boundaries.

4) Implement
performance
measures focused on
learner outcomes that
shall be used to
continuously improve
and evaluate student
performance

and programs,
focusing on improving
learning.

5) Focus on improving
learning throughout
the entire education
delivery system
including early
learning and K-12
schools.

6) Improve the
coordination and
relationships among
the state and parents,
students, early
learning educators
and providers, local
school districts,
community and
technical colleges,
and public and private
colleges and
universities.
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technical colleges,
and public and private
colleges and
universities.

7) Improve
instructional quality
and leadership
practices in early
learning through
postsecondary
classrooms.

8) Promote
partnerships with
private and nonprofit
organizations and
other governmental
entities to maximize
the use of state and
private resources and
promote innovation.
9) Submit budget
requests for the
entities and programs
within the department
as required by law.

7) Improve
instructional quality
and leadership
practices in early
learning through
secondary
classrooms.

8) Promote
partnerships with
private and nonprofit
organizations and
other governmental
entities to maximize
the use of state and
private resources and
promote innovation.
9) Submit budget
requests for the
entities and programs
within the department
as required by law.

Goals and Strategic
Plan for Department
of Education

The strategic plan
required shall be
based on the
following system
goals to provide an
opportunity for:

a) All students to
enter kindergarten
prepared for success
in school and life.

b) All students to
compete in
mathematics and
science nationally and
internationally, and for
more students to
graduate with degrees
in science,
technology,
engineering, and
mathematics.

c) All students to
attain high academic

The strategic plan
required by section
shall be based on the
following system
goals to provide an
opportunity for:

a) All students to
enter kindergarten
prepared for success
in school and life.

b) All students to
compete in
mathematics and
science nationally and
internationally, and for
more students to
graduate with degrees
in science,
technology,
engineering, and
mathematics.

c) All students to
attain high academic
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standards regardless
of race, ethnicity,
income, or gender,
and for more students
from under-
represented groups to
earn certificates and
degrees.

d) All students to
graduate able to
succeed in college,
training, and careers,
and for more students
to graduate with
certificates and
degrees from
Washington
institutions of higher
education.

In developing the
initial plan, the

secretary shall review:

a) The plans created
by the various
education agencies
and boards
transferred to the
department and those
agencies coordinating
with the department
under this bill.

b) The plans
developed for the
federal race to the top
application and
related work, as well
and the plans and
recommendations of
the quality education
council.

The strategic plan
shall also include
performance
measures that
address short and
long-term progress in

standards regardless
of race, ethnicity,
income, or gender,
and for more students
from under-
represented groups to
earn certificates and
degrees.

d) All students to
graduate able to
succeed in college,
training, and careers.

In developing the
initial plan, the

secretary shall review:

a) The plans created
by the various
education agencies
and boards
transferred to the
department and those
agencies coordinating
with the department.
b) The plans
developed for the
federal race to the top
application and
related work, as well
and the plans and
recommendations of
the P-12 council.

The strategic plan
shall also include
performance
measures that
address short and
long-term progress in
meeting the system
goals.

These measures shall
be designed to be
used for
accountability
purposes.
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meeting the system
goals.

These measures shall
be designed to be
used for
accountability
purposes.

Offices Retained

SPI.,, PESB

SPI, SBCTC, HECB

Offices Eliminated
or Restructured

DEL, Early Learning
Advisory Council,
SBE, Office of
Education
Ombudsman, State
School for the Blind,
State Center for
Childhood Deafness,
WSSDA, SBCTC,
HECB, Education
Data and Research
Center

DEL, Early Learning

Advisory Council,

SBE, PESB, Office of

Education

Ombudsman, State
School for the Blind,

State Center for

Childhood Deafness,

WSSDA,
Achievement Gap
Oversight and
Accountability
Committee, QEC

P-20 Council
Membership

11 members
appointed by
Governor
representing early
learning, K-12, CTE,
and higher education

No

Washington State
Education Council
created temporarily

17 members
appointed by the
Governor (with
recommendations
from education
organizations
including:

e Two
representatives of
early learning
programs

¢ One school
administrator

e One school director

e One principal

! Unless constitutional amendment to abolish the office
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e One parent
e One CTE educator
e One K-12 teacher

e One CTC faculty

e One university
faculty

¢ One nonacademic
employee

e Two
representatives of
universities

e Two
representatives of
CTCs

¢ One private schools
representative

¢ One business
community
representative

e Four legislators
(non-voting)

¢ Representative
from Governor’s
Office

o SPI

(individuals must be

included that have

knowledge and

experience working

with historically

underrepresented

populations)

P-12 Council

No

Seven members plus
SPI (non-voting and
cannot be chair):

e Two members from
early learning
appointed by
Governor

e Three members
elected by school
directors (Puget
Sound, non-Puget
Sound Western
Washington and
Eastern
Washington)
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e Two members

representing K-12
appointed by
Governor

The council shall
advise the secretary
on broad policy issues
affecting the state's
education system,
focusing on improving
student learning to
include, but not be
limited to: system
goals, the state
strategic plan,

state accountability
measures, and
implementation of
evidence-based

best practices.

Council
Responsibilities

The council shall
advise the secretary
on broad policy issues
affecting the state's
education system
focusing on improving
student learning to
include, but not be
limited to, system
goals, the state
strategic plan,

state accountability
measures, and
implementation of
evidence-based

best practices.

Requires the Council
to make
recommendations for
restructuring state
entities in order to
create a system of
public education that
is student-focused
and able to provide
seamless service
delivery across all
sectors. Directs the
Council to examine
current data and
information about
student progress and
success and identify
state policies or data
collection that would
improve accountability
of all education
sectors.

Directs the Council to
identify state
programs and
initiatives that do not
meaningfully
contribute to making
the public education
system student-
focused and
seamless.

Two FTEs from OSPI
will support the
council

Phase in Time Transition plan due
January 1, 2012,
phase in to new
Department begins

July 1, 2012

Begin July 1, 2012
and complete by
January 16, 2013

Progress report due
January 5, 2012
Transition plan due
December 5, 2012
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Jesse Burns, Contractor
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Our Goal

Advocate for an effective,
accountable governance
structure in Washington
State.
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Governance Review Outline

What is Washington Trying to Achieve?

Governance: a Definition, Literature
Review, and Analytical Framework

Education Governance in Washington and
Other States

Washington’s History of Education Reform
Efforts in K-12

Washington Case Studies on Governance

International Education Systems
Governance and How They Compare to
the U.S.

Lessons Learned

Governor’s Proposal for New Department
of Education and Other Education
Governance Bills in 2011 Legislature

Next Steps
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Governance Definition

Effective governance
provides for clear
relationships,
authorities, and
responsibilities among a
set of institutions to
guide strategic
decisions through a set
of cohesive policies and
processes.
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Governance Characteristics

Effective
Governance
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Who Affected K-12 Education Policy In Washington State in 19617

U.5. Congress

¥

and Welfare

Federal Executive Branch
- Department of Health, Education

Superior and Supreme Courts

WA State Constitution

L

Voters

ki

L

County Superintendents of
Education
-Supervision of common
schools in county area and

ensure they follow state
laws

- Establish a lending library
-Collect fiscal and

anrnllmeant far NSPI

h h

Superintendent of Public Instruction
- State Education Leader
- Allocate state/federal funding
- Administer grants
- - Administer educator certification

- Recommend pelicies and budget priorities

to the Legislature

Washington Legislature
- Fiscal Committee

- Policy Committees

A

Governor
- Recommends and signs
budgets/policy bills

L

State Board of Education
- Prepare course of study for
commen school
-Adopt uniform series of textbooks
-Grant state certificates and life
diplomas
-Supervise issuance of certificates
-Prepare test questions for teachers

/- “Influencers”

- Constituents, universities,
WESDA

N

State School for the
Blind

Center for
Childhood Deafness

and Hearing Loss

School Districts

-Manage fiscal, capital and human resources
-Develop programs, curriculum, instruction, hours, extracurricular activities

-Set student policies

-Provide transportation and food

-Meet all federal and state requirements

“Influencers” Voters, parents, School Boards, Superintendents, Other Central Office Administrators, Principals,
Teachers, other certified staff, classified staff, Students

Edie Harding SBE January 2011




Who Affected K-12 Education Policy In Washington State in 20117

Superior and Supreme Courts

/ AWSP, WASA, WSSDA, PSE,

<

“Influencers”

- Higher Ed, DEL,
Constituents, WEA,
Business Roundtable,

PTA, WACTE, ESDs, LEV,
Stand for Children, Ethnic
Groups, Tribal Leader

Congress, Initiative writers/

-
%

A

WA State Constitution
U.S. Congress Office of the Education ¥
L] Ombudsman Voters
Federal Executive Branch
- Department of Education (e.g., NCLB ] - ]
(Title 1, Highly Qualified teachers, AYP, > Washington Legislature
etc.), Special Ed, ELL, Migrant) - Fiscal Committees
- Department of Civil Rights - Education Committees
- Department of Agriculture -Juvenile Justice Committees
- Children’s Health Committees
Legislatively Directed M
Committees or ps| Governor/Office of Financial Mgt
Workgroups to advise | 41 v v - Recommends and signs budgets/policy
05PI/Legislature/SBE/ Superintendent of Public Instruction bi"S‘JOFM tracks data
PESB: - State Education Leader ¥
- Allocates state/federal funding State Board of Education
_Oversight Achievement Gap - Administers grants > Provides oversight and advocacy for K-
Committee - Administers federal programs (e.g., Title I, 12
-Quality Education Council N school Improvement Grants, Require Action Establishes state graduation

{and subcommittees)
-Building Bridges

-K-12 Data Governance
-Funding Work Group
-Early Learning Work Group
-Levy and Levy Equalization
Work Group
-Compensation Work Group
-Learning Assistance
Technical Work Group

Districts, Food Service, Special Ed)
- Administers state programs (e.g., LAP, Bilingual,
Gifted})
- Develops academic standards
-Manage K-12 Data System
- Administers student assessments
- Administers educator certification
- Recommends policies and budget priorities

requirements
- Develops accountability systems
- -Ensures district compliance with basic

ed requirements

-Transitional Bilingual

v

» Professional Educator Standards Bd.
- Approves educator prep. programs
- Adopts Educator Certification reguirmts.
- Administers educator cert. tests
- Teacher recruitment

Ed. Service Districts
- Provides
management services,
direct services and
instructional support
tn school districts

_

-
-+

Technical Work Group
-Highly Capable Tech Work

Group Blind
-Bilingual Ed Advisory Group
-loint Select Committee on Center for

Education Accountability

State School for the

Childhood Deafness

and Hearing Loss

School Districts

-Manage fiscal, capital and human resources

-Set student policies

-Provide transportation and food

-Meet all federal and state requirements

-Develop programs, curriculum, instruction, hours, extracurricular activities

“Influencers” Voters, parents, School Boards, Superintendents, other Central Office Administrators, Employee

Unions, Principals, Teachers, other certified staff, classified staff, Students




Governance In States

Chief State State Boards of Education
School Officers
Appointed by Governor 12 33
Elected 14 9
Appointed by State 24 NA
Board of Education
Mix of NA 3
Appointed/Elected WA is in this category but is
unique in that its elected board
members are elected by school
directors not the public at large
Appointed by NA 2
Legislature
Appointed by Governor NA
and Legislature
None NA

Wednesday, March 9 The Washington State Board of Education



P-20 Governance In the States %

P-16/20 Councils Fully Partially Consolidated P-20
Consolidated P- Agencies
20 Agencies

29 States New York, Florida, lowa, and Michigan
Pennsylvania (universities excluded)
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| essons Learned

Literature Review

Other States

Case Studies

States’ P-20 Councils

International Governance
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Governance Bills

Governor’s Substitute Senate Substitute House Proposal

Proposal Proposal 5639 1849

 Creates » Creates Department Creates a study group to explore
Department of of Education P-12  current P-20 governance
Education P-20 with appointed effectiveness and possible
with appointed Secretary avenues for improvement.
Secretary SPI remains elected

SPI remains P-12 Council
elected oversees work of
P-20 Council the Department of
oversees work Education.

of Department of Eliminates DEL,
Education SBE, PESB.
Eliminates DEL,

SBE, SBCTC,

HECB.

Wednesday, March 9 The Washington State Board of Education



The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective VWorkforce

Governance Final Briefing Paper

The Purpose of SBE’'s Governance Review

One of the State Board of Education’s (SBE) strategic plan goals is to advocate for an effective,
accountable governance structure for public education in Washington. The development of this
goal comes from Board members’ experiences over the last five years to understand and
address the complexity of Washington’s education system and their role in it.

The Board has been engaged in many projects, including the successful work in accountability
and new high school graduation requirements. Other projects have caused the Board to pause
and reflect about its role as well as that of other agencies in areas such as systems planning.
Several of those projects will be examined through case studies in this paper.

In January 2011, the Governor proposed a new Department of Education with a P-20 focus
through a bill* she introduced in the 2011 Legislative Session.? This new Department would be
run by a Governor-appointed secretary. The Department would have the full authority to run the
entire Washington Education System from early learning through higher education. A P-20
Council of 11 members would advise the Secretary of Education. The Superintendent of Public
Instruction would remain a separately elected official. This proposal did not pass out of the
Education Committees in the House or Senate in its original form. However, several different
education governance bills have been proposed by both the House and Senate and are moving
through the Legislature.

At its March 2011 SBE meeting, the Board will have a work session on governance. The
purpose of this work session is to analyze the Governor’s proposal and the other education
governance bills, as well as the history of governance in Washington, with a focus on the state
level. The Board will also look at how several other states and nations have organized their
education systems. This paper is organized into the following sections:

l. What is Washington Trying to Achieve?

Il Governance: a Definition, Literature Review, and Analytical Framework
M. Education Governance in Washington and Other States

V. Washington'’s History of Education Reform Efforts in K-12

V. Washington Case Studies on Governance
VI. International Education Systems Governance and How They Compare to the U.S.
' SB 5639

2 An alternative bill, HB 1849, is proposed by House members that would create a Washington Education Council to
provide strategic oversight and advocacy of a P-20 system. There would be 18 members: nine appointed by the
Governor and nine appointed by the Superintendent of Public Instruction. The Superintendent would serve as the
chief executive and chair.
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VII. Lessons Learned

VIIl.  Governor’'s Proposal for New Department of Education and Other Education
Governance Bills in 2011 Legislature

IX. Next Steps

Most of the focus will be on K-12, although there will be a limited review of higher education
governance.

l. What is Washington Trying to Achieve?

Through the Race to the Top application and other efforts in the past few years, including:
Washington Learns, the Joint Basic Education Funding Task Force, the Governor’s Higher
Education Funding Task Force and the Quality Education Council, the following state
challenges were reviewed:

e State funding for local school systems has not kept pace with the changes needed for a
21% century basic education.

e State funding for higher education must embrace a new way of delivering higher
education with a new incentive system that funds colleges based on the number of
graduates.

¢ Washington students are becoming increasingly diverse.

The educational opportunity gap continues for students of low income and/or specific
races/ethnicities.

e Many Washington students are graduating unprepared for success in careers,
citizenship, and postsecondary education after high school.

e Washington has a low number of high school students enrolling directly in college.®
Washington does not have a way to hold itself accountable for students’ successful
transition to early learning to K-12 to college.

e Student achievement in K-12 has not improved in math and science.

¢ Washington does not produce enough graduates with bachelor degrees in Science,
Technology Engineering and Math (STEM) fields.

e Washington businesses import talent because the state cannot produce a sufficient
qualified pool of applicants.*

¥ NCHEMS Information Center for Higher Education Policymaking and Analysis; College-Going Rates of High School
Graduates — Directly from High School, retrieved from
http://www.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/index.php?submeasure=63&year=2008&Ilevel=nation&mode=graph&state=0,
February 11, 2011.

* NCHEMS Information Center for Higher Education Policymaking and Analysis; Net Migration by State, Age-Group,
and Degree-Level, retrieved from
http://www.higheredinfo.org/dbrowser/?level=nation&mode=graph&state=0&submeasure=271, February 11, 2011.

And Findings of the Economic Needs Assessment Work Group, October 2008, retrieved from
http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB1A.ENAWorkGroupReportvl1.pdf, February 11, 2011.
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Based on all of the above work, the following are the key goals identified to move our state
forward:

Increase career and college readiness in a P-20 System.

Close the education opportunity gap.

Improve kindergarten readiness.

Improve student achievement in math and science.

Improve quality of educator workforce.

Increase college access, success, and graduates with certificates and degrees.

ogkrwNE

A key question explored in this paper is: Can governance of our education system facilitate or
hinder achieving these priorities and drive systemic change?

I. Governance: A Definition, Literature Review, and Analytical Framework

Definition of Effective Governance

Effective governance provides for clear relationships, authorities, and responsibilities among a
set of institutions to guide strategic decisions through a set of cohesive policies and processes.

Literature Review

“Most changes in governance...have generally left institutional deposits that made school
structures more rather than less complex’ (Cohen, 1990). A typical response to outside
demands for changes has been to add a new department, a new layer of government or an
agency. Such accretions rarely disappear. This fact prompts a caution: do not assume that
through the reform of governance... the old will evaporate; it seems more likely that
accommodating to new demands will complicate, not simplify” (Tyack, 1993, p. 24).

“Experience shows that there are no ‘magic bullets’ and simplistic, abrupt governance ‘reforms’
can have unintended consequences that create new difficulties, including administrative chaos
and significant morale problems” (National Association of State Boards of Education, 1996, p.

ii).

The multitude of variables, including beliefs and politics, make it difficult to assess which
aspects of governance arrangements correlate to student achievement. For instance, many
reform initiatives over the past two decades have focused upon extensive consolidation of
power and restructuring of education departments at the district level (Childress, et al., 2006).
Many of these reform efforts have produced mixed results that, even if positive, have produced
education reform innovations that “flickered and failed,” leading to “disillusionment among
teachers to public cynicism” (Tyack and Cuban, 1995, pg. 10). Identification of the critical factors
responsible for any gains of these efforts is hindered by a lack of understanding of both the
causal and action plans operating in the school environment.

An introductory, and non-peer reviewed, series of reports by Manna (2004, 2005, and 2006)
attempts to disaggregate the multiple influences within the educational governance system to
identify correlations between governance and student achievement. Manna’s 2006 findings
provide:
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“...nuanced support for theories that argue strong chief executives and less fragmented
policy networks are likely to produce the most desirable results” (Manna, 2006 pg. 11).

“...Most important, perhaps, is the finding from the student outcomes measures that
gubernatorial power appears most likely to produce desirable results in institutional
arrangements that give governors control over State Education Agency chiefs but not
boards. States appear to pay a price in achievement when they centralize too much.
That finding suggests that there are some benefits to limiting the governor’s reach, but
giving a governor a strong hand in appointing the leader of the state education
bureaucracy appears to pay dividends. It may be that more independence from
governors helps state board members, who are less engaged in day-to-day policy
management, to provide more detached, critical, and useful oversight of state education
systems” (Manna, 2006, pg. 12).

Caution should be used in applying Manna’s research, as his methods of correlating dependent
variables (student achievement and state policy outcomes) with independent variables
(institutional dimension of governance, financial dimension of governance, and control
measures for racial and economic conditions) have some notable limitations.

Aside from Manna, Brewer and Smith (2006) conducted an extensive literature review of
empirical evidence about the impact of educational governance on school improvement. They
summarized their findings in two concise statements:
o Governance is an important determinant of the effectiveness of an educational
system in meeting its goals.
e There is no preferred set of governance arrangements.

Brewer and Smith (2006) identified a research report by Augustine et al. (2006) as one of the
more comprehensive assessments of educational governance upon student achievement. In
summary, Augustine found that there is little empirical research about the direct linkage
between governance and student achievement.

Along with organizations in the nonprofit and private sectors, governmental organizations are
initiating and responding to changes in technological capacity, worker preferences, and other
external influences for managing and leading their organizations (Awazu, 2009). Fundamental
to the core of these changes is a transition from traditional Hierarchically-aligned organizations
to networked organizations (Manna, 2006; Manna, 2010). Manna (2010) outlines the benefits of
networked governance, including solving multidimensional problems by using resources and
expertise, fostering experimentation to create adaptive solutions, and increasing the response
time of networks to quickly changing circumstances. Conversely, networks are not a ‘panacea’,
as agreeing upon goals, assigning accountability, managing diverse perspectives, and
managing all members’ contributions can be significant challenges (Manna, 2006; Manna,
2010).

Additionally, governance across agencies is starting to shift decision-making control from within
specific governmental entities at the state or national level to networks at multiple scales and
locations (Keohane and Nye, 2000). An example of this is the Cincinnati Strive Program that
works with a multitude of local nonprofits, businesses, and the local schools and colleges to
create a seamless system for children from cradle to career. The traditional perspective of
governance processes occurring within a bureaucratic setting, while still relevant, is being
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complemented by the widespread adoption of coalitions interested in affecting the outcomes of
education governance (Sabatier and Weible, 2007).

Analytical Framework

Educational governance is a multi-faceted topic that has many complementary and competing
definitions. Previous research demonstrates that any of these definitions can effectively be
utilized. After reviewing six analytical frameworks for educational governance, staff selected
Brewer and Smith’s (2006) framework to be the primary analytical framework due to its:

1. Previous application in a similar study for California.

2. Utility as an assessment framework as opposed to other conceptual frameworks.

Brewer and Smith’s (2006) framework of good governance is below:
Table 1: Five Characteristics of Good Governance from Brewer and Smith®

Characteristic

Definition and Rationale

Stable

A stable governance structure is one in which policy is made and implemented in a
way that is known as far in advance as is reasonably possible. Revenue is known in
advance for planning. Policies are given an opportunity to work before changes are
made. There are few major changes of direction or new initiatives introduced suddenly.
Leaders have tenures that allow for knowledge development and on the job learning.
Stability enables actors in the system to act in a rational and planned way. This is
important for the development of expertise and long term investments in capacity.

Accountable

A governance structure with strong accountability is one in which there are clear lines
of authority between the various parts of the system, with limited duplication of
functions, so that it is possible to identify the source of the decisions. There are
consequences for good/bad behavior and outcomes. Actors in a system with strong
accountability understand their roles. Accountability gives the right incentives for actors
within the system to accomplish their goals. There is alignment between decisions to
raise revenue and decisions to spend revenue.

Innovative,
Flexible, and
Responsive

An innovative, flexible, and responsive governance structure is one that is adaptable to
changing context and able to respond appropriately to new short and long term
external demands upon it. New approaches are encouraged; many ideas are
generated and spread throughout the system. Innovation, flexibility, and
responsiveness are essential for a system to adapt to changing needs and ensure
cutting edge knowledge is used.

Transparent
and Open

A transparent and open system is one in which it is clear to the public and all
stakeholders how decisions are made, who makes them and participation is
encouraged at every level. Transparency allows for exchange of information between
the different levels of governance system. An open and transparent system is less
likely to be subject to ‘capture’ by special interests, less likely to have corruption and
bribery and most likely to encourage public engagement and support of schools. There
is an open flow of information, monitoring and evaluation data, and mechanisms to
communicate performance to citizens.

Simple and
Efficient

A simple and efficient governance structure is one that ensures decisions are made in
a timely manner and with minimal overlap or confusion among entities. Decision
making is located where knowledge is greatest. Policy is coherent and decisions
across multiple domains and levels are coordinated so that there is minimal duplication
and waste. The decision making and implementation structure is not burdensome on
stakeholders in the system. Costs are minimized.

> http://irepp.stanford.edu/documents/GDF/STUDIES/08-Brewer/8-Brewer(3-07).pdf
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This framework did not address every possible aspect of educational governance; nor did any of
the others. SBE staff would add a sixth characteristic: Systems Planning, defined as follows: A
comprehensive state policy plan that provides a road map for all Washington State education
agencies, boards, departments, divisions, and offices to :

Develop a system-wide plan for education and student outcomes.
Establish priorities for investment and policy decisions.
. Implement priorities.
Monitor and measure progress across the education system from early learning to
higher education.

Eal VRSN o

II. Education Governance in Washington and Other States

Governance in Washington

Washington has been a populist state since statehood 1899. It has many separately elected
officials, including the Governor and Superintendent of Public Instruction, defined in its State
Constitution. The Superintendent of Public Instruction has supervision over all matters
pertaining to public schools, performing such duties as prescribed by law.

Washington has also been a strong local control state. However, over the past fifty years the
federal and state governments have exerted greater influence, particularly in K-12 areas related
to funding, civil rights, disadvantaged and special education students, teacher qualifications,
accountability, standards and assessments. While the number of school districts has decreased
over time, some additional state education agencies have been added to address the needs of
higher education and early learning. Please see: Attachment A: Washington’s Evolution in
Education Governance over the past 100 years.

While educational responsibilities have evolved for the state, regional, and local agencies, there
are also numerous “influencers” on education in Washington, ranging from the federal
government to the courts, from constituents to state-level committees.®

Overall, the interaction of these institutions, along with a large number of legally mandated and
non-legally mandated institutions results in “...a governance and decision-making system in
which responsibilities for formulating, funding, and implementing policy are blurred, fragmented,
and sometimes overlapping” (Plecki et al, 1997). Reports as far back as 1946 and 1985 identify
the concern about reforming educational governance as Washington'’s current governance
system makes it difficult for the public to understand who is in charge and who should be held
accountable (Plecki et al. 1997). Washington State’s entire governance system was designed to
include electoral complexity, and this design is evident within the educational governance
system as well (Plecki et al. 1997).

The number of legislatively created groups to address education issues has expanded
dramatically in recent times. The two Washington governance “quilts” (1961 vs. 2011) that
follow demonstrate the changes in state and local K-12 education governance over a 50-year
period.

§ Higher education, in general, has fewer state and federal laws and rules to follow to administer its programs.
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Washington Governance in 1961

Who Affected K-12 Education Policy In Washington State in 1961? ‘ Superior and Supreme Courts

U.S. Congress I ‘ WA State Constitution ‘
¥
¥
Voters
Federal Executive Branch ‘ ‘
- Department of Health, Education -

and Welfare Washington Legislature
- Fiscal Committee

- Policy Committees

A
Governer
v - Recommends and signs
Superintendent of Public Instruction b“dEEti’:DO“W bills

- State Education Leader
- Allocate state/federal funding
- Administer grants LR

State Board of Education
- Prepare course of study for
common school
-Adopt uniform series of textbooks
-Grant state certificates and life
diplomas
-Supervise issuance of certificates
-Prepare test questions for teachers

- - Administer educator certification
¥ - Recommend policies and budget priorities
to the Legislature

County Superintendents of

Education
-Supervision of common
schools in county area and v ¥ 3
ensure they follow state School Districts
laws -Manage fiscal, capital and human resources
- Establish a lending library -Develop programs, curriculum, instruction, hours, extracurricular activities
-Collect fiscal and -Set student policies
anrnllment far NSPI -Provide transportation and food

“Influencers”

- Constituents, universities,
WS5DA

State School for the
Blind

Center for
Childhood Deafness

and Hearing Loss

-Meet all federal and state requirements
\ “Influencers” Voters, parents, Scheol Boards, Superintendents, Other Central Office Administrators,

Teachers, other certified staff, classified staff, Students

Principals,

Edie Harding SBE January 2011
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Washington Governance in 2011’

Who Affected K-12 Education Policy In Washington State in 2011? ‘ Superior and Supreme Courts
U.s. ¢ ‘ WA State Constitution ‘

-5 ongress Office of the Education ¥

Federal Executive Branch ‘

“Influencers” \
- Higher Ed, DEL,
Constituents, WEA,
v Business Roundtable,
- Department of Education (e.g., NCLB AWSP, WASA, WSSDA, PSE,

v Ombudsman ‘ Voters
(Title I, Highly Qualified teachers, AYP, > Washington Legislature PTA, WACTE, ESDs, LEV,

- Fiscal Committees

etc.), Special Ed, ELL, Migrant) . .
. . Stand for Children, Ethnic
- Department of Civil Rights - Education Committees G Tribal L’ P
N . . roups, Iribal Lleadger
- Department of Agriculture -Juvenile Justice Committees = Conaress. Initiative writers
- Children’s Health Committees gress, -/
hJ
Legislatively Directed N
Committees or se| Governor/Office of Financial Mgt
Workgroups to advise P - Recommends and signs budgets/policy
" . " - bills/OFM tracks data
O0SPI/Legislature/SBE Superintendent of Public Instruction . .
/Leg / / P state Education Lead ¥ * Professional Educator Standards Bd.
PESB: - State Education Leader i »
- Allocates state/federal funding State Board of Education - Approves Educam"_ F_"’EF_’-P.EBR'I?._QE

-Oversight Achievement Gap - Administers grants o Provides oversight and advocacy for K- el N Aduz‘: Ef:ilectatur Zemf:atm;mg""mri utlrmts.
Committee - Administers federal programs (e.g., Title |,__ 12 - Acministers educa l_]r cert tests
-Quality Education Council Schoal Improvement Grants, Require Action Establishes state graduation - Teacher recruitment

) — )
{and‘dsubmn;mlrtees} Districts, Food Service, Special Ed) requirements
-Building Bridges . o - Develops accountability systems

- Administers state programs (e.g., LAP, Bilingual, P ¥ Ed. Service Districts
-K-12 Data Governance Gifted - -Ensures district compliance with basic
-Funding Work Group ifted) P . " - Provides
~Early Learning Work Group - Develops academic standards §€ requiremeants management services,
-Lewyand Levy Equalization -Manage K-12 Data System di . d
Work Group - Administers student assessments irect services an
-Compensation Work Group _ Administers educator certification instructional support
-L ing Assist: .. P istri
earning Assistance - Recommends policies and budget priorities ta schaol districts
Technical Work Group
-Transitional Bilingual v h 4
Technical Work Group State School for the School Districts
-Highly Capable Tech Work 3 )
Group Blind -Manage fiscal, capital and human resources
-Bilingual Ed Advisory Group -Develop programs, curriculum, instruction, hours, extracurricular activities
-Joint Select Committee on Center for -Set student policies
Education Accountability Childhood Deafness -Provide transportation and food
-Meet all federal and state requirements

and Hearing Loss

“Influencers” Voters, parents, School Boards, Superintendents, other Central Office Administrators, Employee
Unions, Principals, Teachers, other certified staff, classified staff, Students

’ Chart by Bob Butts OSPI Staff and Edie Harding SBE Staff
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For several decades, the state has increased its role in district oversight through monitoring
federal and state programs, developing state standards and assessments, and ensuring
accountability. School districts continue to have vital roles in managing fiscal, capital, and
human resources. School districts also determine programs, curriculum, and hours of instruction
that are offered to students. In short, they hire, evaluate and train staff; determine how much
funding each school will get; and what the program offerings and hours will be. These are
probably the most important variables for student learning. Many of these decisions are done at
a district, not school building, level unlike the countries examined in Section VI later in this
paper. Of particular note is the locus for accountability, which is high for state agencies and the
school district, but less strong in the school building. See Attachment B for a matrix on Who
Makes What Decisions in the Washington School System.

K-12 Governance in Other States

Over the past decade there has been a trend toward fewer elected chief state school officers
and more governor or state board of education appointed chiefs. The majority of chief state
school officers (also referred to as superintendents of public instruction) are appointed by their
state boards of education. For more detail on individual state governance structures, see
Attachment C on State Education Governance Models January 2011 from the Education
Commission of the States.

Table 2: K-12 Governance in States®

Chief State School State Boards of
Officers Education
Appointed by Governor 12 33
Elected 14 9
Appointed by State Board of 24 NA
Education
Mix of Appointed/Elected NA 3
Washington is in this category
but is unique in that its elected
board members are elected by
school directors not the public at
large.
Appointed by Legislature NA 2
Appointed by Governor and NA 1
Legislature
None NA 2

Many states have recognized the need for a coherent P-20 system and have created P-20
councils or statewide P-20 offices. As of 2011, Washington State had no comprehensive P-20
education plan to guide its work. A P-20 system includes oversight of a student’s education
beginning in preschool, continuing through elementary and secondary school, and into a two- or
four-year college with completion potentially in graduate school.

8 NASBE Governance Models Chart 2011 http://nasbe.org/index.php/component/remository/Education-
Issues/Governance/Governance-Models-Chart-(1-pager)-2010.pdf/

Prepared for March 2011 Board Meeting




Washington had a Governor-chaired P-20 Council created through executive order, which
included the heads of all education agencies in 2007. The Council was disbanded after one
year. See the case study in this report under Section V for more details. Despite the disbanding,
strong connections still exist between agencies. For example, the Department of Early Learning
and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction have a joint resolution to implement a ten-
year plan for an early learning system. Some of their first priorities include: implement a
kindergarten readiness assessment, phase in full day kindergarten, and increase early literacy.
SBE has worked closely with the Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB) to align the new
SBE graduation requirements with the HECB minimum admissions requirements. SBE, HECB,
and State Board for Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC) meet on a periodic basis to
discuss ways to increase students’ access to and success in college. The Professional Educator
Standards Board works closely with the individual higher education institutions that provide
teacher preparation and further certification programs. Under the Governor’s proposed
education governance bill SB 5639, a P-20 council would be created that reports to a new
Department of Education.

Table 3: P-20 Governance in States®

P-16/20 Councils Fully Consolidated  Partially Consolidated P-
P-20 Agencies 20 Agencies

29 states New York, Florida, lowa, and Michigan
Pennsylvania (universities excluded)

If Washington elects to recreate a new P-20 Council, it should take into consideration the
following lessons learned:*°
Ensure the right members are at the table for coherency and continuity.
Run at least quarterly meetings.
Clearly specify members’ roles and responsibilities for council.
Include members from executive (Governor, early learning, K-12 and higher education)
and legislative branches, business, and community.
Keep agenda focused and not too broad.
e Develop mission, vision, and specific measureable goals.
Provide adequate funding and staff to council.

Higher Education Governance in States

Washington has a coordinating board for all of higher education: HECB and a governing board
for the community and technical colleges — State Board for Community and Technical Colleges
(SBCTC). The Governor appoints the regents and trustees for each college and university
board.

° Education Commission of the States 2011 P-20 Governance
http://www.ecs.org/html/offsite.asp?document=http%3A%2F%2Fwww%2Eecs%2Eorg%2Fhtml%2Feducationissues
%2FHighSchool%2Fhighschooldb1%5Fintro%2Easp%3Ftopic%3Dp%2D20

1% Education Commission of the States (2008) Landmines P-16/P-20 Councils Encounter- And How they Can Be
Addressed (or Avoided Altogether)
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Table 4: Higher Education Governance in United States!!

Number of states Comments

Governing Boards: High 22 Nine states have boards that
authority to make changes include all four- and two-year
in higher education institutions.

institutions Fourteen states have two

separate boards — one for
two-year institutions and one
for four-year institutions.

Coordinating Boards: 25
Coordinate policy and

planning functions across

policy functions

Planning Board 3

There are several different categories of state policy roles that higher education boards can
play, including:**

Providing funding.

Regulating who attends the institutions.

Advocating for strong financial aid.

Steering all of higher education to align with state priorities.

PwnE

“In Washington, higher education governance has arguably leaned toward both regulator and
consumer advocacy roles more than it has toward provider or steering roles. The Legislature
has capped tuition (regulatory) while also providing some of the highest levels of state financial
aid assistance in the country.”™?

A 2011 HECB study of Idaho, Pennsylvania, Florida, Minnesota, Georgia and Maryland found
that states with central departments of education are not recognized for strong postsecondary
planning or coherence or for excellent P-20 systems.* States such as Florida that have had
good outcomes for postsecondary attainment had those in place before the consolidation. The
consolidation in Florida has been faced with numerous political challenges, including dueling
governors and a constitutional amendment to reverse part of the consolidation. The HECB
concludes that “key P-16 issues of aligning curricula, developing college preparation and
graduation standards for students, and education of qualified teachers do not necessarily

" HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems Designs, and Leadership:
What's Best for Washington. Appendix A http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-
Pzroofedfinal.pdf o _ _ _ _ _
HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems Designs, and Leadership:
What's Best for Washington. Appendix A http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-
proofedfinal.pdf
B HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems Designs, and Leadership:
What's Best for Washington. Appendix A page 16 http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TABS-
GovernancePaper-proofedfinal.pdf
" HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems Designs, and Leadership:
What’s Best for Washington page 12 http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-
proofedfinal.pdf
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require a centralized governance system. They do require real attention and strong leadership.
P-16 issues should be part of the job description of every education leader in Washington.™

V. History of Education Reform in Washington over the Last 20 Years

Washington has had numerous education reform efforts over the past several decades. Two
key issues for these reform efforts include: 1) the lack of student preparedness, and 2) lack of a
stable and adequate funding base. These efforts include:

Governor Gardner’s Council on Education Reform and Funding (1993-94)
Governor Gregoire’'s Washington Learns (2005-06)

The Joint Basic Education Task Force (2007-09)

House Bill 2261 (2009)

Senate Bill 6696 (2010)

Quality Education Council (2009-Present)

While a number of major individual policy initiatives resulted from these efforts, ranging from the
creation of a new Department of Early Learning to Creating a College Bound Scholarship
Program, there was no overarching P-20 systems road map put in place. Tackling the education
funding has proved much more difficult over the last 20 years, although progress was made
through the Joint Basic Education Task Force in 2009. Over the last year, several national
efforts (Race to the Top and Common Core Standards) have also prompted Washington to
revise some of it educational policies. The funding crisis in 2011 has eliminated the opportunity
to make significant progress in the upcoming 2011-13 biennium. See Attachment D,
Washington's History of Education Reform Efforts in K-12 for a detailed table on groups,
members involved, and results for major initiatives in education reform.

V. Case Studies

In an effort to make concrete observations and recommendations about Washington’s
educational governance system, staff developed three case studies to identify relevant themes
from expert practitioners involved in educational reform. Two of the case studies reviewed
recent education issues to describe how the education governance system of Washington is
working. The case studies included the following:

1. Improving Math Achievement and Planning Across Washington's P-20 System.

2. P-20 Council and 2010 State Education Reform Plan.

3. A comparison of the Governor of Washington State’s proposal for a new education
governance system with the educational governance systems of three states.

These case studies used interviews from past and present state education agency staff (from
Washington and elsewhere) and national experts. While the full set of case studies is not yet

® HECB January 2011 Memo “Fitting Together Policy Environment, Educational Systems Designs, and Leadership:
What's Best for Washington page 13 http://www.hecb.wa.gov/boardmtgs/documents/TAB8-GovernancePaper-
proofedfinal.pdf
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complete, initial observations and lessons learned from the first case study, Math Achievement
and Planning Across Washington’s P-20 System, will be reviewed. These case studies
employed the analytical framework of good governance characteristics described in Section II.

Data Collection and Analysis

For the background and introductory section of the case study, information about the issue was
synthesized from existing research, publications, and online sources. Additionally, information
and insights from individual interviews was incorporated into this section to provide a more
accurate and robust description of the issue. Interview data collection consisted of individual
telephone interviews that ranged from 30 to 45 minutes.

For each case study, the following numbers of interviews have been, and will be, conducted:

Case Study Number of Interviews

Descriptive Case Study of Education | 12 Completed
Governance Influence upon
Washington Math Standards Reform | 3 Scheduled

Descriptive Case Study of the 9 Completed
Strategic Alignment of Washington’s
Education System 3 Scheduled
4 Pending
Comparative Case Study of National Experts State Experts
Washington’s Governance System
1 Completed 1 Scheduled
3 Scheduled 2 Pending
1 Pending

The initial questions were derived from the interview criteria created by Brewer and Smith
(2006) and Walsh (2009) to assess educational governance in relation to characteristics of good
governance:

Stability

Accountability

Innovation, Flexibility and Responsiveness
Transparency and Openness

Simplicity and Efficiency

Systems Planning (added by SBE)

Case study descriptions and interview findings are organized by issue, which includes a brief
review of the issue, a rationale for the inclusion of the issue as a case study, and findings from
the interviewed stakeholders.

Please review Attachment E, Case Studies — Work to Date, to view the full case studies
analysis.

Prepared for March 2011 Board Meeting



Svynopsis of Findings to Date on Overall Effectiveness of Washington State’'s Educational
Governance System

Although the work on the case studies is not yet complete, some of the preliminary findings are
provided here. A final full report on the case studies will be completed this spring.

There was a general consensus that Washington State’s educational governance system is
effective with regards to:

¢ Maintaining checks and balances in decision-making.

e Ensuring citizen participation and engagement in educational governance.

¢ Implementing programs within individual agencies.

Aside from the portions of the educational governance system that work well, most interviewees
identified a multitude of areas where governance is not working well. Perhaps the most
challenging assessment of the current educational governance system was the following
comment about the effectiveness of Washington State’s educational system:

“ ...effectiveness is a relative term...If (one is) interested in citizen involvement and
broad public involvement then (Washington’s current education structure) is pretty
effective. In relation to increasing student achievement—it is probably less effective.”

This comment summarizes how interviewees critiqued the efficacy of Washington State’s
educational governance system. Additional concerns included the following:

e Few incentives. There was insufficient support for collaborating or developing joint
accountability amongst agencies to improve the outcomes of the education system.

o Lack of funding. The decentralized nature of education governance, which is based in
the state’s history of progressive governance ideals, could produce better results if more
funding was provided.

o Unclear authority. Laws actually provide clarity for who does what, but the
implementation of laws is influenced by the decentralized nature of governance, thereby
introducing unclear lines of authority and decision-making. Collaborating and integrating
across the many educational “silos” is a significant challenge as issues about power and
authority become more prevalent.

Two anecdotes are worth sharing. One interviewee discussed at length the fact that both
Washington and Massachusetts instituted school reforms in 1993. Over the intervening years,
student achievement in Massachusetts rose to the top of the nation, while Washington State’s
performance did not. In the opinion of this interviewee, many of the policy and educational
problems were similar—low student achievement, fractured governance, and a growing focus
upon standards and accountability. However, Massachusetts’ more directive approach to
governance was identified as a potentially critical factor for moving Massachusetts’ system
forward.

In support of this idea was another interviewee’s analysis of the creation, adoption, and
implementation of math curricula in Washington. This interviewee perceived that the entire
process of reviewing, agreeing upon, and implementing new math curricula choices embodied
the dysfunction of Washington’s education governance system, as OSPI, SBE, and the
Legislature were all involved, and in essence no one had accountability for the decision. More
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clarity of roles and responsibilities could have been provided by exercising one or more of the
following options:

e SBE could have refused to get involved.

e OSPI could have assumed more leadership.

e The Legislature could have not hedged their bets by assigning multiple agencies to
complete a task that could have been completed by one agency.

Overall, key findings from the descriptive case studies can be summarized as:

e Washington State’s educational governance system is both effective and ineffective,
depending upon what the system is thought to be accomplishing.
Interviewees generally agreed that the current governance system is effective
with regards to maintaining checks and balances, ensuring citizen participation,
and implementing programs. Interviewees also generally agreed that the
educational system is less effective if the goal of the educational system is to
promote higher levels of student achievement.
e Unclear goals for the education governance system and limited funding were identified
as barriers to improving student achievement.
Through assessing educational governance by the six characteristics of good
governance, two important themes emerged. The first was that multiple
stakeholders believed that the lack of agreement or clarity about the goals and
underlying purpose of the education system limited the potential for improving the
outcomes of the education system. Other stakeholders focused upon the lack of
funding and resources, believing that regardless of what the education
governance system is, the lack of funding is the single most important constraint
on improving student outcomes.
¢ Washington’'s educational governance system inconsistently embodies aspects of good
governance.
Interviewee responses about how Washington’s educational governance system
embodied the six characteristics of good governance included qualified support
as well as clear areas for improvement. There was a general trend amongst
interviewees that Washington’s educational governance system embodied more
of the aspects of good governance within specific initiatives, but that at a
strategic level these aspects of good governance dissipated.

VI. International Systems and How They Compare to the United States

Each country has its own unique philosophy on education, which in turn reflects its governance
of education. There is no one best way to organize an education system, although there are
similar trends.*® The Department (ministry) of education at state, country, or province has:

the authority and responsibility to manage the education system; highly capable and well
respected staff; decisions based on research; aligned standards, and exams with a high level of
cognitive demand. Most decisions on budget and staff resources, instruction, materials, and
courses offered are made at the school level rather than at a higher level such as a school

16 Organization for Economic Development (2010), Strong Performers and Successful Reformers in Education:
Lessons from PISA for the United States. Chapter 11 Lessons for the United States
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264096660-en
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district. Accountability for student performance lies at the school level with the teachers and not
through a state or federal system like No Child Left Behind.

How does the U.S. Compare?*’

The United States education system is organized differently than other countries in many ways.

Until recently, we have resisted national common standards and assessments, although in the
last twenty years states have moved toward internal common systems. The federal role has
gradually increased beginning with the civil rights laws, programs to help disadvantaged
students, and more recently incentive grants such as Race to the Top and the national work
between states on Common Core standards. Some of our state education systems lack the
capacity and authority to plan and manage effectively. We have multiple layers to the system.
Local school districts have more control than individual schools to design, budget and manage
the schools. We have more rules than other countries that use a greater professional level of
accountability. Our school districts raise local funds through taxes in addition to state funds.
Those with greater funds attract better teachers and have many additional resources. Our
students attend schools in highly segregated economic areas for both elementary and
secondary school.

U.S. Strengths:
e Strong data systems.
Americans willing to invest in education- pay more per pupil than other countries
(although studies have found that the amount invested is not related to student
achievement).
Creativity and innovation are highly valued skills.
e The top schools in the country are among the best in the world.

U.S. Weaknesses:
¢ Diffuse authority and responsibility at the state level to coordinate different parts of the
education system.
o Limited capacity at state level to do planning and management of the education system.
e Strong local district office:
o Tracking in high school.
0 Students get multiple chances to succeed until age 21 then no more chance to
earn diploma.
o0 Inequity of school performance from district to district, and even within the
schools of a specific district.
e School districts with their own tax rate that get better teachers and materials.
o Limited experimentation with innovative or charter-like schools that incorporate many of
the above features in other countries that could be considered “charter” like.

1 Organization for Economic Development (2010), Strong Performers and Successful Reformers in Education:
Lessons from PISA for the United States. Chapter 11 Lessons for the United States
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264096660-en
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e Administrative Accountability: student achievement test data used by administrators to
reward or sanction teachers/ schools.

Place low value on student achievement as a culture.

Low value of teaching profession.

Countries with same or more immigrant populations outperform the U.S.

Students believe luck is more important than hard work.

VIl. Lessons Learned
1. Literature Review

e There is limited research on ability of governance to affect student achievement.

e This limited body of research does not identify causal linkages between governance
arrangements and student achievement.

e Governance is an important determinant of the effectiveness of an educational system
meeting its goals.

e There is no single best way to organize education agencies.

e Across the nation, educational governance systems are moving toward systems that
centralize decision-making authority.

Funding is an important lever for affecting educational governance.

e There are analytical tools to assist with identifying the comparative advantage of which
levels of government should make particular decisions to support logical decision-
making when empirical evidence is lacking.

¢ Educational governance reforms typically focus upon governmental agencies; however,
attention should be paid to a broader network of organizations that are increasingly
influencing the educational system.

e Governance across governmental and nonprofit organizations is starting to shift
decision-making control from within specific governmental entities at the state or national
level to networks at multiple scales and locations.

2. Washington Governance History and Today

e Washingtonians have supported a diverse system of education governance. The strong

populist nature has tended to maintain the importance of a diffuse rather than an

aggregated set of roles and responsibilities.

Once an agency or committee is created, it is hard to undo.

For every problem, a committee will be created to study it by the Legislature.

Systems reform through education reform efforts has been very difficult to accomplish.

We have no P-20 systems plan but rather sets of individual initiatives across a wide

variety of agencies, boards, and commissions.

¢ While registered Washington voters in a recent poll support some consolidation of
education agencies, they believe the Superintendent of Public Instruction should be the
head of the agency. The majority did not support the elimination of the Superintendent
as an elected official nor did they support a governor appointed secretary of education.
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e Governance needs to be set in the culture and priorities of each state. Governance
changes can occur during fiscal crunches. It is one way to motivate change in education
systems. Such change causes disruption in government. The question is will it
accomplish the goals desired or can such goals be accomplished and sustained through
other means.*™®

3. Other States

e There is a growing trend toward fewer elected chief state school officers
(superintendents of public instruction) and more governor or SBE-appointed chief state
school officers.

Almost half (24) of the chief state school officers are appointed by SBEs.

¢ Only two states have full P-20 consolidated agencies.

States with a central office of education are not recognized for strong postsecondary
education based on a HECB review.

e Alignment of P-16 issues requires attention and strong leadership.

4. Case Studies

o Adequate staff support, leadership, and a strong public outreach process are important
when developing system wide planning efforts.

e Currently there is a lack of clarity about the roles and authority for education decision
making in the state.

Statewide plans have not provided specific deliverables and outcomes.

e The primary incentives for collaboration rest upon the good will of the partners.
Washington'’s current governance system is effective in terms of checks and balances
and providing citizen participation.

e Washington’s current governance system is less effective for promoting higher levels of
student achievement and strategic level planning.

e Governance is not the only tool for improving student outcomes. Issues of lack of
funding and resources also constrain outcomes.

5. P-20 Councils in Other States

o The right members must be at the table for coherency and continuity, these should
include members from executive (Governor, early learning, K12 and higher education)
and legislative branches, business, and community.

Councils should have at least quarterly meetings.

Members’ roles and responsibilities for council should be clearly specified.

The agenda needs to be focused and not too broad.

The council should develop a mission, vision and specific measureable goals.

The council needs adequate funding and staff to council to do the work.

18 January 20, 2011 House Education Committee hearing on education governance Education Commission for the
States staff comments
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6. International Governance

e Departments (ministry) of education at state, country or province have:
» The authority and responsibility to manage the education system.
= Highly capable and well respected staff.
= Decisions based on research.
» Aligned standards and exams with high level of cognitive demand.

e School based (not district or higher level) decision making for the allocation of resources,
instruction, materials used, and courses offered (school districts or regional bodies if
they exist do not have a strong role in these kinds of decisions).

e Accountability for student success is with the teacher and teacher team at the building
level. Student test data, while made publicly available, is not used for rewards or
sanctioning teachers or schools.

VIIl. Governor’s Proposal for a New Department of Education and Other
Education Governance Bills in 2011 Legislature

Washington is not alone in examining the role of education governance. Recently, the new
Governor of California, Jerry Brown, has eliminated the Secretary of Education and replaced all
the State Board of Education appointees with his own appointees. The Governor of Oregon,
John Kitzhaber, has created a team to design an Oregon Education Investment team with 12
members to create a unified public education system from birth to age 20. The Governor would
chair the team. He proposes that the superintendent of public instruction would become an
appointed rather than elected office. Oklahoma legislators are proposing bills to dissolve their
state board of education and turn the board responsibilities over to the superintendent of public
instruction. Utah legislators are proposing the abolishment of their state board of education and
giving sole authority to their governor.

For the 2011 Legislative Session, Governor Chris Gregoire has proposed a new Department of
Education under SB 5639. Although this bill, as originally proposed, did not pass out of
committee, several governance bills did: a Senate Substitute SB 5639 and House Substitute
HB 1849. All three will be examined as potential models for change. There was also a
constitutional amendment proposed by the Senate to remove the elected office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction that did not moved out of committee. The House Substitute
is currently up for Floor action as this packet goes to press. There is an amendment to change
the bill from creating a transition plan that will create a new education agency, to one where the
temporary council would make recommendations to the Legislature.

A recent Elway poll found 57 percent of Washington voters opposed the elimination of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction and the creation of a Secretary of Education.” However,
56 percent of Washington voters would support the consolidation of education agencies and
would prefer that such an agency be headed by the Superintendent of Public Instruction.

¥ The Elway Poll February 14 2011 (subscriber only publication)
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Please see Attachment F, Washington State Education Organizations, for charts that show
current status of these agencies governance and an organizational chart as well as under the

Governor’s proposed reorganization under her Department of Education.

Table 5: Cross Walk on Washington Education Governance Bills

Creation of New P-20 Department with
Department of Secretary of
Education Education appointed

by Governor

P-12 Department with
Secretary of
Education appointed
by Governor (higher
education excluded at
this time but Governor
will consider after
transition completed
whether to add higher
education)

Creates temporary
council to develop
primary state agency
for early learning, K-
12 and postsecondary
education

Responsibilities of 1) Provide leadership

New Education for the education of
Department the state's students
by:
a) Promoting and
measuring

achievement;

b) Respecting
diverse cultures,
abilities, and learning
styles.

¢) Focusing on
learning improvement
strategies informed by
research and data.

d) Reviewing,
changing, and
implementing
practices as
necessary across and
within the education
sectors to further
learner success.

2) Improve the
connections that
facilitate student
transitions to and from
different educational
programs and the
preparation for those
transitions.

1) Provide leadership
for the education of
the state's students
by:

a) Promoting and
measuring
achievement.

b) Respecting
diverse cultures,
abilities, and learning
styles.

¢) Focusing on
learning improvement
strategies informed by
research and data.

d) Reviewing,
changing, and
implementing
practices as
necessary across and
within the education
sectors to further
learner success.

2) Improve the
connections that
facilitate students'
transitions to and from
different educational
programs and the
preparation for those
transitions.
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3) Develop and
implement and
continuously evaluate
and adjust a system-
wide strategic plan
that integrates the
goals under section of
this act, as well as
policies, activities,
and functions of the
education sectors
creating a powerful
education system
focused on student
learning that
transcends traditional
organizational
boundaries.

4) Implement
performance
measures focused on
learner outcomes that
shall be used to
continuously improve
and evaluate student
performance and
programs focusing on
improving learning.
5) Focus on improving
learning throughout
the entire education
delivery system
including early
learning, K-12
schools, community
and technical
colleges, and public
and private colleges
and universities.

6) Improve the
coordination and
relationships among
the state and parents,
students, early
learning educators
and providers, local
school districts,

3) Develop and
implement and
continuously evaluate
and adjust a system-
wide strategic plan
that integrates the
goals as well as
policies, activities,
and functions of the
education sectors
creating a powerful
education system
focused on student
learning that
transcends traditional
organizational
boundaries.

4) Implement
performance
measures focused on
learner outcomes that
shall be used to
continuously improve
and evaluate student
performance

and programs
focusing on improving
learning.

5) Focus on improving
learning throughout
the entire education
delivery system
including early
learning and K-12
schools.

6) Improve the
coordination and
relationships among
the state and parents,
students, early
learning educators
and providers, local
school districts,
community and
technical colleges,
and public and private
colleges and
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community and
technical colleges,
and public and private
colleges and
universities.

7) Improve
instructional quality
and leadership
practices in early
learning through
postsecondary
classrooms.

8) Promote
partnerships with
private and nonprofit
organizations and
other governmental
entities to maximize
the use of state and
private resources and
promote innovation.
9) Submit budget
requests for the
entities and programs
within the department
as required by law.

universities.

7) Improve
instructional quality
and leadership
practices in early
learning through
secondary
classrooms.

8) Promote
partnerships with
private and nonprofit
organizations and
other governmental
entities to maximize
the use of state and
private resources and
promote innovation.
9) Submit budget
requests for the
entities and programs
within the department
as required by law.

Goals and Strategic
Plan for Department
of Education

The strategic plan
required shall be
based on the
following system
goals to provide an
opportunity for:

a) All students to
enter kindergarten
prepared for success
in school and life.

b) All students to
compete in
mathematics and
science nationally and
internationally, and for
more students to
graduate with degrees
in science,
technology,
engineering, and
mathematics.

The strategic plan
required by section
shall be based on the
following system
goals to provide an
opportunity for:

a) All students to
enter kindergarten
prepared for success
in school and life.

b) All students to
compete in
mathematics and
science nationally and
internationally, and for
more students to
graduate with degrees
in science,
technology,
engineering, and
mathematics.
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c) All students to
attain high academic
standards regardless
of race, ethnicity,
income, or gender,
and for more students
from under-
represented groups to
earn certificates and
degrees.

d) All students to
graduate able to
succeed in college,
training, and careers,
and for more students
to graduate with
certificates and
degrees from
Washington
institutions of higher
education.

In developing the
initial plan, the

secretary shall review:

a) The plans created
by the various
education agencies
and boards
transferred to the
department and those
agencies coordinating
with the department
under chapter

b) The plans
developed for the
federal race to the top
application and
related work, as well
and the plans and
recommendations of
the quality education
council.

The strategic plan
shall also include
performance

c) All students to
attain high academic
standards regardless
of race, ethnicity,
income, or gender,
and for more students
from under-
represented groups to
earn certificates and
degrees.

d) All students to
graduate able to
succeed in college,
training, and careers.

In developing the
initial plan, the
secretary shall review:
a) The plans created
by the various
education agencies
and boards
transferred to the
department and those
agencies coordinating
with the department.
b) The plans
developed for the
federal race to the top
application and
related work, as well
and the plans and
recommendations of
the P-12 council.

The strategic plan
shall also include
performance
measures that
address short and
long-term progress in
meeting the system
goals.

These measures shall
be designed to be
used for
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measures that
address short and
long-term progress in
meeting the system
goals.

These measures shall
be designed to be
used for
accountability
purposes.

accountability
purposes.

Offices Retained

SPl, PESB

SPI, SBCTC, HECB

SPI

Offices Eliminated
or Restructured

DEL, Early Learning
Advisory Council,
SBE, Office of
Education
Ombudsman, State
School for the Blind,
State Center for
Childhood Deafness,
WSSDA, SBCTC,
HECB, Education
Data and Research
Center

DEL, Early Learning
Advisory Council,
SBE, PESB, Office of
Education
Ombudsman, State
School for the Blind,
State Center for
Childhood Deafness,
WSSDA,
Achievement Gap
Oversight and
Accountability
Committee, QEC

Restructure following
agencies as part of a
transition plan: DEL,
Early Learning
Advisory Council,
SBE, PESB, Office of
Education
Ombudsman, State
School for the Blind,
State Center for
Childhood Deafness,
WSSDA, SBCTC,
HECB, Education
Research and Data
Center, Achievement
Gap Oversight and
Accountability
Committee, QEC,
Early Learning
Advisory Council,
OSPI

P-20 Council
Membership

11 members
appointed by
Governor
representing early
learning, K-12, CTE,
and higher education

No

Washington State
Education Council
created temporarily

17 members
appointed by the
Governor (with
recommendations
from education
organizations

2% Unless constitutional amendment to abolish the office
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including:

-Two representatives
of early learning
programs

-One school
administrator

-One school director
-One principal

-One parent

-One CTE educator
-One K-12 teacher
-One CTC faculty
-One university faculty
-One non academic
employee

-Two representatives
of universities

-Two representatives
of CTCs

-One private schools
representative

- One business
community
representative

-Four legislators (non-
voting)
-Representative from
Governor’s Office
-SPI

(individuals must be
included that have
knowledge and
experience working
with historically
underrepresented
populations)

P-12 Council No

Seven members plus
SPI (non voting and
cannot be chair):
-Two members from
early learning
appointed by
Governor,

-Three members
elected by school
directors (Puget
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Sound, non Puget
Sound Western
Washington and
Eastern Washington)
-Two members
representing K-12
appointed by
Governor

The council shall
advise the secretary
on broad policy issues
affecting the state's
education system
focusing on improving
student learning to
include, but not be
limited to, system
goals, the state
strategic plan,

state accountability
measures, and
implementation of
evidence-based

best practices

Council
Responsibilities

The council shall
advise the secretary
on broad policy issues
affecting the state's
education system
focusing on improving
student learning to
include, but not be
limited to, system
goals, the state
strategic plan,

state accountability
measures, and
implementation of
evidence-based

best practices

Create a Transition
Plan to address the
roles and membership
of an oversight and
advocacy board and
recommended means
of designating the
director of the primary
state agency (rather
than specifying that
SPI serves this role):
Establish primary
strategic oversight
and advocacy
board for public
education system
- Consolidate
supervision over
matters pertaining
to public
education within a
primary state
agency
- Two FTEs from
OSPI will support
the council

Phase in Time Transition plan due
January 1, 2012,
phase in to new
Department begins

July 1, 2012

Begin July 1, 2012
and complete by
January 16, 2013

Progress report due
January 5, 2012
Transition plan due
December 5, 2012
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IX. Next Steps

Short Term
SBE Board members will discuss:
e Lessons learned from the work reviewed in the paper.
e Board members’ impressions of education governance in Washington based on
governance analytical framework.
e Pros and cons of the different governance models proposed for the 2011 Legislative

Session.
Long Term
¢ Additional information Board members would like to receive for future Board meetings on
Governance
e Strategies for engaging with stakeholders and the legislature around the governance
issues

Board Member assignments to prepare for the Board meeting are found in the cover memo.
They include:

1. Board members’ thoughts on Washington’s education governance system and the
proposed bills based on the characteristics of good governance framework.
2. Board members’ thoughts on questions posed in discussion guide.
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Attachment A
Washington’s Evolution in Education Governance

Washington State has a number of state agencies, regional entities, and local school districts
that govern early learning, K-12 and higher education the table below illustrates some of the
major changes over the last 100 years.

Washington State’'s Education Governance: Past and Present
| 1911 1961 2011

State Level Legislature Legislature Legislature

Agencies® Governor’s Office Governor’s Office Governor’s Office
Superintendent of Superintendent of Superintendent of
Public Instruction Public Instruction Public Instruction
State Board of State Board of State Board of
Education (7 Education (12 Education (16
members) members) members)

School for the Blind School for the Blind School for the Blind

School for the Deaf School for the Deaf Center for Childhood
Deafness and
Hearing Loss (School
for the Deaf)
Professional Educator
Standards Board (12
members)
Office of the
Education
Ombudsman
Department of Early
Learning
State Board of
Community and
Technical Colleges
(eight members)
Higher Education
Coordinating Board
(ten members)

Regional Level 37 county offices of 39 county offices of Nine Educational

Agencies education education Service Districts
(ESDs replaced
county offices in
1969)

2 The Washington State School Directors Association was created as a state agency in 1947 under RCW 28A.345 to
enable it to require dues from all school districts. WSSDA functions as an association similar to groups such as the
Washington Association of School Administrators. The dues are directly deposited to WSSDA. WSSDA employees
participate in the state retirement system. There is only one other similar state agency (New Jersey) like WSSDA in
the U.S. WSSDA was a private voluntary association founded in the 1920s.
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| 1911 1961 2011

School Districts® 2,710 425 295
Schools NA NA 2,200
Public Universities 2 5 6 (plus two branch

campuses for the
University of
Washington and two
branch campuses for
Washington State
University and a
number of “centers”
for the other four year
institutions)

Community and 34
Technical Colleges

Washington Key Education Roles and Responsibilities: Past and Present

The roles of these state, regional and local education agencies have also evolved over time in
response to a greater influence by both the federal and state governments in education. Those
agencies with specific statutory responsibilities for education are outlined in this chart.

1911 1961 2011
State Level K-12 Agencies
Legislature e Adopt policy and e Adopt policy and e Adopt policy and
fiscal laws fiscal laws fiscal laws
pertaining to K-12 pertaining to K-12 pertaining to K-12
schools and state schools and state schools and state
agencies agencies agencies;
including the
funding of basic
education
e Confirm by
Senate

Gubernatorial
appointments to
education boards
(including higher

education
institutions)
Governor® ¢ Recommend e Recommend ¢ Recommend
budget and policy budget and policy budget and policy

?? Source: House of Representatives Education Committee staff

% RCW 43.06 While the statute does not grant the Governor explicit duties over K-12, the Governor makes budget
and policy recommendations to the legislature on K-12 education and determines if a veto is necessary on any
legislation passed related to education.
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1911
bills on education
issues to
legislature

1961
bills on education
issues to
legislature
Appoint regents
and trustees to
universities
Appoint members
of Higher
Education
Coordinating
Board

2011
bills on education
issues to
legislature
Appoint regents
and trustees to
universities and
colleges
Appoint members
to the State Board
of Education;
Professional
Educator
Standards Board
(as well as higher
education
institutions)
Appoint
Superintendents
for State School
for the Blind and
State Center for
Childhood
Hearing Loss
Appoint members
of Higher
Education
Coordinating
Board and State
Board for
Community and
Technical
Colleges

Office of
Superintendent of

Public Instruction®

Biannually report
to Governor on
the condition of
the system
Recommend
budget and policy
bills on education
issues to
Legislature
Apportion state
funds

Travel to schools
Convene county

Report to
Governor and
legislature on the
condition of the
system
Recommend
budget and policy
bills on education
issues to
Legislature
Apportion state
funds

Travel to schools

Report to
Governor and
legislature on the
management and
improvement of
schools
Recommend
budget and policy
bills on education
issues to
Legislature
Allocation of
state/federal

24 Article 111: Section 1 and Section 22 of the Washington State Constitution. RCW 28A.300 Duties of the

Superintendent.
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1911
superintendents
biennially
Decide on
appeals of county
superintendents
Require reports
from private
schools
Act as ex-officio
president of the
State Board of
Education
Prepare rules on
and regulations
for common
schools

1961
Require reports
from private
schools
Act as ex-officio
president of the
State Board of
Education
Prepare rules on
and regulations for
common schools
Keep records of all
certificated staff

2011
funds
Travel to Schools
Administer grants
Administer
Federal programs
(for low income
children, special
education, child
nutrition, teacher
and principal
quality)
Develop state
wide academic
standards and
assessments
Administer
assessments
Administer
educator
certification
Manage K-12
data systems
Administer state
programs
(learning
assistance,
bilingual, gifted,
special education,
online learning,
equity and civil
rights, school
facilities, teacher
and principal
quality, secondary
education)
Provide technical
assistance to
school districts

State Board of
Education (SBE)*

Adopt uniform
textbooks
Prepare a course
of study
Prescribe rules
for schools,

Adopt uniform
textbooks

Prepare a course
of study

Prescribe rules for
schools, especially

Provide advocacy
and strategic
oversight of public
education

Provide
leadership in the

2> RCWs: 28A.305.130; 28A.230.090; 28A.657
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1911
especially
attendance

e Sijtas
examination
board and grant
teaching
certificates

1961
attendance
Sit as examination
board and grant
teaching
certificates
Supervise the
issuance of
certificates

2011
creation of a
system that
personalizes
education for
each student and
respects diverse
cultures, abilities,
and learning
styles
Promote
achievement of
the goals of RCW
28A.150.210
(Basic Education)
Implement a
standards-based
accountability
framework that
creates a unified
system of
increasing levels
of support for
schools in order to
improve student
academic
achievement;
including:
performance
goals, cut scores
on assessments,
review of
assessment
system, biennial
report with PESB
Approve K-12
private schools
Articulate with the
institutions of
higher education,
workforce
representatives,
and early learning
policymakers and
providers to
coordinate and
unify the work of
the public school
system
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1911

1961

2011

Establish high
school graduation
requirements or
equivalencies for
students, except
those
equivalencies
established by
local high schools
or school district
Grant waivers to
districts for the
length of the
school year;
student-to-teacher
ratios to
implement a plan
for restructuring
its educational
program or the
educational
program of
individual schools
within the district
Ensure program
compliance with
the requirements
of the basic
education act
Designate
Required Action
Districts and plan
approval

Professional

Educator Standards

Board (PESB)*

Establish state
policies and
requirements for
preparation and
certification of
education
professionals
Oversee 72
education
preparatory
programs

26 RCW 28A.410.210
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1911

1961

2011
Develop
preparation
program entrance
and completion
requirements
Assign
certification types
Develop
requirements for
continuing
education of
certified educators
Develop plans for
recruitment and
management of
regional workforce

Office of the
Education
Ombudsman in
Office of the
Governor?’

Resolve
complaints
regarding public
school system
Recommend
strategies for
school-family
partnerships
Recommend
strategies to close
the achievement

gap

School for the
Blind®®

Provide education
for blind students

Provide education
for blind students

Provide education
for blind and
visually impaired
students

Center for

Childhood Deafness

and Hearing Loss
(School for the
Deaf)*

Provide education
for deaf students

Provide education
for deaf students

Operate the state
school for the deaf
Provide statewide
leadership and
support for the
coordination of
regionally
delivered
educational
services

2T RCW 43.06B
2 RCW 72.40.010

% RCW 72.40.010 and 015
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1911

1961

2011

Collaborate with
appropriate public
and private
partners for
professional
development of
educators serving
children who are
deaf or hard of
hearing.

State Board for
Community and
Technical Colleges
(SBCTC)*

Provide general
supervision and
control over the
state system of
community and
technical colleges
Prepare a single
system operating
budget request
and capital budget
request for
consideration by
the Legislature
Disburse capital
and operating
funds
appropriated by
the Legislature to
the college
districts

Ensure that each
college maintains
an open door
policy and offers
the educational,
training, and
service programs
specified by law
Administer criteria
for establishment
of new colleges
and for the
modification of

*% http://www.sbctc.ctc.edu/general/a_board.aspx
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1911

1961

2011
district boundary
lines
Establish
minimum
standards for the
operation of
community and
technical colleges
with respect to
personnel
gualifications,
budgeting,
accounting,
auditing,
curriculum
content, degree
requirements,
admission
policies, and the
eligibility of
courses for state
support
Prepare a
comprehensive
master plan for
community and
technical college
education
Encourage
innovation,
coordinate
research, and
disseminate
research findings
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Higher Education

Coordinating Board

(HECB)*

1911

1961

2011

Develop a
statewide
strategic master
plan for higher
education
Recommend
policies to
enhance the
availability,
quality, efficiency,
and accountability
of public higher
education in
Washington
Administer
student financial
assistance
programs

Serve as an
advocate on
behalf of students
and the overall
system of higher
education
Coordinate with
other governing
boards and
institutions to
create a seamless
system of public
education for the
citizens of
Washington

Help families save
for college.

Regional Education Agencies

County Offices of
Education/
Educational
Service Districts
(ESD)*

Supervise
common schools
in county area
and ensure they
follow state laws

Supervise
common schools
in county area and
ensure they follow
state laws

Provide
management
services such as
cooperative
purchasing, clock

* http://www.hecb.wa.gov/about/index.asp

32 RCW 28A.310
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1911

Visit schools in
county and
provide counsel
as needed

1961
Establish a
lending library
Collect fiscal and
enroliment for
OSPI

2011
hours for
professional
development,
fiscal
management, and
insurance pools
Provide direct
services to
students such as
early childhood
and special
education
Offer instructional
support such as
math and science,
gifted, health
education

Local Education Agencies

Local School
Districts (with
elected boards)*®

Manage financial
resources of
district

Hire, promote,
dismiss, and train
staff

Develop school
programs and
offerings

Set curriculum
and instruction
and local
graduation
requirements
Set student
policies related to
attendance,
promotion,
graduation, and
discipline
Provide
transportation
Build and
maintain school
facilities

Plan for overall
district

Manage financial
resources of
district

Authorize levy and
bond measures
requests

Hire, promote,
dismiss, and train
staff

Develop school
programs and
offerings

Set curriculum and
instruction, local
assessments and
graduation
requirements

Set student
policies related to
attendance,
promotion,
graduation, and
discipline

Provide
transportation and
food service

Build and maintain

Manage financial
resources of
district

Authorize levy
and bond
measures
requests

Hire, promote,
dismiss, and train
staff

Develop school
programs and
offerings

Set curriculum
and instruction,
local
assessments, and
local graduation
requirements

Set student
policies related to
attendance,
promotion,
graduation, and
discipline
Provide
transportation and

%3 RCW 28A.150
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1911
Community
engagement
Meet all state
requirements

1961
school facilities
Plan for overall
district
Engage
community
Meet all state and
federal
requirements

2011
food service
Build and
maintain school
facilities
Collect fiscal,
teacher and
student data
Bargain with
unions
Plan for overall
district
Engage
community
Meet all state and
federal
requirements

Universities and
Colleges

Manage financial
resources of
institution

Hire and dismiss
staff

Develop school
programs and
offerings

Set curriculum
and instruction
and graduation
requirements
Set student
policies related to
attendance,
promotion,
graduation, and
discipline

Build and
maintain school
facilities

Meet all state
requirements

Manage financial
resources of
institution

Hire and dismiss
staff

Develop school
programs and
offerings

Set curriculum and
instruction and
graduation
requirements

Set student
policies related to
attendance,
promotion,
graduation, and
discipline

Build and maintain
school facilities
Meet all state
requirements

Manage financial
resources of
institution

Hire and dismiss
staff

Develop school
programs and
offerings

Set curriculum
and instruction
and graduation
requirements
Set student
policies related to
attendance,
promotion,
graduation, and
discipline

Build and
maintain school
facilities

Meet all state
requirements
Bargain with
unions
Administer
financial aid
programs
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CURRENTLY, WHO MAKES WHAT DECISIONS IN WASHINGTON’'S SCHOOL SYSTEM? *

Attachment B

Who/What Teacher Policies Student Policies (e.q., |Programs and
(e.g., Hiring and Firing) [Promotion and Services (e.q., Arts

Finance [Standards [Curriculum |Instruction |Assessment [Accountability Retention) Education)

STATE

Governor HIGH LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW

Legislature HIGH MEDIUM [LOW LOW MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW

State Board of LOW MEDIUM |MEDIUM LOW MEDIUM HIGH LOW LOW LOW

Education

State MEDIUM (HIGH LOW LOW HIGH HIGH MEDIUM LOW LOW

Superintendent

(State

Department)

PESB LOW HIGH LOW LOwW HIGH MEDIUM LOwW LOW LOW

(Educators)

REGIONAL/

COUNTY

ESD LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM

SCHOOL

DISTRICT

Local Board HIGH HIGH HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH MEDIUM HIGH

Local HIGH HIGH HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH MEDIUM HIGH

Superintendent

(Local

Department)

SCHOOL

Principals MEDIUM [LOW MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM HIGH

Teachers MEDIUM |MEDIUM |MEDIUM HIGH HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH

Parents LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW HIGH MEDIUM

Judges HIGH LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW

Teachers’ Unions [LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM HIGH LOW LOW

Business Leaders |LOW LOW LOW LOW LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW

Community MEDIUM [LOW LOW LOW LOwW LOW LOW LOW LOW

Leaders

UNIVERSITIES

Administrators LOW HIGH HIGH LOW MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW LOW

34 Education Commission of the States: Tools and Resources Governance Matrix 2002 Framework http://www.ecs.org/ecsmain.asp?page=/html/IssueCollapse.asp This
ECS tools was adapted to develop roles for Washington education decision makers. SBE staff received input from OSPI, school district superintendents and teachers,

Washington Association of School Administrators on the ratings for this matrix

Prepared for March 2011 Board Meeting




Prepared for March 2011 Board Meeting



Attachment C

State Education Governance Models January 2011 from the Education Commission of
the States

State Education Governance Models
Updated and Revised by Mary Fulton

January 2011
(Original version, Todd Ziebarth, 2004)

Education governance structures differ from state to state and directly affect how education policy leaders interact.
Understanding the differences between structures can help explain the education policy process in terms of how
decisions are made and the how authority is divided.

State education governance structures can be categorized into one of four general models that describe how state
boards of education are constituted and whether the chief state school officer is appointed or elected. Forty of the
50 states fall into one of these categories; the other 10 states, plus the District of Columbia, have governance
structures that are modified versions of the four general models.

State Governance Models: 50-State Map

=
o
=
- B Model4 2
1 Other
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Model One

In this model, the governor appoints the
members of the state board of education.
The state board, in turn, appoints the
chief state school officer. Model One
includes 13 states: Alaska, Arkansas,
Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, lllinois,
Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Missouri, Rhode Island, Vermont and
West Virginia.

Model Two

In this model, the state board of
education is elected and the board
appoints the chief state school
officer. Seven states fall into Model
Two: Alabama, Colorado, Kansas,
Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada and
Utah.

* ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

Model One: Governor Appoints Board, Board Appoints Chief

Electorate

elects

appgints

State Board of

Education

appbints

Chief State
School Officer

13 States:
Alaska
Arkansas
Connecticut
Florida
Hawaii
lllinois
Kentucky
Maryland

Massachusetts

Missouri
Rhode Island
Vermont

West Virginia

* ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok k&

Model Two: Elected Board, Board Appoints Chief

Governor

Electorate

State Board of
Education

appéints

Chief State
School Officer

7 States:
Alabama
Colorado
Kansas
Michigan
Nebraska
Nevada
Utah
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Model Three

In this model, the governor appoints the
members of state board of education. The
chief state school officer is elected. Model
Three includes 11 states: Arizona,
California, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana,
Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, Oregon and Wyoming. In
three of these states — Arizona, Indiana
and Oklahoma — the chief state school
officer also is a voting member of the state
board of education.

Model Four

In this model, the governor appoints the state
board of education and the chief state school
officer. There are nine Model Four states:
Delaware, lowa, Maine, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,
Tennessee and Virginia.
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Model Three: Appointed Board, Elected Chief

Governor

appoints

Chief State
School Officer

State Board of
Education

11 States:
Arizona
California
Georgia
Idaho
Indiana
Montana
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Oregon
Wyoming
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Model Four: Appointed Board, Appointed Chief

elects

appoints

State Board of
Education

Chief State
School Officer

9 States:
Delaware

lowa

Maine

New Hampshire
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
South Dakota
Tennessee
Virginia

Prepared for March 2011 Board Meeting




Other Governance Models
The remaining ten states plus the District of Columbia function under modified versions of the above four
models.

The 10 states include: Louisiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, South Carolina,
Texas, Washington and Wisconsin.

A. Elected/Appointed State Board; Appointed Chief
In Louisiana, eight board members are elected and three are appointed by the governor. In
Ohio, 11 board members are elected, while the governor appoints eight members. In both
states, the chief is appointed by the state board.

B. Legislature Appoints State Board; Appointed or Elected Chief
In New York, the state legislature appoints the board members and the chief state school
officer is appointed by the board. The South Carolina legislature appoints the board, but the
chief is elected.

C. Joint Appointment of State Board; Appointed or Elected Chief
The governor, lieutenant governor and the speaker of the House appoint members to the
state board in Mississippi. The state board appoints the chief state school officer.

In the state of Washington, the chief state school officer is elected the board of education is
made up of 16 members:

* Five elected by district directors (from western and eastern Washington)

* One elected by members of state-approved private schools

* Superintendent of public instruction

» Seven members appointed by the governor

» Two student members (non-voting)

D. Elected Board; Governor Appointed Chief
In Texas, the state board of education is elected. The governor appoints the chief state
school officer who also serves as the executive secretary of the state board.

E. No State Board or Advisory Only; Elected or Appointed Chief
Minnesota and Wisconsin do not have a state board of education. New Mexico has an
elected body (Public Education Commission), but it is advisory only.
Minnesota and New Mexico — chief state school officer is appointed by governor
Wisconsin — chief state school officer is elected

The District of Columbia has an elected board of education. The District of Columbia Public
Education Reform Amendment Act of 2007 created a new state board of education that advises
the state superintendent and approves specified policies. Previously, the board oversaw day-to-
day operations of schools. This act also gave the mayor primary responsibility for public
education, including the authority to appoint the school superintendent and chancellor.

Territories
Guam has an elected board of education, which appoints the chief state school officer. Puerto
Rico currently maintains an educational model in which the chief is appointed by the governor. In
the Virgin Islands, the board of education is elected and the chief state school officer is
appointed by the governor.
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Summary: State Boards of Education

e Appointed by Governor (33 states)
Alaska, Arkansas, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Georgia,
Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri,
Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, West
Virginia and Wyoming

e Elected (eight states)
Alabama, Colorado, Kansas, Michigan, Nebraska, Nevada, Texas and Utah

e Appointed and Elected (two states and D.C.)
Louisiana and Ohio; District of Columbia (advisory only)

e Appointed by Legislature (two states)
New York and South Carolina

e Appointed by Multiple Authorities (two states)
Mississippi and Washington

e No State Board or Advisory Only (three states and D.C.)
Minnesota and Wisconsin (no board); New Mexico and District of Columbia (advisory

only)

Summary: Chief State School Officers

e Appointed by Governor (12 states and D.C.)
Delaware, lowa, Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico,
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia. The District of Columbia
mayor appoints the chief state school officer.

e Appointed by State Board of Education (24 states)
Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana,
Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska,
Nevada, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont and West Virginia

e Elected (14 states)
Arizona, California, Georgia, ldaho, Indiana, Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Washington, Wisconsin and Wyoming

Governors’ Cabinets with Education Representation

According to state Web sites, at least 25 governors appoint an education official to the executive
cabinet. Such officials may be the superintendent of education, commissioner of education or
secretary of education. These states include: California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware,
Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, South Dakota, Tennessee, Virginia and West Virginia. In
addition, the state superintendent of education for the District of Columbia serves on the
mayor’s cabinet.

Dual Offices for Education
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Five states and the District of Columbia maintain a governance model that includes two authoritative
positions for the state educational system:

= California has a Secretary of Education and also a Superintendent of Public Instruction who
serves on the governor’s cabinet. (CAL. EDuc. CoDe 833100 to 33191; CA. CoNsT. ART I, 82 and
§87)

= Kentucky has a Secretary of Education and a Commissioner of Education. (Ky. REv. STAT.
ANN.§8156.147 to 156.250)

= Massachusetts has a Secretary of Education and a Commissioner of Education. (Mass. ANN.
Laws ch.27.8814A.))

= Oklahoma has a Secretary of Education and a State Superintendent of Public Instruction.
(OKLA. STAT. ANN. tit. 70, § 3-118)

= Virginia supports a Secretary of Education (a cabinet position) and a Superintendent of Public
Instruction. (VA CODE ANN.822.1-21 to 22.1-24 and 2.2-200)

= District of Columbia has a State Superintendent of Education and a Chancellor of Education,
both appointed by the mayor. District of Columbia Public Education Reform Amendment Act of
2007. (D.C. Official Code 8§ 1-206.02(c)(1))

Other ECS Resources: P-20 Governance (Jennifer Dounay Zinth, January 2011)
http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/91/14/9114.pdf

Mary Fulton is a policy analyst with the ECS Information Clearinghouse.

© 2011 by the Education Commission of the States (ECS). All rights reserved. ECS is the only nationwide interstate compact
devoted to education.

ECS encourages its readers to share our information with others. To request permission to reprint or excerpt some of our material,
please contact the ECS Information Clearinghouse at 303.299.3675 or e-mail ecs@ecs.org.
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Washington’s History of Education Reform Efforts in K-12

Attachment D

Washington has had numerous education reform efforts over the past several decades. Two
key issues for these reform efforts include: 1) the lack of student preparedness and 2) lack of a
stable and adequate funding base. A number of the important policy proposals have been
enacted as described in results below. Progress on revising the funding formula for basic
education funding occurred after several of the Governor-led commissions were unable to
complete that work. Over the last year, several national efforts (Race to the Top and Common
Core Standards) have also prompted Washington to revise some of it educational policies. The
funding crisis in 2011 has eliminated the opportunity to make significant progress in the

upcoming 2011-13 biennium.

Date | Group - Members Involved Result |
1993 Governor Booth Legislators, business  HB 1209 that created
Gardner’s Council on  representatives, the the basic education
Education Reform Governor, goals, state standards
and Funding Superintendent of and assessments,
Public Instruction, as  enhanced school
well as stakeholders district flexibility, and
including: Washington increased
Education accountability with
Association, individual school
Washington performance goals
Association of School Funding issues for K-
Administrator, 12 were unresolved
Washington State
School Directors
Association.
2005 Governor Chris Steering Committee:  Ten Year Goals for

Gregoire’s
Washington Learns

legislators, business
representatives, the
Governor,
Superintendent of
Public Instruction,
Director of Office of
Financial
Management
Advisory committees
in Early Learning, K-
12 and Higher
Education included
members of
associations and
practitioners

World-Class
Education System
-Created New
Department of Early
Learning

-Thrive by Five Public
Private Partnership
-Phase in of all-day
kindergarten
-Creation of
kindergarten ready
assessments
-Revision of new math
and science
standards
-Established K-3 class
size as a priority
-Increased high
school grad
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Date Group

Members Involved

Result

requirements in math
and science
-Adoption of new
math and science
requirements for
teacher prep students
-Provided
professional
development in math
and science content
-Expanded the Future
teachers Conditional
scholarships

-Piloted math and
science pathways in
middle school
program

-Expanded alternative
routes to teacher
certification
-Expanded high
demand enrollment
-Provided pilots on
best practices for ELL
kids

-Created a
Washington Youth
Academy Program
-Increased virtual
learning opportunities
for online learning in
K-12 and higher ed
-Expanded navigation
101 in high school
--Created web based
advising system for
college students
-Created College
Bound Scholarship
-Expand I-BEST
-Created P-20 Council
-Used global
challenge states to
benchmark

-Created
comprehensive
accountability system
-Set performance
standards for Pro-Cert
based on
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Date

Group

Members Involved

Result
demonstrated
teaching skill
-Include in teacher
allocation model pay
for performance, skills
and knowledge
-Expanded
professional
development time (for
a biennium in math
and science)
-Developed a
leadership academy
for principals
-Established a state
tuition policy
-Developed
performance
agreements with
institutions
-Developed 10-year
plan for enroliment

Funding issues for K-
12 were unresolved

2007-09

Joint Basic Education
Task Force

Superintendent of
Public Instruction, five
Governor appointees
and eight legislators

Proposed new
definition of basic
education (including
SBE’s graduation
requirements of 24
credits and early
learning)

Developed options for
a new funding
structure to address:
compensation for
teacher, prototypical
schools model,
special programs for
struggling and gifted
children

2009

HB 2261

Legislators and
Stakeholders Based
on work in 2008 of
Joint Legislative Basic
Education Task Force

Redefined what is
included in basic
education including
SBE graduation
requirements for 24
credits

Addressed funding of
basic education and
created the Quality
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Date Grou

Members Involved

Result

Education Council to
recommend ongoing
implementation of
evolving program of
basic education per
Joint Legislative Basic
Education Task Force

2010 SB 6696

Governor, Legislators
and Stakeholders
based on
expectations needed
to be competitive for
Race to the Top grant
application

Adopted state
intervention system in
low achieving schools
Created pilots for new
teacher and principal
evaluations
Developed regional
educator work force
plans

Required schools to
outreach to diverse
range of parents and
community

Adopted provisionally
common core
standards for math
and English
Language Arts

2009-Present Quality Education

Councill

Four legislators, SPI,
reps from SBE,
PESB, Governor’s
Office, Department of
Early Learning, and
Achievement
Oversight Gap
Committee

2010 report focused
on funding for new
prototypical school
model; phase in
funding for new pupil
transportation model,
increase in MSOC
(maintenance,
Supplies and
Operating Costs), full
day kindergarten,
class size K-3, and
early learning at risk.
HB 2776 was passed
that incorporated a
phased in funding
plan for these pieces
2011 report focused
on: making progress
toward ample basic
education funding;
provide student
opportunity to
graduate prepare for
postsecondary
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Date Grou

Members Involved

Result

education,
employment and
citizenship with SBE
new graduation
requirements; close
opportunity gap for
students; support and
strengthen education
professionals; support
improvements in math
and science; invest in
early learning

2010 Steering Committee

for Race to the Top

Governor, SPI, SBE
Chair (PESB Chair
added)

Submitted Race to the
Top grant proposal,
ranked 32 out of 36
states. SB 6696
legislation enacted
(see above)
Continued work on
education reform plan
but stopped after
Governor submitted
Education
Governance hill to
legislature in January
2011

2010 Governor Chris
Gregoire’s Higher
Education Funding

Task Force

Business leaders,

higher education two-

and four- year
representation, local
government

Governor proposed
legislation in 2011
session for: launch
year to earn college
credit, improved
accountability and
performance for
higher education to
ensure students earn
degrees, and new
Washington Pledge
Scholarships to help
students earn B.A.
degrees and funded
by the private sector
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Attachment E
Case Studies —Work To Date

Note: These are not yet complete and a full report will be provide later in the
Spring of 2011

In an effort to make concrete observations and recommendations about Washington’s
educational governance system, staff developed three case studies to identify relevant themes
from expert practitioners involved in educational reform. Two of the case studies reviewed
recent education issues to describe how the education governance system of Washington is
working. The case studies include the following:

1. Improving Math Achievement and Planning Across Washington’s P-20 System

2. P-20 Council and 2010 State Education Reform Plan

3. A comparison of the Governor of Washington State’s proposal for a new education

governance system with the educational governance systems of three states.

These case studies used interviews from past and present state education agency staff (from
Washington and elsewhere) and national experts. While the full set of case studies is not yet
complete, initial observations and lessons learned from the first case study, Math Achievement
and Planning Across Washington's P-20 System, will be reviewed. These case studies
employed the analytical framework of good governance characteristics described in Section II.

Data Collection and Analysis

a. Background and Introduction
For the background and introductory section of the case study, information about the
issue was synthesized from existing research, publication, and online sources.
Additionally, information and insights from individual interviews was incorporated into
this section to provide a more accurate and robust description of the issue.

b. Individual Interviews
Interview data collection consisted of individual telephone interviews that ranged from 30
to 45 minutes. For each case study, the following numbers of interviews have been, and
will be, conducted:

Case Study Number of Interviews

Descriptive Case Study of 12 Completed
Education Governance Influence
upon WA Math Standards Reform 3 Scheduled

Descriptive Case Study of the 9 Completed
Strategic Alignment of
Washington’s Education System 3 Scheduled

4 Pending
Comparative Case Study of National Experts State Experts
Washington’s Governance System
1 Completed 1 Scheduled
3 Scheduled 2 Pending
1 Pending
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See Appendix Il and Il for complete interview protocols and participant list. For case studies
one and two, interviewees were asked to assess how well the governance system of
Washington operated during the time of the case study. Some interviewees were asked about
both the IMAP & TMP for case study #1, and about both the P-20 council and ERP for case
study #2. For case study #3, interviewees were asked about either their perspective governance
system of their own state, as well as comparative questions about the four states. Interview
guestions were derived from the interview criteria created by Brewer and Smith (2006) and
Walsh (2009) to assess educational governance in relation to six characteristics of good
governance:

e Stability
Accountability
Innovation, Flexibility and Responsiveness
Transparency and Openness
Simplicity and Efficiency

e Systems Planning
Case study descriptions and interview findings are organized by issue, which includes a brief
review of the issue, a rationale for the inclusion of the issue as a case study, and findings from
the interviewed stakeholders.

Improving Math Achievement Case Study

In 2005, the Washington Learns report identified opportunities for improving student
achievement in Washington based upon the desire to make Washington’s students more
competitive in math and Science.* Continuing low achievement in math knowledge and skills
and a persistent achievement gap in math provided an opportunity to revise policy to improve
student achievement through revising math standards.

The State Board of Education partnered with the SPI and PESB in 2006 to create a long-term
plan for improving math achievement in Washington State. This partnership became known as
the Joint Mathematics Action Plan (JMAP) and was intended to be a cross organizational,
collaborative approach to improve math achievement by:

e Ensuring standards, assessment and curriculum were aligned.
Ensuring teacher quality.
Strengthening high school mathematics.
Delivering efficient, effective, and equitable instruction and interventions.
Strengthening accountability.
Conducting community outreach to educate about the need for math skills.*®

In 2007 the Legislature passed SHB 1906, directing the SBE to add a third credit of math, to
define the type of math credits that students need to graduate from high school, and to conduct
a review of the math standards in effect in 2006. There have been complaints that these
standards were too numerous, were not well defined for reliable testing, were not rigorous
enough, and did not provide sufficient, traditional algorithms. From 2007 to 2008, SBE worked
with a large group of stakeholders to revise math standards, including its Math Advisory Panel.
SBE's review of the math standards ultimately resulted in a recommendation to the SPI of
proposed new math standards, which were adopted by the Superintendent in 2008.

s Washington Learns: World-class, Learner-focused, Seamless education. (2006). Final Report. Pgs. 26-30.
% See “Joint Mathematics Action Plan: Building the proper foundation”. November 30, 2006.
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While there was potential for the JMAP to provide a strategic framework for guiding the creation
and implementation of new math standards, there is no reference to the JMAP in legislation.
Therefore, this case study sought to understand how a well-intentioned, strategic initiative such
as the JMAP did not move beyond the conception phase into actual implementation.

Interview Findings Using the Good Governance Characteristics Framework

i. Stability

Most interviewees referred to Washington Learns as an important, though not entirely sufficient,
focusing lens that highlighted the issue of higher math standards. Multiple interviewees
perceived that this report moved math standards from a topic of conversation to a problem that
needed to be addressed. Consequently, there was a general consensus by interviewees that
there was commitment to a longer-term vision for improving math standards and the associated
curricula and assessments.

However, interviewees differed in their assessment of how that vision was communicated and
translated into a coherent strategy for action. In particular, interviewees who were a part of the
JMAP described the JMAP as a collaborative effort to communicate a clear strategy for
improving math achievement through achieving the goals of the JMAP. Interviewees from
institutions that were not formally associated with the JMAP, or whose tenure occurred after the
JMAP, described the IMAP as more of an intermediary group that further focused the education
system upon math standards. Notably, multiple interviewees commented about the lack of
strategic vision for how the JMAP integrated with previous and future efforts to reform math
standards. The JMAP was perceived as important, but not necessarily primary, influences for
allocating time and resource to create and implement new math standards. In particular,
interviewees referenced the important role of the legislature in providing funding and
establishing mandates for new math standards. Consequently, after the JMAP, the legislature’s
work focused the SBE upon reviewing OSPI's new standards, but none of the other actions
identified for successful implementation of those new standards.

The JMAP was considered a notable departure from how math standards were addressed in the
past. Interviewees commented that the collaborative, multi-agency, and iterative processes of
each initiative likely increased inter-agency relationships and understanding. Overall,
interviewees communicated a variety of beliefs about the relative importance of the JIMAP with
regards to promoting long-range planning, and most interviewees agreed or implied that the lack
of measurable outcomes from the JIMAP made it difficult to assess the impacts of the IMAP.

ii. Accountability

While interviewees shared a fairly wide range of opinions about the relationship between the
JMAP and a stable governing environment, interviewee responses with regards to accountability
followed a consistent and clear trend. Most interviewees agreed that there was a lack of
accountability for the JIMAP, which some thought led to further ambiguity about lines of authority
during math standards reform from 2007 to present. The lack of accountability appeared to arise
at two levels:

1. Inter-initiative accountability

2. Inter-organization alignment
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Within the JMAP there appeared to be effective facilitation of the group process with regards to
implementing meetings, engaging diverse perspectives, and otherwise moving the group
forward. However, interviewees commented upon the lack of accountability for what the final
outcomes of the IMAP were, as well as which agency and individual could be identified as
responsible for producing results from the JMAP. One interviewee summarized the situation as
having both push and pull within the group, which they believed was a result of individuals and
agencies attempting to contribute and drive the group based upon their particular organizations
goals and focus. Another interviewer described the JMAP as an initiative that lost its focus over
time. Overall, a consistent theme emerged that the lines of authority were not clear, and that
more progress could have been made if there was clarity about what the goal of the group was.

Unclear expectations between agencies about the boundaries of their work appeared to
contribute to the lack of clarity about authority for decision-making. For example, one
interviewee commented that the OSPI might have played a more significant leadership role in
the JMAP given the fact that the OSPI has implementation responsibility. However, another
interviewee perceived that the JIMAP should have been less focused upon implementation and
more upon creating a clear vision for the direction of revising math standards. Regardless, both
interviewees commented that the JMAP may have filled a void in system-wide leadership, as
there was no clear overarching strategy for the entire education system.

Consequently, there was a perception shared by some interviewees that the JMAP, and
ensuing work on math standards, was more reactionary than strategic. This perception was
supported by the notion that funding for math standards focused upon specific tasks, and that
there was limited time and resources to encourage agencies to consistently work together over
long periods of time on a strategic vision and plan for the state. However, interviewees did find
some of the ensuing work effective. In fact, one interviewee commented that there was a
general understanding of where the education system was headed with regards to standards,
but that a lack of explicitly stating the strategy could create a perception that the education
system was only capable of being reactive. This was thought to be a detriment to all of the hard
work and effort that individuals and agencies completed, and was also thought to be one
rationale for articulating clear lines of authority and an associated clear strategy.

Almost all interviewees mentioned the important role and influence of the legislature in creating
clear lines of accountability in the education system. Multiple interviewees identified the
legislature’s ability and willingness to share and redact authority as a unique challenge for
maintaining accountability. For example, the formation of the PESB in 2000 and reconstitution of
the SBE in 2005 were identified as examples of how shifting roles and responsibilities from
legislative action can make it challenging for organizations to understand and fulfill their
responsibilities.

iii. Innovation, Flexibility and Responsiveness

To avoid becoming overly focused upon compliance, effective educational governance systems
need to balance stability with integrating new information into their work (Brewer and Smith,
2006). Given the collaborative nature of the JMAP, interviewees commented that it took a
couple meetings to establish the culture within the group to establish rules of engagement for
incorporating new information and ideas into the group.

Furthermore, multiple interviews connected task implementation with potentially limiting
flexibility and responsiveness. In particular, interviewees thought that this was less of a concern
during the JMAP, but that the balance may have shifted more towards implementation as the
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legislature assumed more involvement from 2007 onward (Table 5). Most interviewees thought
the JMAP was actually fairly efficient with completing whatever tasks they were focused upon,
but that the lack of resources, time and coherence between the JMAP and individual agency
strategic plans may have reduced the overall impact of the JMAP. Overall, there was not a clear
assessment of how the JMAP contributed to the creation and or adoption of processes and
system that could perpetuate effective innovation at the state level.

iv. Transparency

A lack of transparency and openness did not seem to be a concern of interviewees. The JMAP
appeared to have operated in a clear manner, as interviewees identified that decisions were
generally made by consensus. While there were public outreach events for the JIMAP, multiple
interviewees commented that outside groups made a concerted effort to influence the IMAP
and that those efforts continued for years beyond the JMAP. Most notably, the recent litigation
about curricula choices in Seattle Public Schools was identified as one example of how special
interests have been interwoven in the creation, implementation, and continuing refinement of
math standards and the associated curricula and assessments

V. Simplicity and Efficiency

As with any complex undertaking, promoting simplicity and efficiency can assist with maintaining
focus upon completing agreed upon strategic priorities (Brewer and Smith, 2006). In the context
of math standards reform, simplicity and efficiency were identified as very important
considerations by interviewees, albeit difficult characteristics to make happen. All interviewees
commented about how the JMAP likely improved relationships amongst agencies. This was
deemed to be important, as the significant complexity of parsing responsibilities, aligning work,
and agreeing upon outcomes for new creating new math standards was identified as an
inherently complex task.

Planning Across Washington’s P-20 System: the P-20 Council and 2010 State Education
Reform Plan Case Study

Over the years there have been multiple attempts to create a cohesive vision and plan to align
all of the organizations and efforts to improve student outcomes in Washington State.

In 2005, the Washington Learns report provided the impetus to try to create a cohesive, and
more strategic, education system. The creation of a P-20 council was one of the specific
recommendations produced from the report.*” Based upon this recommendation, Governor
Gregoire formed a P-20 council in July 2007. The short-lived council was rescinded in February
2009.

3 Strategic Foci From the Washington Learns Final Report (2005):

Math & Science: A Competitive Edge
Strategy 1: Develop math and science materials to train child care and early education teachers.
Strategy 2: Bring world-class math and science into our classrooms.

Quality & Accountability: Keeping the Promise

Strategy 1: Create a P-20 Council to track progress toward long-term goals and improve student transitions
through the education system.
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A more recent attempt to create a strategy for aligning the entire education system arose during
Washington State’s application to the Race To The Top (RTTT) program. The RTTT application
required states to outline their reform strategy and required states to consider how their strategy
can lead to aligning and improving the entire education system. Washington State convened an
informal work group to create an application for the competition, but the application put forth by
the work group was not successful in winning a grant. From that experience, PESB, OSPI, and
SBE outlined a potential statewide strategy for increasing student achievement built upon the
RTTT application. This strategy became known as the Education Reform Plan (ERP).

Both the P-20 Council and the ERP are included in this case study as they were perceived to be
initiatives that were aimed at achieving similar results: increasing coherence and alignment of
Washington State’s education system. This case study aims to understand the genesis,
barriers, and successes of each initiative. While the methods, structures, history, and
accomplishments of the P-20 Council and ERP are not necessarily comparable, there is likely to
be usable information to incorporate into current discussions about education governance that
will arise out of considering how these two related and recent initiatives operated.

Interview Findings Using the Good Governance Characteristics Framework:
i. Stability

When asked about how the P-20 Council and ERP influenced the stability of the educational
system, most interviewees perceived that both initiatives had limited impact due to the limited
engagement and buy-in of the initiatives. The lack of institutional support, and the associated
financial support, was identified as a factor that may have limited the ability of the P-20 Council
and ERP to create, distribute, and implement their plans. For example, the ERP work group
created a presentation about how to move forward with implementing a coherent strategy that
aligns the entire educational system. Interviewees noted that while the plan may have been well
developed, the lack of buy-in likely resulted in it being shelved. Additionally, the Governor’s
proposal was shared at the same time that the ERP group planned to share their work.
Consequently, it seems plausible that the lack of awareness of their work amongst a wide
variety of stakeholders may have limited inter-agency knowledge and trust of the ERP, providing
an opportunity for competing, rather than collaborative, policy proposals to emerge. From the
comments of interviewees, it was suggested that the ERP work group’s limited-scope approach
might have diminished their ability to build a robust coalition that would adopt and implement
their plan.

Similar to the ERP, interviewees perceived the P-20 as a meaningful initiative that had to
compete with rival policies and proposals. Specifically, one interviewee commented that the
legislature was committed to implementing the recommendations of the Washington Learns
report, and that the P-20 council did not have as much support from this important stakeholder
group. Furthermore, a separate interviewee commented that the P-20 council, and to some
degree the ERP, were well-intentioned initiatives that adopted an approach that had previously
been tried. This interviewee wanted to highlight the difficulty of transferring institutional
knowledge, as the interviewee believed that some portions of the ERP and P-20 council were
inadvertently repeating work. This interviewee, as well as others, thought that if the ERP and P-
20 councils focused more upon involving multiple agencies their resulting work would have had
more prominence in a field where education policy proposals abound.
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ii. Accountability

Interviewees felt the P-20 council, and to a lesser degree the ERP, was not structured to
maximize the time and efforts of the council. For example, the P-20 council met about six times
over its existence, and the agenda and leadership for each meeting shifted for each meeting.
Lack of continuity hampered work flow.

Additionally, interviewees discussed the struggle of staffing, as both the P-20 council and ERP
were led by individuals with significant responsibility on a day-to-day basis. While the P-20
council had a staff member from the Office of Financial Management appointed to assist the
council, interviewees in general thought that if the council or the ERP were important enough to
convene that they should have been adequately resourced.

The majority of interviewees noted that neither the P-20 council nor the ERP had specific
deliverables or outcomes. With that consideration in mind, most interviewees felt that the
outcomes of both groups could have been more meaningful with buy-in from missing
stakeholder groups. Some interviewees identified the legislature as the most visible group that
lacked effective representation in each of these initiatives. However, there is a tension inherent
in this perspective, as some interviewees noted a that the large size of the P-20 council was a
shortcoming as it limited the ability of the council to complete work during it's infrequent
meetings. Ultimately, interviewee comments implied that an ideal balance for the ERP and the
P-20 council did not find an ideal balance between completing work and involving all potential
stakeholders did not find an ideal balance for the ERP and P-20 council.

iii. Innovation, Flexibility and Responsiveness

While innovation is not formulaic, there appear to be general stages of the innovation process,
starting with idea generation and moving to idea screening and then eventually implementation
and evaluation (DeSouza et al., 2009). Based upon interviewee comments that the P-20 council
may have been more of an academic than practical exercise, it may have been the case that the
council was overly biased towards creating new ideas as compared to translating ideas into
action. This hypothesis is supported by additional interviewee description of the process of the
council as involving a fair bit of “...flailing around...” An additional interviewee commented that
many of the people who were part of the P-20 council were also part of the ERP as well as
numerous other initiatives, which led to a reduction in the potential for creating truly unique and
innovative ideas. When asked about the balance between implementation and innovation,
interviewee responses were mixed. Some interviewees thought that the P-20 council was more
of an implementing body, whose charge was to implement many of the ideas from the
Washington Learns report.

Conversely, some interviewees perceived that the council should have been focused more upon

innovation, but lacked the processes and people to achieve this goal. The comments of one

interviewee may provide the most concise summary of the challenge that the council faced:
“...in its limited existence, the Washington P-20 council struggled and didn’t find a
purpose and a common goal. The idea of the council is and was a good idea. The actual
implementation didn’t happen well because there was no common rally.”

iv. Transparency and Openness

While interviewees had fewer insights and comments about innovation with respect to the ERP,
there was a general consensus that the ERP was crafted by a small group of people with limited
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outside engagement. Additionally, most interviewees felt that the ERP was probably well
researched and drafted, but the lack of openness likely limited the significance and influence of
the plan. Even though the ERP evolved out of the Race to the Top (RTTT) proposal, which
involved more stakeholder engagement and public outreach, the perception that the ERP may
have been an “..insider group...” arose in multiple interviews.

Conversely, the P-20 council was generally perceived as being too open and inclusive. While
there were a range of perspectives about the inclusivity of the council, there was a general
agreement that the P-20 council had such a high level of stakeholder and public engagement
that its results could have been overly influenced by special interests. Unlike the ERP, the P-20
council appeared to err on the side of information gathering and sharing, as interviewees
commented that the council never made decisions that resulted in changes to educational
policy. One interviewee thought that toward the end of the council’s existence the lack of
effective decision-making might have contributed to increased frustration within the council,
which led to increased ineffectiveness and contributed to the dissolution of the council.

v. Simplicity and Efficiency

When interviewees were asked to elaborate about the decision-making process and efficiency
of the P-20 council, the response was mostly unified that there was a lack of clarity about roles
and responsibilities. A dysfunctional accountability structure lead to confusion and frustration
with the process of the council. One interviewee suggested that future attempts to create a P-20
council could benefit from clarifying and committing to what it means to be a member of the
council, potentially even agreeing to defer to the council upon specific topics that are within the
scope of the council’'s work.

The ERP required creating a comprehensive education reform plan as part of the RTTT
application. However, after that deadline passed, one interviewee believed that the impetus for
producing deliverables tapered off, and that overall the efficiency of the ERP likely decreased
without a deadline.

Both the ERP and P-20 council were identified as initiatives that may have had the cart before
the horse. In particular, multiple interviewees thought that explicitly stating and agreeing upon
the goals for the education system should have, and still needs to be, defined before creating
strategic education reform plans. Inherent in this perspective is the perception that leadership
and accountability amongst all of the agencies, continues to be in a state of flux. This appears to
hinder creating a strategic plan for the entire education system.

vi. Systems Planning

When asked about the ability to create cohesive and feasible system-wide plans, interviewee
responses centered upon of the following themes:

1. Education system goals and values

2. Finances

Education System Goals and Values
Multiple interviewees cited a lack of overall clarity for what the education system was trying to

accomplish. Consequently, some interviewees believed that the individual agency priorities
result in an education system that has competing priorities that are not aligned. As previously
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discussed, the focus upon implementing individual agencies agendas was identified by multiple
interviewees as a significant barrier to clarifying system-wide goals.

Multiple interviewees connected the articulation and agreement about the purpose of the
education system with the focus of the education system upon implementing discrete programs
for individual agencies. These interviewees believed that the lack of true alignment results in
unfocused and inefficient efforts to improve student achievement. To address this challenge,
these interviewees believed that more time and resources should be spent doing the very hard
work of identifying, agreeing upon, and codifying the underlying purpose of the education
system. Interviewees did not think this is likely to occur given the current lack of incentives and
structures to focus upon this work.

Educational Finances

While a lack of a clear purpose for the education system was the focus of some interviewee
comments other interviewees settled on funding when asked about planning for the education
system. In particular, these interviewees believed that the overall lack of adequate funding and
the current retrenching of budgets were the most important barriers to system planning. When
asked about the need to clarify the goals or purpose of the education system, these
interviewees commented that regardless of what the purpose of the education system is there is
not enough funding to effectively achieve any purpose. Retrenchment decisions were also
thought to exacerbate this situation. Amongst all interviewees, there was not a consensus upon
how to balance or prioritize between focusing upon more strategic concerns, such as clarifying
the purpose of the education system, with implementing programs.
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Attachment F

Washington State Education Organizations: Current and Proposed by Governor

Gregoire

Current Washington State Education Organization
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+ Operations Childhood
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Data ™ Hearing Loss
« Services
= Operations
School for
the Blind
« Services - Education
Operati Research &
perations m=  Data Center
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. = Research &
K-12 Education Data
Ombudsman

« Services

OFFICEOF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
JANUARY 2011
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Proposed Washington State Department of Education

Early Years Division

+ Early childhood programs
+ Child care safety and child
development

Stare P-20 Epucation Counai
b DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (Govemnor appoints)
‘o:.mm_ ______ Secretary + State education strategic plan
(Gavernar appaints) (Governor appoints) + State accountability measures
+ Best practice quidance
| | | |
K-12 Division Community College University Programs
= Quality instruction and S and Technical Division
leadership Bl o Education Division + Academic research
+ Academic standards and (Governor appoints) < Wark forceskills « Degree approval
assessments

» Parent education

OFFICEOF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
JANUARY 2011

« School improvement

|
School for the Blind

Center for
Childhood Deafness &
Hearing Loss

development

« Academic transfer
programs

= (areer and technical
programs

« Finandial aid policy

|
Special Services Department
+ Online learning
« English language learners
+ Healthand safety

Operations Department

+ Personnel, accounting, contracts,

grants, IT, financial aid, GET, food
programs, finance, facilities

|
Research and Data Department
+Outcomes and accountability
+Program research
+Comprehensive longitudinal data system

Resources
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The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective Workforce

COMMON CORE UPDATE

BACKGROUND

The Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) has the authority to adopt standards, and adopted the Common
Core State Standards (CCSS) provisionally in 2010 with the understanding that the 2011 Legislature would
have the opportunity to review the decision. As of this writing, there is currently no legislation that would
impact the SPI’s intent to finalize adoption of the CCSS. SBE has expressed its support for the CCSS.

Attached to this memo is an OSPI summary of the CCSS, the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium,

reasons to adopt the CCSS, and the primary concerns. A map of the states’ adoption of the CCSS is also
attached.

OSPI staff will brief SBE on the bias and fairness review of the CCSS, as well as the plans and timetables for
moving forward.

EXPECTED ACTION

No action; for information purposes only.
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Common Core Standards Initiative Background
February 9, 2011

Common Core State Standards (CCSS)

Volunteer effort of states to agree on a common set of core K-12 academic standards for English
language arts and mathematics.

Developed by educators and curriculum experts (K-12 and higher education), and led by Council of
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors Association (NGA).

Washington educators had significant input into the formation of the standards by analyzing and
responding to drafts, and suggesting improvements.

Final standards issued on June 2, 2010.

CCSS have been formally adopted by 41 states and two territories (as of February 1, 2011) with two
states having provisionally adopted the CCSS (Washington state and Maine).

Based on international standards commonly used in high performing countries.

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC)

Consortium of 31 states that won a $176M grant from the U.S. Department of Education to develop a
comprehensive assessment system that includes formative and summative assessments linked to
CCSS (one of two national consortia).

Membership is limited to states that formally adopt the CCSS by December 31, 2011.

Washington is the fiscal agent and will realize approximately $250,000 of indirect cost reimbursements
over the four year life of the grant.

SBAC will produce a summative test that will measure CCSS standards from Grades 3—-11 by 2014
15. The exam will use adaptive technology in the construction of the exam, meaning that a positive
answer to a particular question will generate a more difficult next question (and the reverse for a wrong
answer). This technology allows test length to be reduced over traditional tests.

SBAC also will produce formative exams and resources that will be available for teachers throughout
the year. These exams will inform instruction by giving teachers diagnostic information about the extent
students have mastered concepts and developed necessary skills. Professional development resources
will also be available through this effort.

Washington will receive approximately $250—-$300K over the four years to support implementation
activities focused on the CCSS.

Reasons to Adopt the Common Core

Used work of national experts in standard development. Implementation plans will also be informed by
national expertise.

Better accommodates student and teacher mobility. Out-of-state transfer students are likely to be on
the same track as in-state students. (Each year approximately 24,000 students move in or out of
Washington).

Takes advantage of economies of scale in developing test item banks.

Will allow districts to take advantage of textbook publishers and open educational resource developers
who have already begun to develop materials aligned to CCSS.

Will reduce or eliminate the current practice of districts purchasing textbooks and then having to find
supplementary materials to assure coverage of state standards.

Reduces costs of state-wide assessments (now $43/student/year; under SBAC up to $26/student/year).
Washington's 2008 math standards are similar to the CCSS; therefore, the implementation of CCSS will
be easier to accomplish than if the standards had been very different.

Prepared for the March 2011 Board Meeting



e All high performing countries have standards, curriculum, and assessment aligned. CCSS and SBAC
aim to the same for USA.

Concerns about CCCS Adoption

e Concerns from the field over changing standards, particularly in math where Washington adopted new
standards in 2008. (Current reading and writing standards were adopted in 2005 and do not include
grades 11 and 12 standards.)

e Limited resources are available for purchasing new instructional materials.

e Will require more coordination among fund sources at state, regional, and local levels to support
transition effort
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Adopted
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Frovisionally Adopted
Adopted ELA Only

B vetto Adopt

As of February 1, 2011, 41 states and DC have fully adopted the Common Core State Standards; 2
states have provisionally adopted the standards; and 1 state has adopted the ELA standards only.
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The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective VWorkforce

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

BACKGROUND

The 2011 Legislative Session is more than half over. The deadline for bills to make it out of the
house of origin has passed and many bills and their issues have died. For the remainder of the
105-day session the House and Senate will try to come to an agreement on a budget for the
2011-2013 biennium and surviving policy issues.

Supplemental Budget

In February, the House and the Senate brokered agreements on the depth of cuts in the
Supplemental Budget.

The completed and signed Supplemental Budget protects levy equalization and maintains
funding for Highly Capable, College Bound, and Readiness to Learn. Together, the early action
bill, HB 3225, and the Supplemental Budget reduce education funding in the following ways:
e $208 million decrease in apportionments this school year, backfilled with federal
Education Jobs money.
e $39.4 million cut to K-4 funding starting February 1, 2011.
Across-the-board cuts of 10 percent to SBE, OSPI, and many other programs.
o Elimination or reduction of several programs, including special services pilots and
Building Bridges staffing (eliminated), Navigation 101, and the BEST program (reduced).
e Continuation of the suspensions to |-728 and 1-732.

Policy Issues

The House and Senate will take action on the policy issues listed below by March 7 (a date
ahead of this document’s printing). Bills that move ahead will then begin their second lives
across the hall, where they will be given a first reading and then assigned to committees.

Governance

Though the Governor’s proposed restructuring of education governance has not moved forward
to the floor of the house, two bills remain. SHB 1849, a bill creating a two-year study on
governance through the development of a 17-member Washington State Education Council
(comprised of several stakeholders), has passed through committee and will be considered on
the House floor. At the time of printing, SB 5639, a bill creating a Department of Education,
languished in committee and did not make it to the senate floor for consideration. We will be
able to provide further insight into the bill's progress at the Board meeting.
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Statewide Assessment Graduation Requirements

has been whether to uphold the current graduation
requirements related to the statewide assessments for the i
Class of 2013. As the law currently stands, students must P gl e
meet standards in math through two end-of-course exams TS o

and meet standards in science on one assessment. Prior to o7 R o i -
session, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction G Sl
(OSPI) proposed reducing the number of required by CE
mathematics tests for two years to one test and delaying the

science requirement for four years, while the Governor and the State Board of Education (SBE)
proposed reducing the number of mathematic tests for one year (2013), requiring two
mathematics tests in 2014 and holding firm on the science requirements.

One of the more contentious education issues this session l

Substitute House Bill 1412 contains OSPI's request legislation for the mathematics assessment
graduation requirements which requires the Graduating Classes of both 2013 and 2014 to only
pass one mathematics end-of-course (EOC) assessment. This bill is moving through the House
quickly because the state can obtain savings if it is made into law during the current school
year.

The debate on the science statewide assessment requirements, though, has been slower.
Neither the House nor the Senate has put forward a decision on the issue, yet. The House is
keeping SHB 1330 alive to act as the vehicle for the final decision.

Common Core State Standards

Under current law, the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) can adopt and implement the
Common Core State Standards (CCSS), which are a common set of learning standards that
have been developed by a multi-state consortium. If SPI's authority to adopt the standards is
removed or delayed, then Washington State may not be able to remain as the lead for the
SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC), a collection of more than 30 states that
have been working collaboratively since December 2009 to develop a student assessment
system aligned to a common core of academic content standards.

So far there have been at least two unsuccessful attempts to reduce or eliminate SPI's authority
to adopt the Common Core. The one surviving change, though, is in SHB 1443, which requires
SPI to conduct a fairness and bias review before implementation.
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Work sessions, and Presentations, and Testimonials! Oh, my!

Flexibility for School Districts and Innovation

The Legislature has proposed many bills to provide flexibility to schools and districts. If cuts are
made in the 2011-13 Biennial Budget, then SB 5829 would allow districts to request waivers of
up to five days, or the equivalent time. While this bill did not pass out of Senate Ways and

Means, it could be resurrected to implement the budget.

House Bill 1546 provided the most flexibility of all. In its original form, it allowed schools to
identify themselves as innovative and request waivers from many statutes and rules, including
basic education requirements, contracts with teachers, and high school graduation
requirements. This bill was amended, though, to contain a compromise that was ironed out by
Representative Hunt and Representative Hargrove. The amended bill takes a bipartisan,
middle-of-the-road approach to encouraging innovation.

Since much of the information contained in this memo will be out of date by March 9, SBE staff
will provide handouts and a presentation at the meeting in order to share the latest legislative
developments.

Status of Bills

Bill Title ‘ Status ‘ Companion bills

ESHB 1086 | Operating sup budget 2009-11 C5L11 SB 5095(S Ways & Means)
SHB 1251 Budget reductions/education H Rules R SB 5093(S Ways & Means)
SHB 1330 High school math assessments H Ways & Means

HB 1412 High school math assessments H Ways & Means SB 5227(SEL/K-12)

SHB 1431 School district insolvency H APPEDPS

2SHB 1443 | Education reforms H Rules R

SHB 1449 Educator certificate fee H Ways & Means

SHB 1510 State-funded kindergarten H Ways & Means SB 5427(S Ways & Means)
HB 1521 Innovation schools S EL/K-12

SHB 1524 International baccalaureate H 2nd Reading

SHB 1546 Innovation schools and zones H Ways & Means SB 5792(SEL/K-12)

2SHB 1593 | School officials H Rules R

SHB 1808 Postsecondary credit H Exec Action SB 5616(S Ways & Means)




SHB 1849 State education council H Rules R
SSB 5093 Budget reductions/education S Ways & Means HB 1251(H Rules R)
SB 5094 Operating budget 2011-2013 S Ways & Means HB 1087(H Ways & Means)
SSB 5427 State-funded kindergarten S Ways & Means HB 1510(H Ways & Means)
SSB 5475 Education funding S Ways & Means
SSB 5616 Postsecondary credit S Ways & Means HB 1808(H Exec Action)
SSB 5639 Education governance system S Ways & Means HB 1973(H Education)
SSB 5726 Innovation schools S Rules 2

Flexibility in implementin
SSB 5829 compengation P ’ I

Key

S = Senate

H = House of Representatives

Education = House of Representative Education Committee

EL/K-12 = Senate Early Learning and K-12 Education Committee

Ways & Means = Ways and Means Committee

Education Apps = House Education Appropriations Committee

Exec Action = Committee voted on passage out of Committee

Rules = Rules Committee can pass it out and onto the floor for consideration

Passed 3rd = Passed by vote off of the floor of the full House or Senate

2" Reading = Rules Committee has passed it out to be considered by the full House or Senate for
passage

POLICY CONSIDERATION

A handout will be provided at the meeting.

EXPECTED ACTION

None.
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LEGISLATIVE UPDATE - BOARD MEETING

Key Components of this document
1. Staff Synopsis for Bills
2. Potential SBE Positions on Budget and Policy Bills
3. Bill Highlight Tables
4. Tracking/Import Table (links to the actual bills can be found in the second column of this chart)

The last day to consider bills in the house of origin was Monday, March 7. Many of the house bills we are tracking have been
passed forward to the senate (see the tracking table below). Any additional updates will be provided at the meeting

The list of bills we will be focusing on for this meeting is found below in our staff synopsis.
1. Staff Synopsis for Bills

Assessments
e (HB 1412 ) Allowing students to graduate with the successful completion of one math end-of-course
assessment for the graduating classes of 2013-2014.

Education Reforms
e (E2SHB 1443 ) Permitting the State Board of Education to adopt a rule repealing the definition of a
high school credit, and requiring the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to conduct a
fairness and bias review of the Common Core standards prior to adoption, and funding a kindergarten-
readiness assessment in schools receiving federal school improvement grants (RAD schools, but not
MERIT schools).

Basic Education
e (2SHB 1546 ) Authorizing creation of innovation schools and innovation zones in school districts.
e (HB 1521 JBill ) jjsynopsis.

Governance

e (ESHB 1849 ) Establishing the 23-member Washington State Education Council (comprised of 17
members appointed by the Governor from candidates submitted by specified early learning, K-12, and
postsecondary education organizations, a representative of the Governor's Office, the Superintendent
of Public Instruction, and four nonvoting legislators.to recommend policies, strategies, and a
governance structure to make public education student-focused, including restructuring the duties and
responsibilities of 12 current state agencies.

e (SSB 5639 ) This would create a Department of Education and and a p-12 council. This bill would
also abolish SBE, PESB, Achievement Gap Oversight and Accountability Group, and the Office of
Education Ombudsman. This bill in its current form does not include higher education. The DOE
would be overseen by the P-12 council (see highlight table for membership rules), which would include
SPI. The fiscal note is available.

Standards and Curricula
e (HB 1891 ) This would delay the adoption of the common core standards for two years
e (E2SHB 1808 ) Creating opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school

Back to the top
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2. Potential Issues for the Board:

Comments on 2011-13 Budget:

e Protect basic education funding.

e Protect the state mandated 180 day school year with no exceptions.

e Continue to phase in all day kindergarten for lowest income students.
Comments on Governance Bills:

e TBD

Comments on Governor’s Launch Year SB 5616 and HB 1808

e Support (we did not sign in previously).
Comments on Innovation Schools

e We supported HB 1521 (Maxwell’s bill).

o We initially opposed SHB 1546 (Hargrove’s bill, but now we are taken out of the bill for endorsing
innovation plans we could support although there is a fiscal note on it. | would be surprised if they
funded for $320K in 2011-13 and $5.4million in 2013-15). OSPI will continue to support.

3. Bill Highlights

Bill HB 1412

Companion SB 5227

Status SEL/K-12

Title Regarding mathematics end-of-course assessments

Staff Synopsis

Allowing students to graduate with the successful completion of one math end-
of-course assessment for the graduating classes of 2013-2014.

Sponsor Santos
Summary Allows students in the graduating classes of 2013 and 2014 to meet the state
standard in high school mathematics for purposes of graduation using the results
from one end-of-course assessment rather than two.
e This will save approximately $15 million over the next two years (see
fiscal note)
Staff SBE testified in favor of students in the graduating class of 2014 being held
Recommendation accountable for two math EOC assessments.
Back to the top
Bill E2SHB 1443
Companion
Status S EL & K-12
Title Education Reforms

Staff Synopsis

Permitting the State Board of Education to adopt a rule repealing the definition of
a high school credit, and requiring the Office of Superintendent of Public
Instruction to conduct a fairness and bias review of the Common Core standards
prior to adoption, and funding a kindergarten-readiness assessment in schools
receiving federal school improvement grants (RAD schools, but not MERIT

schools).
Sponsor Maxwell
Summary Requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) to ensure that a fairness

and bias review has been conducted before implementing revisions to the state
Essential Academic Learning Requirements.
e Requires school districts to adopt a policy defining a high school credit
and authorizes the State Board of Education to repeal 150 hour seat-
time based definition of a credit by May 31, 2012.
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Bill

E2SHB 1443

e Authorizes the SPI to use of a kindergarten readiness assessment in
low-performing schools receiving federal school improvement grants
(must use in RAD elementary schools, and may use MERIT elementary
schools).

e Allows Learning Assistance Program (LAP) funds to be used to support
students in science and requires a study of the impact of remediation
strategies funded by the LAP on student achievement.

e Requires student performance data from the Transitional Bilingual
Instructional Program to be reported online through the Washington
State Report Card. Along with some more detailed information on their
progress.

e Adopts a definition of a highly capable student and directs the SPI to
adopt consistent procedures for school districts to identify, assess, and
select their most highly capable students for purposes of the Highly
Capable Program.

Provides that the increase in minimum instructional hours under Basic Education
from a district average of 1,000 hours across all grades to 1,000 hours in grades
one through six and 1,080 hours in grades seven through twelve, continues to
occur according to an implementation schedule adopted by the Legislature, but
does not occur before the 2014-15 school year.

e The Legislature intends to continue development and implementation of
revised teacher and principal evaluation systems authorized in 2010,
including support of pilot school district

Staff
Recommendation

SBE will continue to support the bill.

Back to the top

Bill 2SHB 1546

Companion SB 5792

Status H 2nd Reading

Title Innovation Schools and Zones

Staff Synopsis

Authorizing creation of innovation schools and innovation zones in school
districts.

Sponsor Hargrove

Summary Directs the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) to establish
a process for school districts to apply to Educational Service Districts to
designate Innovation Schools or groups of schools as Innovation Zones.

e Requires applications to be developed by educators, parents, and
communities in participating schools.

e Establishes a time frame for applications, which must be able to be
implemented without supplemental state funds.

e Laws that authorize the SBE or the OSPI to grant waivers from laws and
rules pertaining to credit requirements, student-to-teacher ratios, and
length of the school year are amended to include Innovation Schools or
Innovation Zones.

e Schools must also continue to meet the pay requirements of the
statewide salary schedule and salary lid requirements.

Staff SBE will support the bill as now amended (previously we had to endorse each

Recommendation

district’s education plan).
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Back to the top
Bill E2SHB 1808
Companion SB 5616
Status SEL &K-12
Title An act relating to the opportunity to earn postsecondary credit during high
school.
Staff Synopsis Creating opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school
Sponsor Lytton
Summary Requires all public high schools in the state to work toward the goal of offering a

sufficient number of high school courses to give students the opportunity to earn
the equivalent of one year's worth of postsecondary credit and must inform
students and their families about these opportunities.

o Makes the following changes and additions: Removes the requirement
that institutions adopt agreed upon uniform examination scores or
demonstrated competencies for lower division general education
requirements or postsecondary professional technical requirements and
instead requires them to agree on such scores and demonstrated
competencies to the maximum extent possible.

e Clarifies that the qualifying scores must be included in each institution's
published list. Requires the institutions to not only recognize
equivalencies of at least one year of course credit, but also maximize
1521

e the application of such credits towards lower division general education
requirements. Requires each institution to publicize its own list of
qualifying courses and distribute it to the Higher Education Coordinating
Board and the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges in a
form that the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction can distribute
to school

e The Evergreen State College is excused from creating course lists since
it has programs rather than courses. Secondly, qualifying courses are
clarified to be equivalent to advanced high school courses with
accompanying recognized college-level proficiency exams or
demonstrated competencies.

Staff SBE will support these bills
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill ESHB 1849
Companion
Status S EL & K-12
Title Establishing the Washington state education council
Staff Synopsis Establishing the 23-member Washington State Education Council (comprised of
17 members appointed by the Governor from candidates submitted by specified
early learning, K-12, and postsecondary education organizations, a
representative of the Governor's Office, the Superintendent of Public Instruction,
and four nonvoting legislators.to recommend policies, strategies, and a
governance structure to make public education student-focused, including
restructuring the duties and responsibilities of 12 current state agencies.
Sponsor Haigh
Summary Substitute Bill summary:
e Establishes the Washington State Education Council (Council), made up
of 17 members appointed by the Governor from candidates submitted by
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Bill ESHB 1849
specified early learning, K-12, and postsecondary education
organizations, as well as a representative of the Governor's Office, the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and four non-voting legislators for a
total of 23 members.
Requires the Council to make recommendations for restructuring state entities in
order to create a system of public education that is student-focused and able to
provide seamless service delivery across all sectors. Directs the Council to
examine current data and information about student progress and success and
identify state policies or data collection that would improve accountability of all
education sectors.

e Directs the Council to identify state programs and initiatives that do not
meaningfully contribute to making the public education system student-
focused and seamless.

Requires a preliminary report by January 5, 2012, and a proposed plan
along with legislation necessary to implement it by December 5, 2012.
States the Legislature's intent to establish a primary strategic oversight

and advocacy board for the public-education-system-inecluding-eary

Directs the Council to prepare a transition plan to implement the
Legislature's intent by restructuring the duties and responsibilities of 12
current state education-entities:

Staff SBE may take a position after the Board meeting
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill SSB 5639
Companion HB 1973
Status S Ways & Means
Title Creating a student-focused state-level education governance system
Staff Synopsis This would create a Department of Education and and a p-12 council. This bill
would also abolish SBE, PESB, Achievement Gap Oversight and Accountability
Group, and the Office of Education Ombudsman. This bill in its current form does
not include higher education. The DOE would be overseen by the P-12 council
(see highlight table for membership rules), which would include SPI. The fiscal
note is available.
Sponsor McAuliffe
Summary Original Bill was a companion Bill to HB 1973 (which is dead)

Effect Of Changes Made By Early Learning and K-12 Education Committee:
The SBE is still abolished. The SPI is maintained as a constitutionally elected
office with supervision over public schools. The higher education state-level
entities are removed from the bill but after the P-12 transition to the DOE is
complete, the Governor is encouraged to assemble a new transition team to
consider, and if appropriate, coordinate inclusion of state level higher education
agencies into the DOE. The PESB is abolished and its powers, duties, and
employees are transferred to the DOE. The QEC is abolished and some of its
powers and duties are transferred to the DOE, but not its employees. The
AGOAC, and the OEO are abolished. The P-12 Education Council is created to
advise the Secretary and consists of:

e The Superintendent of Public Instruction, who votes only in a tie and

cannot be the chair of the Council.
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Bill SSB 5639

e Two members representing early learning appointed by the Governor.

e Three members representing K-12 education elected by school district
directors, one of whom must be a resident of the Puget Sound area; one
of whom must be a resident outside of the Puget Sound area; and one of
whom must be a resident of Eastern Washington.

e Two members representing K-12 education appointed by the Governor.

Staff SBE will remain neutral

Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill SHB 1524
Companion
Status S EL & K12
Title Recognizing the International Baccalaureate Diploma
Staff Synopsis Allows students to meet state minimum graduation requirements for students
who complete all the requirements of the International Baccalaureate Diploma.
Sponsor Orwwall
Summary Provides that students who complete specified requirements of an
International Baccalaureate Diploma Program are considered to have
satisfied state minimum high school graduation requirements, except that they
must still meet the state standard on required state assessments and study the
United States and Washington Constitutions as required by law.
Staff
Recommendation

Back to the top
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Tracking/Import Table

# Bill gﬁ}’v Title Status gtea\ll:us Sponsor | Companion Bills
1 ESHB | ESHB Operating sup budget | C5L 11 C5L Hunter SB 5095
1086 | 1086 2009-11 11
2 HB | HB Operating budget H Ways & Means | H Ways | Hunter SB 5094
1087 | 1087 2011-2013 &
Means
3 SHB | SHB Budget reductions/ H Rules R H Rules | Hunter SB 5093
1251 | 1251 education R
4 HB | HB School district H Education H Hunt
1325 | 1325 reorganization Educati
on
5 SHB | SHB High School Math H Ways & Means | H Ways | Rolfes
1330 | 1330 Assessments &
Means
6 HB | HB Regarding SEL/K-12 S EL/K- | Santos SB 5227
1412 | 1412 mathematics end-of- 12
course assessments
7 SHB | SHB School District S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Anderson
1431 | 1431 Insolvency 12
8 | E2SHB | E2SHB | Education Reforms S EL &K-12 S EL/K- | Maxwell
1443 | 1443 12
9 SHB | SHB Educator Certificate H Ways & Means | H Ways | Hunter
1449 | 1449 Fee &
Means
10 2SHB | 2SHB State-funded S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Kagi
1510 | 1510 Kindergarten 12
11 HB | HB Reorganizing S EL/K-12 S EL/K- | Maxwell
1521 | 1521 Washington’s 12
Innovation Schools
12 2SHB | 2SHB Innovation Schools H 2nd Reading H 2nd Hargrove | SB 5792
1546 | 1546 and Zones Readin
g
13 | E2SHB | E2SHB | School Officials S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Carlyle
1593 | 1593 12
14 HB | HB Concerning the S EL/K-12 S EL/K- | Santos
1594 | 1594 membership and 12
work of the financial
education public-
private partnership.
15 | E2SHB | E2SHB | Actual Student S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Probst
1599 | 1599 Success Payments 12
16 SHB | SHB Concerning S EL/K-12 S EL/K- | Probst
1600 | 1600 elementary math 12
specialists
17 SHB | SHB Concerning a S Higher Ed & S Moscoso
1710 | 1710 strategic plan for Work HighEd
career and technical | Development &Work
education. Dev
18 | E2SHB | E2SHB | An act relating tothe | S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Lytton SB 5616
1808 | 1808 opportunity to earn 12
postsecondary credit
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# Bill gﬁ:’v Title Status gtee\ll:us Sponsor | Companion Bills
during high school.
19 HB | HB Concerning funding House Higher H Hi Ed | Anderson | SB 5687
1816 | 1816 and operating Education
practices of the state
higher education
system.
20 SHB | SHB Creating the Indian S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Billig SB 5761
1829 | 1829 Education Division in 12
OSPI
21 SHB | SHB State Information H Ways & Means | H Ways | McCoy
1841 | 1841 Technology &
Means
22 ESHB | ESHB Establishing the S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Haigh
1849 | 1849 Washington state 12
education council
23 HB | HB Delaying adoption H Education H Klippert
1891 | 1891 and implementation Educati
of the Common Core on
Standards
24 HB | HB Education H Education H Sullivan SB 5639
1973 | 1973 Governance Systems Educati
on
25 HB | HB State Education H Education H Sullivan HB 1251
1974 | 1974 Governance Educati
on
26 SSB | SSB Budget S Ways & Means | S Ways | McAuliffe | HB 1087
5093 | 5093 Reductions/education &
Means
27 SB | SB 5094 | Operating Budget S Ways & Means | S Ways | Murray
5094 2011-2013 &
Means
28 SSB | SSB Student Financial S Ways & Means | S Ways | White
5182 | 5182 Assistance &
Means
29 SSB | SSB Providing Flexibility in | S 2nd Reading S 2nd Hobbs
5191 | 5191 the Education Readin
System g
30 2SSB | 2SSB State-funded H Education H McAuliffe | HB 1510
5427 | 5427 Kindergarten Educati
on
31 SSB | SSB Education Funding S Ways & Means | S Ways | Murray
5475 | 5475 &
Means
32 2SSB | 2SSB An act relating to the | S Rules 2 S 2nd Tom HB 1808
5616 | 5616 opportunity to earn Readin
postsecondary credit g
during high school.
33 SSB | SSB Creating a student- S Ways & Means | S Ways | McAuliffe | HB 1973
5639 | 5639 focused state-level &
education Means
governance system
34 SSB | SSB Innovation Schools S Rules 2 S 2nd Harper
5726 | 5726 Readin
9
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# Bill gﬁ}N Title Status gg{us Sponsor | Companion Bills
35 SB | SB 5829 | Providing school S Ways & Means | S Ways | McAuliffe
5829 districts with &
temporary flexibility in Means
implementing
compensation
adjustments made in
the omnibus
appropriations act
37 SHB Recognizing the S EL & K12 Orwwall
1524 International
Baccalaureate
Diploma
38 HB Regarding online HE Maxwell
1684 financial education in
public schools
Back to the top
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Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective Workforce

Thl Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
A A ESH | Supplemental Hunter Operatingsup | C5L 11 Synopsis Summary Rec SB
B Budget budget 2009- 5095
1086 11
B B HB Budget Hunter Operating H Ways & | bSynopsis bSummary bRec SB
1087 budget 2011- Means 5094
2013
C C SHB | Budget Hunter Budget H Rules R | cSynopsis cSummary cRec SB
1251 reductions/ 5093
education
D D HB School Districts | Hunt School district | H dSynopsis dSummary dRec dComp
1325 reorganization | Education
E E SHB | Assessments Rolfes High School H Ways & | eSynopsis eSummary eRec eComp
1330 Math Means
Assessments
E E HB Assessments Santos Regarding S EL/K- | Allowing e Allows students in the SBE testified in SB
1412 mathematics 12 students to graduating classes of 2013 favor of students 5227
end-of-course graduate with and 2014 to meet the state in the graduating
assessments the successful standard in high school class of 2014
completion of mathematics for purposes of being held
one math end- graduation using the results accountable for
of-course from one end-of-course two math EOC
assessment for assessment rather than two. assessments.
the graduating | e  This will save approximately
classes of $15 million over the next two
2013-2014. years (see fiscal note)
G G SHB | Budget Anderson | School District | S EL & K- | gSynopsis gSummary gRec gComp
1431 Insolvency 12
H H E2S | Education Maxwell Education S EL & K- | Permitting the e Requires the Superintendent of | SBE will continue | hComp
HB Reforms Reforms 12 State Board of Public Instruction (SPI) to to support the bill.
1443 Education to ensure that a fairness and bias
adopt a rule review has been conducted
repealing the before implementing revisions
definition of a to the state Essential
high school Academic Learning
credit, and Requirements.
requiring the e Requires school districts to
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
Office of adopt a policy defining a high
Superintendent school credit and authorizes
of Public the State Board of Education
Instruction to to repeal 150 hour seat-time
conduct a based definition of a credit by

fairness and
bias review of
the Common
Core standards
prior to
adoption, and
funding a
kindergarten-
readiness
assessment in
schools
receiving
federal school
improvement
grants (RAD
schools, but not
MERIT
schools).

May 31, 2012.

e Authorizes the SPI to use of a
kindergarten readiness
assessment in low-performing
schools receiving federal
school improvement grants
(must use in RAD elementary
schools, and may use MERIT
elementary schools).

e Allows Learning Assistance
Program (LAP) funds to be
used to support students in
science and requires a study of
the impact of remediation
strategies funded by the LAP
on student achievement.

e Requires student performance
data from the Transitional
Bilingual Instructional Program
to be reported online through
the Washington State Report
Card. Along with some more
detailed information on their
progress.

e Adopts a definition of a highly
capable student and directs
the SPI to adopt consistent
procedures for school districts
to identify, assess, and select
their most highly capable
students for purposes of the
Highly Capable Program.

e Provides that the increase in
minimum instructional hours
under Basic Education from a
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
district average of 1,000 hours
across all grades to 1,000
hours in grades one through
six and 1,080 hours in grades
seven through twelve,
continues to occur according to
an implementation schedule
adopted by the Legislature, but
does not occur before the
2014-15 school year.
e The Legislature intends to
continue development and
implementation of revised
teacher and principal
evaluation systems authorized
in 2010, including support of
pilot school district
I 1 SHB | Workforce Hunter Educator H Ways & | iSynopsis iSummary iRec iComp
1449 Certificate Fee | Means
J J 2SH | Budget Kagi State-funded S EL & K- | jSynopsis jSummary jRec jComp
B Kindergarten 12
1510
K K HB Innovation Maxwell Reorganizing S EL/K-12 | OSPI must Requires the Office of the kRec kComp
1521 | Schools Washington’s develop criteria | Superintendent of Public
Innovation to identify Instruction to identify and
Schools innovation designate Washington Innovation
public schools, | Schools and to highlight and
and with recognize their accomplishments,
available funds, | including a logo, certificate,
develop a logo, | webpage, and other strategies.
certificate, and
other strategies
to encourage
and highlight
innovation
schools.
L L 2SH | Basic Hargrove | Innovation H 2™ Authorizing e Directs the Office of the SBE will support SB
B Education Schools and Reading creation of Superintendent of Public the bill as now 5792
1546 Zones innovation Instruction (OSPI) to establish | amended
schools and a process for school districts to | (previously we had
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Thl

Lite

Bill

Topic

Sponsor

Title

Status

Synopsis

Summary

Rec

Comp

innovation
zones in school
districts.

apply to Educational Service
Districts to designate
Innovation Schools or groups
of schools as Innovation
Zones.

Requires applications to be
developed by educators,
parents, and communities in
participating schools.
Establishes a time frame for
applications, which must be
able to be implemented without
supplemental state funds.
Laws that authorize the SBE or
the OSPI to grant waivers from
laws and rules pertaining to
credit requirements, student-
to-teacher ratios, and length of
the school year are amended
to include Innovation Schools
or Innovation Zones.

or dosianati

) ; hool
; ; el
proposalsfor-aperformance-
based—s_:ystem—ef—staﬁ

Schools must also continue to
meet the pay requirements of
the statewide salary schedule
and salary lid requirements.

to endorse each
district’s education

plan).

I<

I<

Workforce

Carlyle

School
Officials

S EL & K-
12

mSynopsis

mSummary

mRec

mCom

=4

=4

Standards and
Curricula

Santos

Concerning
the
membership
and work of
the financial
education

S EL/K-12

Identifying
standards for
teaching
financial
education and
aid schools that

Summary

Provides that most members of
the Financial Education Public-
Private Partnership are
appointed for two-year,
staggered terms of service.

SBE should
support this Bill.

nComp
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
public-private wish to use e Adopts the JumpStart Coalition
partnership. those National Standards in K-12
standards Personal Finance Education as

(voluntary, and
subject to state
funding).

the state learning standards for
financial education, subject to
funding to support school
districts with curriculum and
professional development.

Background:

The Financial Education
Public-Private Partnership
(Partnership) is made up of
four legislators, four
representatives from the
financial services sector, four
educators, one designee from
the Department of Financial
Institutions, and two
representatives from the Office
of Superintendent of Public
Instruction.

The duties of the Partnership
include:

Communicate financial
education standards and
strategies for improving
financial education to school
districts.

Review and develop a
procedure for endorsing
financial education curriculum.
Identify assessments and
outcome measures that
schools can use to determine
whether students meet
financial education standards.
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
e Monitor and provide guidance
for professional development.
o O | E2S | Budget Probst Actual Student | S EL & K- | oSynopsis oSummary oRec oComp
HB Success 12
1599 Payments
P P SHB | Workforce Probst Concerning S EL/K-12 | Requiring the Summary SBE will remain pComp
1600 elementary PESB to create | e Encourages the Professional neutral
math a mathematics Educator Standards Board to
specialists specialty develop and adopt standards
endorsement for a specialty endorsement for
for elementary elementary mathematics.
teachers.

Background:

The PESB has created a

procedure for adding specialty

endorsements that are not
required for the teacher to
teach that subject. To date,
there are five specialty
endorsements: (1) deaf
education; (2) environmental
and sustainability education;
(3) teacher of the visually
impaired; (4) orientation and

mobility teacher; and (5) gifted

education.

A number of states, including
Michigan, Ohio, Virginia, and
Arizona, have created some
form of endorsement in
teaching elementary
mathematics. In some cases
the state requires this
endorsement for teaching
certain grade levels; in other
cases the endorsement is an
optional supplement. The
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
PESB is encouraged to
develop standards and adopt a
specialty endorsement for an
Elementary Mathematics
Specialist (Specialist).
Q Q SHB | Standards and | Moscoso | Concerninga | S Higher | gSynopsis Summary SBE will remain gComp
1710 | Curricula strategic plan Ed & neutral
for career and | Work e Directs the Office of
technical Developm Superintendent of Public
education. ent Instruction to convene a

working group to develop
a statewide strategic plan
for secondary career and
technical education.
Specifies issues to be
examined in developing
the plan.

Requires a progress report
by December 1, 2011, and
the final plan by December
1, 2012.

Background

The working group must
examine at least the following
issues:

proposed changes to high
school graduation
requirements and ways to
assure that students
continue to have
opportunities to pursue
CTE pathways;

the relationship between
CTE courses and the
Common Core Standards;
ways to improve access to
high quality CTE in a
variety of school settings;
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Thl

Lite | Bill

Topic

Sponsor

Title

Status

Synopsis

Summary

Rec

Comp

ways to improve the
transition from K-12 to
college;

methods for replicating
innovative middle and high
schools; and a framework
for transferrable and
articulated certifications
between secondary and
postsecondary CTE so
that students receive credit
for knowledge and skills
already mastered.

|70

I

Standards and
Curricula

Lytton

An act relating
to the
opportunity to
earn
postsecondary
credit during
high school.

S EL & K-
12

Creating
opportunities
for students to
earn college
credit in high
school

Requires all public high
schools in the state to
work toward the goal of
offering a sufficient
number of high school
courses to give students
the opportunity to earn the
equivalent of one year's
worth of postsecondary
credit and must inform
students and their families
about these opportunities.
Makes the following
changes and additions:
Removes the requirement
that institutions adopt
agreed upon uniform
examination scores or
demonstrated
competencies for lower
division general education
requirements or
postsecondary
professional technical
requirements and instead
requires them to agree on

SBE will support
these bills
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Thl

Lite

Bill

Topic

Sponsor

Title

Status

Synopsis

Summary

Rec

Comp

such scores and
demonstrated
competencies to the
maximum extent possible.
Clarifies that the qualifying
scores must be included in
each institution's published
list. Requires the
institutions to not only
recognize equivalencies of
at least one year of course
credit, but also maximize
1521

the application of such
credits towards lower
division general education
requirements. Requires
each institution to publicize
its own list of qualifying
courses and distribute it to
the Higher Education
Coordinating Board and
the State Board for
Community and Technical
Colleges in a form that the
Office of Superintendent of
Public Instruction can
distribute to school

The Evergreen State
College is excused from
creating course lists since
it has programs rather
than courses. Secondly,
qualifying courses are
clarified to be equivalent to
advanced high school
courses with
accompanying recognized
college-level proficiency
exams or demonstrated
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
competencies.
S) S) HB Higher Anderson | Concerning House Removing the Summary SBE will remain SB
1816 | Education funding and Higher HECB's role in neutral 5687
operating Education | financial aid 1. Establishes a state
practices of and tuition funding/tuition balance for
the state price point resident undergraduate and
higher setting, graduate students based on
education abolishing the the cost of attendance and
system. Workforce prohibits over-enroliment.
Training Board, | 2. Eliminates Global Challenge
and allowing States as a comparison model
school districts for funding.
to be charged 3. Eliminates the role of the
for the cost of Higher Education Coordinating
remedial Board with respect to financial
education at aid, eliminates state financial
higher aid programs, and transfers
education responsibility for financial aid
institutions to the individual institutions.

4. Creates an internship program
for which businesses may get
a Business and Occupation
tax credit based upon the
salaries and benefits paid to
interns.

5. Establishes a new loan
program for upper division
undergraduates and graduate
students.

6. Requires students pursuing a
bachelor's degree to take a
Rising Juniors test.

7. Directs adoption of articulation
and transfer policies and
establishes financial penalties
for failure to meet the statutory
implementation deadline.

8. Allows school districts to be

charged for the cost of
remedial education required by
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Thl

Lite | Bill

Topic

Sponsor

Title

Status

Synopsis

Summary

Rec

Comp

their students.

9. Abolishes the Workforce
Training and Education
Coordinating Board, and
transfers responsibilities to the
State Board for Community
and Technical Colleges.

Of Interest

For each student who enrolled in a
precollege class within three years
of graduating from a Washington
high school, an institution of higher
education may establish and
charge the respective school
district for the cost of instruction of
the precollege class.

-

I—

Governance

Billig

Creating the
Indian
Education
Division in
OSPI

S EL & K-
12

Creating an
Office of Native
American
Education in
OSPI

Summary

e Creates an Indian
Education Division, to be
known as the Office of
Native Education (Office),
within the Office of
Superintendent of Public
Instruction.

e Requires the
Superintendent of Public
Instruction to appoint an
individual to be
responsible for the
oversight and activities of
the Office.

SBE will remain
neutral

Ic

Ic

Student Data

McCoy

State
Information
Technology

H Ways &
Means

uSynopsis

uSummary

uRec

uComp

1<

1<

Governance

Haigh

Establishing
the
Washington
state

S EL & K-
12

Establishing
the 23-member
Washington
State

Substitute Bill summary:

e Establishes the
Washington State
Education Council

SBE may take a
position after the
Board meeting

vComp
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
education Education (Council), made up of 17
council Council members appointed by the
(comprised of Governor from candidates
17 members submitted by specified

appointed by
the Governor
from
candidates
submitted by
specified early
learning, K-12,
and
postsecondary
education
organizations,
a
representative
of the
Governor's
Office, the
Superintendent
of Public
Instruction, and
four nonvoting
legislators.to
recommend
policies,
strategies, and
a governance
structure to
make public
education
student-
focused,
including
restructuring
the duties and
responsibilities
of 12 current
state agencies.

early learning, K-12, and
postsecondary education
organizations, as well as a
representative of the
Governor's Office, the
Superintendent of Public
Instruction, and four non-
voting legislators for a total
of 23 members.

Requires the Council to
make recommendations
for restructuring state
entities in order to create a
system of public education
that is student-focused
and able to provide
seamless service delivery
across all sectors. Directs
the Council to examine
current data and
information about student
progress and success and
identify state policies or
data collection that would
improve accountability of
all education sectors.
Directs the Council to
identify state programs
and initiatives that do not
meaningfully contribute to
making the public
education system student-
focused and seamless.
Requires a preliminary
report by January 5, 2012,
and a proposed plan along
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Thl | Lite | Bill Topic Sponsor | Title Status Synopsis Summary Rec Comp
with legislation necessary
to implement it by
December 5, 2012.
H 1
States the I=eg|_sllatwe s
. ; -
and-advocacy-boeard-for
) ;
the pub,h_e eldue' ation |
f ]
pesltseeel|ela|_5|eelueat|e||
i
su_pl SRASiOn-of the system
ageney-
D; he C i
o
prepare-a-transition plan-to
||n|alle nent ,“'e.
restructuring-the-duties
currentstate-education
w W | HB Standards and | Klippert Delaying H This would wSummary SBE will oppose wComp
1891 | Curricula adoption and Education | delay the this bill
implementatio adoption of the
n of the common core
Common Core standards for
Standards two years
X X HB Governance Sullivan Education H XSynopsis xSummary xRec SB
1973 Governance Education 5639
Systems
Y Y HB Governance Sullivan State H ySynopsis ySummary yRec HB
1974 Education Education 1251
Governance
VA A SSB | Budget McAuliffe | Budget S Ways & | zSynopsis zSummary zRec HB
5093 Reductions/ed | Means 1087
ucation
AA | AA | SB Higher Murray Operating S Ways & | aaSynopsis aaSummary aaRec aaCom
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5094 | Education Budget 2011- Means p
2013
BB | BB | SSB | Higher White Student S Ways & | bbSynopsis bbSummary bbRec bbCom
5182 | Education Financial Means p
Assistance
CC | CC | SSB | Budget Hobbs Providing s 2™ Eliminating the | Selected Summary of Items of SBE will remain ccCom
5191 Flexibility in Reading requirement neutral p
the Education that WSSDA
System members pay Repeals the Student
mandatory Learning Plan requirement
dues for eighth grade students

who were not successful
on any or all of the content
areas of the state
assessment or who may
not be on track to graduate
due to credit deficiencies
or absences.

Beginning with the 2013-
14 year, SPI must provide
high schools the contact
information for programs
offering college credit,
including online advanced
placement classes. These
schools must publish
entrance requirements and
availability of local
programs that lead to
college credits.

The members of the
boards of directors of
Washington's school
districts are no longer
required to be become
members of the
Washington School
Directors' Association
(WSSDA). The WSSDA
dues for each member
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school district are payable
on the first day of January.
DD | DD | 2SS | Budget McAuliffe | State-funded H ddSynopsis ddSummary ddRec HB
B Kindergarten Education 1510
5427
EE | EE | SSB | Budget Murray Education S Ways & | eeSynopsis eeSummary eeRec eeCom
5475 Funding Means p
FFE FE | 2SS | Standardsand | Tom An act relating | S Rules 2 | Creating e Requires all public high SBE should HB
B Curricula to the opportunities schools in the state to support these bills | 1808
5616 opportunity to for students to work toward the goal of
earn earn college offering a sulfficient
postsecondary credit in high number of high school
credit during school courses to give students
high school. the opportunity to earn the

equivalent of one year's
worth of postsecondary
credit and must inform
students and their families
about these opportunities.
Makes the following
changes and additions:
Removes the requirement
that institutions adopt
agreed upon uniform
examination scores or
demonstrated
competencies for lower
division general education
requirements or
postsecondary
professional technical
requirements and instead
requires them to agree on
such scores and
demonstrated
competencies to the
maximum extent possible.
Clarifies that the qualifying
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scores must be included in
each institution's published
list. Requires the
institutions to not only
recognize equivalencies of
at least one year of course
credit, but also maximize
the application of such
credits towards lower
division general education
requirements. Requires
each institution to publicize
its own list of qualifying
courses and distribute it to
the Higher Education
Coordinating Board and
the State Board for
Community and Technical
Colleges in a form that the
Office of Superintendent of
Public Instruction can
distribute to school

e The Evergreen State
College is excused from
creating course lists since
it has programs rather
than courses. Secondly,
qualifying courses are
clarified to be equivalent to
advanced high school
courses with
accompanying recognized
college-level proficiency
exams or demonstrated
competencies.

5639

Governance

McAuliffe

Creating a
student-
focused state-
level education
governance

S Ways &
Means

This would
create a
Department of
Education and
and a p-12

Original Bill was a companion Bill
to HB 1973 (which is dead)

Effect Of Changes Made By
Early Learning and K-12

SBE will remain
neutral
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system council. This Education Committee: The SBE
bill would also is still abolished. The SPI is
abolish SBE, maintained as a constitutionally
PESB, elected office with supervision over

Achievement
Gap Oversight
and
Accountability
Group, and the
Office of
Education
Ombudsman.
This bill in its
current form
does not
include higher
education. The
DOE would be
overseen by
the P-12
council (see
highlight table
for membership
rules), which
would include
SPI. The fiscal
note is
available.

public schools. The higher
education state-level entities are
removed from the bill but after the
P-12 transition to the DOE is
complete, the Governor is
encouraged to assemble a new
transition team to consider, and if
appropriate, coordinate inclusion of
state level higher education
agencies into the DOE. The PESB
is abolished and its powers, duties,
and employees are transferred to
the DOE. The QEC is abolished
and some of its powers and duties
are transferred to the DOE, but not
its employees. The AGOAC, and
the OEO are abolished. The P-12
Education Council is created to
advise the Secretary and consists
of:

e The Superintendent of
Public Instruction, who
votes only in a tie and
cannot be the chair of the
Council.

e Two members
representing early learning
appointed by the
Governor.

e Three members
representing K-12
education elected by
school district directors,
one of whom must be a
resident of the Puget
Sound area; one of whom
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must be a resident outside
of the Puget Sound area;
and one of whom must be
a resident of Eastern
Washington.

e Two members
representing K-12
education appointed by
the Governor.

I
I
9]
9]
w

o1
N
N
o

Basic
Education

Harper

Innovation
Schools

S Rules 2

hhSynopsis

hhSummary

hhRec

hhCom

wn
(o8]

(o))
(00]
N
©

Budget

McAuliffe

Providing
school districts
with temporary
flexibility in
implementing
compensation
adjustments
made in the
omnibus
appropriations
act

S Ways &
Means

Allowing
districts to
shorten the
school year a
maximum of
five days (as an
adjustment to
state funding
reductions).
SBE will be
responsible for
managing such
waiver requests

In the event the 2011-13 omnibus
operating budget reduces
compensation, districts are
provided the option of
accommodating those reductions
through leave without pay,
including temporary layoffs that
result in shortened school days or
hours, up to a maximum of five
days. Exceptions are
compensation changes related to
suspension of I-732 COLAs or
changes to the National Board
bonus program.

Each school district will submit a
plan to the State Board of
Education explaining how any
compensation reductions adopted
in the 2011-13 budget will be
managed. The State Board of
Education will grant waivers to the
day and hour provisions, if districts
choose to amend days and hours
as a way to manage salary
reductions. Districts' waiver
applications must provide that the
school district will maintain a
quality instructional program and

SBE Opposed this
Bill

iiComp
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any plan for a shortened school
year or reduced work day must
apply proportionally to all full — and
part-time school district staff.
Employees' health benefits will
continue to be calculated as if
reductions in hours or days did not
occur. To the extent districts
employ the waiver from current
day and hour requirements,
employees' retirement benefits will
be preserved as if the salary
reductions did not occur. To the
extent districts employ the waiver,
compensation reductions will not
be considered in determining the
average salary paid. This authority
is effective for school years 2011-
12 and 2012-13 and expires
September 1,
2013.
JJ JJ | JIBIll | JJ Topic JJsponso | jjtitle Jj status jisynopsis. jisummary jiRec jiComp
r
KK | KK | SHB | Graduation Orwwall Recognizing SEL& Allows students | Provides that students who kkRec kkCom
1524 | Requirements the K12 to meet state complete specified requirements of p
International minimum an
Baccalaureate graduation International Baccalaureate
Diploma requirements Diploma Program are considered
for students to have
who complete satisfied state minimum high
all the school graduation requirements,
requirements of | except that they must still meet the
the state standard on required state
International assessments and study the
Baccalaureate | United States and Washington
Diploma. Constitutions as required by law.
LL LL | HB Standards and | Maxwell Regarding HE OSPI will make | The office of the superintendent of | lIRec [IComp
1684 | Curricula online financial available an public instruction, through the
education in online financial | digital learning department, shall
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public schools

education
course.
Districts must
provide the
students with
the opportunity
to take the
course and are
encouraged to
provide credit
for successful
completion.

make available to all school
districts an online course in
financial education with sufficient
content to be equivalent to one-
half of one high school credit. The
office shall select the course with
input from the financial education
public-private partnership
established in RCW 7 28A.300.450
to ensure that the course meets
financial education learning
standards endorsed by the
partnership.

The office shall seek federal and
private funds to support the 10
online financial education course.
School districts shall provide all
students in grades nine 12 through
twelve the opportunity to complete
the online financial education
course under this section, whether
through a regularly scheduled
class period; before or after
school; during class period breaks,
lunch periods, or library and study
time; at home; or other
opportunities. School districts shall
publicize the availability and
importance of the online financial
education course to students and
their families. School districts are
encouraged to grant credit toward
high school graduation to students
who successfully complete the
online financial education course.
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OO0 | OO | ooBill | ooTopic ooSpons | ooTitle ooStatus | ooSynopsis ooSummary ooRec ooCom
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Staff Synopsis for Bills

Topic

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

: Supplemental Budget
(ESHB 1086 ) Synopsis

Budget
(HB 1087 ) bSynopsis

Budget
(SHB 1251 ) cSynopsis

School Districts
(HB 1325 ) dSynopsis

Assessments
(SHB 1330 ) eSynopsis

Assessments
(HB 1412 ) Allowing students to graduate with the successful completion of one math end-of-course
assessment for the graduating classes of 2013-2014.

Budget
(SHB 1431 ) gSynopsis

Education Reforms

(E2SHB 1443 ) Permitting the State Board of Education to adopt a rule repealing the definition of a
high school credit, and requiring the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to conduct a
fairness and bias review of the Common Core standards prior to adoption, and funding a kindergarten-
readiness assessment in schools receiving federal school improvement grants (RAD schools, but not
MERIT schools).

Workforce
(SHB 1449 ) iSynopsis

Budget
(2SHB 1510 ) jSynopsis

Innovation Schools
(HB 1521 ) OSPI must develop criteria to identify innovation public schools, and with available funds,
develop a logo, certificate, and other strategies to encourage and highlight innovation schools.

Basic Education
(2SHB 1546 ) Authorizing creation of innovation schools and innovation zones in school districts.

Workforce
(E2SHB 1593 ) mSynopsis

Standards and Curricula

(HB 1594 ) Identifying standards for teaching financial education and aid schools that wish to use
those standards (voluntary, and subject to state funding).
Budget
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Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

(E2SHB 1599 ) oSynopsis

Workforce
(SHB 1600 ) Requiring the PESB to create a mathematics specialty endorsement for elementary
teachers.

Standards and Curricula
(SHB 1710 ) gSynopsis

Standards and Curricula
(E2SHB 1808 ) Creating opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school

Higher Education

(HB 1816 ) Removing the HECB's role in financial aid and tuition price point setting, abolishing the
Workforce Training Board, and allowing school districts to be charged for the cost of remedial
education at higher education institutions

Governance
(SHB 1829 ) Creating an Office of Native American Education in OSPI

Student Data
(SHB 1841 ) uSynopsis

Governance
(ESHB 1849 ) Establishing the 23-member Washington State Education Council (comprised of 17
members appointed by the Governor from candidates submitted by specified early learning, K-12, and
postsecondary education organizations, a representative of the Governor's Office, the Superintendent
of Public Instruction, and four nonvoting legislators.to recommend policies, strategies, and a
governance structure to make public education student-focused, including restructuring the duties and
responsibilities of 12 current state agencies.

Standards and Curricula
(HB 1891 ) This would delay the adoption of the common core standards for two years

Governance
(HB 1973 ) xSynopsis

Governance
(HB 1974 ) ySynopsis

Budget
(SSB 5093 ) zSynopsis

Higher Education
(SB 5094 ) aaSynopsis

Higher Education
(SSB 5182 ) bbSynopsis

Budget
(SSB 5191 ) Eliminating the requirement that WSSDA members pay mandatory dues

Budget
(2SSB 5427 ) ddSynopsis
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Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Topic:

Budget
(SSB 5475 ) eeSynopsis

Standards and Curricula
(2SSB 5616 ) Creating opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school

Governance
(SSB 5639 ) gSynopsis

Basic Education
(SSB 5726 ) hhSynopsis

Budget
(SB 5829 ) Allowing districts to shorten the school year a maximum of five days (as an adjustment to
state funding reductions). SBE will be responsible for managing such waiver requests

JJ Topic
(JJBill ) jjsynopsis.

Graduation Requirements
(SHB 1524 ) Allows students to meet state minimum graduation requirements for students who
complete all the requirements of the International Baccalaureate Diploma.

Standards and Curricula

(HB 1684 ) OSPI will make available an online financial education course. Districts must provide the
students with the opportunity to take the course and are encouraged to provide credit for successful
completion.
mmTopic

(mmBill ) mmSynopsis
nnTopic

(nnBill ) nnSynopsis
ooTopic

(ooBill ) ooSynopsis
ppTopic

(ppBill ) ppSynopsis
gqTopic

(qqBill ) ggSynopsis
rrTopic

(rrBill ) rrSynopsis
ssTopic

(ssBill ) ssSynopsis
ttTopic

(ttBill ) ttSynopsis
uuTopic

(uuBill ) uuSynopsis

Page 33




Leaqislative Update Master Document Washington State Board of Education

Topic: vwTopic

e  (vvBill ) vwSynopsis

Topic: wwTopic

e (wwBill )wwSynopsis

Topic: xxTopic

e (xxBill ) xxSynopsis

Topic: yyTopic

e (yyBill ) yySynopsis

Topic: zzTopic

e  (zzBill ) zzSynopsis

Back to the top
Bill Highlights

Bill ESHB 1086
Companion SB 5095

Status C5L11

Title Operating sup budget 2009-11
Staff Synopsis Synopsis

Sponsor Hunter

Summary Summary

Staff Rec
Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill HB 1087
Companion SB 5094

Status H Ways & Means
Title Operating budget 2011-2013
Staff Synopsis bSynopsis
Sponsor Hunter

Summary bSummary

Staff bRec
Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill SHB 1251
Companion SB 5093

Status H Rules R

Title Budget reductions/

education
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Bill SHB 1251
Staff Synopsis cSynopsis
Sponsor Hunter
Summary cSummary
Staff cRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill HB 1325
Companion dComp
Status H Education
Title School district reorganization
Staff Synopsis dSynopsis
Sponsor Hunt
Summary dSummary
Staff dRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SHB 1330
Companion eComp
Status H Ways & Means
Title High School Math Assessments
Staff Synopsis eSynopsis
Sponsor Rolfes
Summary eSummary
Staff eRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill HB 1412
Companion SB 5227
Status SEL/K-12
Title Regarding mathematics end-of-course assessments

Staff Synopsis

Allowing students to graduate with the successful completion of one math end-
of-course assessment for the graduating classes of 2013-2014.

Sponsor Santos
Summary Allows students in the graduating classes of 2013 and 2014 to meet the state
standard in high school mathematics for purposes of graduation using the results
from one end-of-course assessment rather than two.
e This will save approximately $15 million over the next two years (see
fiscal note)
Staff SBE testified in favor of students in the graduating class of 2014 being held

Recommendation

accountable for two math EOC assessments.

Back to the top
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Bill SHB 1431

Companion gComp

Status S EL &K-12

Title School District Insolvency

Staff Synopsis gSynopsis

Sponsor Anderson

Summary gSummary

Staff gRec

Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill E2SHB 1443

Companion hComp

Status S EL & K-12

Title Education Reforms

Staff Synopsis Permitting the State Board of Education to adopt a rule repealing the definition of
a high school credit, and requiring the Office of Superintendent of Public
Instruction to conduct a fairness and bias review of the Common Core standards
prior to adoption, and funding a kindergarten-readiness assessment in schools
receiving federal school improvement grants (RAD schools, but not MERIT
schools).

Sponsor Maxwell

Summary Requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) to ensure that a fairness

and bias review has been conducted before implementing revisions to the state
Essential Academic Learning Requirements.

e Requires school districts to adopt a policy defining a high school credit
and authorizes the State Board of Education to repeal 150 hour seat-
time based definition of a credit by May 31, 2012.

e Authorizes the SPI to use of a kindergarten readiness assessment in
low-performing schools receiving federal school improvement grants
(must use in RAD elementary schools, and may use MERIT elementary
schools).

e Allows Learning Assistance Program (LAP) funds to be used to support
students in science and requires a study of the impact of remediation
strategies funded by the LAP on student achievement.

e Requires student performance data from the Transitional Bilingual
Instructional Program to be reported online through the Washington
State Report Card. Along with some more detailed information on their
progress.

e Adopts a definition of a highly capable student and directs the SPI to
adopt consistent procedures for school districts to identify, assess, and
select their most highly capable students for purposes of the Highly
Capable Program.

e Provides that the increase in minimum instructional hours under Basic
Education from a district average of 1,000 hours across all grades to
1,000 hours in grades one through six and 1,080 hours in grades seven
through twelve, continues to occur according to an implementation
schedule adopted by the Legislature, but does not occur before the
2014-15 school year.

The Legislature intends to continue development and implementation of revised
teacher and principal evaluation systems authorized in 2010, including support of
pilot school district
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Staff SBE will continue to support the bill.
Recommendation
Back to the top

Bill SHB 1449

Companion iComp

Status H Ways & Means

Title Educator Certificate Fee
Staff Synopsis iSynopsis

Sponsor Hunter

Summary iSummary

Staff iRec

Recommendation
Back to the top

Bill 2SHB 1510

Companion jComp

Status SEL &K-12

Title State-funded Kindergarten
Staff Synopsis jSynopsis

Sponsor Kagi

Summary jSummary

Staff jRec

Recommendation
Back to the top

Bill HB 1521

Companion kComp

Status S EL/K-12

Title Reorganizing Washington’s Innovation Schools

Staff Synopsis

OSPI must develop criteria to identify innovation public schools, and with
available funds, develop a logo, certificate, and other strategies to encourage
and highlight innovation schools.

Sponsor Maxwell
Summary Requires the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to identify and
designate Washington Innovation Schools and to highlight and recognize their
accomplishments, including a logo, certificate, webpage, and other strategies.
Staff kRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill 2SHB 1546
Companion SB 5792
Status H 2nd Reading
Title Innovation Schools and Zones

Staff Synopsis

Authorizing creation of innovation schools and innovation zones in school
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Bill 2SHB 1546
districts.

Sponsor Hargrove

Summary Directs the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) to establish
a process for school districts to apply to Educational Service Districts to
designate Innovation Schools or groups of schools as Innovation Zones.

e Requires applications to be developed by educators, parents, and
communities in participating schools.
e Establishes a time frame for applications, which must be able to be
implemented without supplemental state funds.

Laws that authorize the SBE or the OSPI to grant waivers from laws and rules
pertaining to credit requirements, student-to-teacher ratios, and length of the
school year are amended to include Innovation Schools or Innovation Zones.
An application for designation as an innovation school or innovation zone may
include proposals for a performance-based system of-staff-evaluation-and
Schools must also continue to meet the pay requirements of the statewide salary
schedule and salary lid requirements.

Staff SBE will support the bill as now amended (previously we had to endorse each

Recommendation district’s education plan).

Back to the top

Bill E2SHB 1593

Companion mComp

Status S EL &K-12

Title School Officials

Staff Synopsis mSynopsis

Sponsor Carlyle

Summary mSummary

Staff mRec

Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill HB 1594

Companion nComp

Status S EL/K-12

Title Concerning the membership and work of the financial education public-private

partnership.

Staff Synopsis

Identifying standards for teaching financial education and aid schools that wish
to use those standards (voluntary, and subject to state funding).

Sponsor

Santos

Summary

Summary

e Provides that most members of the Financial Education Public-Private
Partnership are appointed for two-year, staggered terms of service.

e Adopts the JumpStart Coalition National Standards in K-12 Personal
Finance Education as the state learning standards for financial
education, subject to funding to support school districts with curriculum
and professional development.

[ ]

Background:
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Bill HB 1594
The Financial Education Public-Private Partnership (Partnership) is made up of
four legislators, four representatives from the financial services sector, four
educators, one designee from the Department of Financial Institutions, and two
representatives from the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction.
The duties of the Partnership include:
Communicate financial education standards and strategies for improving
financial education to school districts.
Review and develop a procedure for endorsing financial education
curriculum.
Identify assessments and outcome measures that schools can use to
determine
whether students meet financial education standards.
Monitor and provide guidance for professional development.
Staff SBE should support this Bill.
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill E2SHB 1599
Companion oComp
Status SEL &K-12
Title Actual Student Success Payments
Staff Synopsis oSynopsis
Sponsor Probst
Summary oSummary
Staff oRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SHB 1600
Companion pComp
Status S EL/K-12
Title Concerning elementary math specialists

Staff Synopsis

Requiring the PESB to create a mathematics specialty endorsement for
elementary teachers.

Sponsor

Probst

Summary

Summary
e Encourages the Professional Educator Standards Board to develop and
adopt standards for a specialty endorsement for elementary
mathematics.

Background:

The PESB has created a procedure for adding specialty endorsements that
are not required for the teacher to teach that subject. To date, there are five
specialty endorsements: (1) deaf education; (2) environmental and
sustainability education; (3) teacher of the visually impaired; (4) orientation
and mobility teacher; and (5) gifted education.
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Bill SHB 1600

A number of states, including Michigan, Ohio, Virginia, and Arizona, have
created some form of endorsement in teaching elementary mathematics. In
some cases the state requires this endorsement for teaching certain grade
levels; in other cases the endorsement is an optional supplement. The PESB is
encouraged to develop standards and adopt a specialty endorsement for an
Elementary Mathematics Specialist (Specialist).

Staff SBE will remain neutral

Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill SHB 1710
Companion qComp
Status S Higher Ed & Work Development
Title Concerning a strategic plan for career and technical education.
Staff Synopsis gSynopsis
Sponsor Moscoso
Summary Summary

e Directs the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to convene a
working group to develop a statewide strategic plan for secondary career
and technical education.

e Specifies issues to be examined in developing the plan.

e Requires a progress report by December 1, 2011, and the final plan by
December 1, 2012.

Background

The working group must examine at least the following issues:

e proposed changes to high school graduation requirements and ways to
assure that students continue to have opportunities to pursue CTE
pathways;

e the relationship between CTE courses and the Common Core
Standards;

e ways to improve access to high quality CTE in a variety of school
settings;

e ways to improve the transition from K-12 to college;

e methods for replicating innovative middle and high schools; and a
framework for transferrable and articulated certifications between
secondary and postsecondary CTE so that students receive credit for
knowledge and skills already mastered.

Staff SBE will remain neutral
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill E2SHB 1808
Companion SB 5616
Status SEL &K-12
Title An act relating to the opportunity to earn postsecondary credit during high
school.
Staff Synopsis Creating opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school
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Bill E2SHB 1808
Sponsor Lytton
Summary Requires all public high schools in the state to work toward the goal of offering a

sufficient number of high school courses to give students the opportunity to earn
the equivalent of one year's worth of postsecondary credit and must inform
students and their families about these opportunities.

e Makes the following changes and additions: Removes the requirement
that institutions adopt agreed upon uniform examination scores or
demonstrated competencies for lower division general education
requirements or postsecondary professional technical requirements and
instead requires them to agree on such scores and demonstrated
competencies to the maximum extent possible.

o Clarifies that the qualifying scores must be included in each institution's
published list. Requires the institutions to not only recognize
equivalencies of at least one year of course credit, but also maximize
1521

e the application of such credits towards lower division general education
requirements. Requires each institution to publicize its own list of
qualifying courses and distribute it to the Higher Education Coordinating
Board and the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges in a
form that the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction can distribute
to school

The Evergreen State College is excused from creating course lists since it has
programs rather than courses. Secondly, qualifying courses are clarified to be
equivalent to advanced high school courses with accompanying recognized
college-level proficiency exams or demonstrated competencies.

Staff SBE will support these bills

Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill HB 1816

Companion SB 5687

Status House Higher Education

Title Concerning funding and operating practices of the state higher education
system.

Staff Synopsis Removing the HECB's role in financial aid and tuition price point setting,
abolishing the Workforce Training Board, and allowing school districts to be
charged for the cost of remedial education at higher education institutions

Sponsor Anderson

Summary Summary

10. Establishes a state funding/tuition balance for resident undergraduate and
graduate students based on the cost of attendance and prohibits over-
enroliment.

11. Eliminates Global Challenge States as a comparison model for funding.

12. Eliminates the role of the Higher Education Coordinating Board with respect
to financial aid, eliminates state financial aid programs, and transfers
responsibility for financial aid to the individual institutions.

13. Creates an internship program for which businesses may get a Business and
Occupation tax credit based upon the salaries and benefits paid to interns.

14. Establishes a new loan program for upper division undergraduates and
graduate students.

15. Requires students pursuing a bachelor's degree to take a Rising Juniors
test.
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Bill HB 1816
16. Directs adoption of articulation and transfer policies and establishes financial
penalties for failure to meet the statutory implementation deadline.
17. Allows school districts to be charged for the cost of remedial education
required by their students.
18. Abolishes the Workforce Training and Education Coordinating Board, and
transfers responsibilities to the State Board for Community and Technical
Colleges.
Of Interest
For each student who enrolled in a precollege class within three years of
graduating from a Washington high school, an institution of higher education
may establish and charge the respective school district for the cost of instruction
of the precollege class.
Staff SBE will remain neutral
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SHB 1829
Companion SB 5761
Status S EL &K-12
Title Creating the Indian Education Division in OSPI
Staff Synopsis Creating an Office of Native American Education in OSPI
Sponsor Billig
Summary Summary
e Creates an Indian Education Division, to be known as the Office of
Native Education (Office), within the Office of Superintendent of Public
Instruction.
Requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction to appoint an individual to be
responsible for the oversight and activities of the Office.
Staff SBE will remain neutral
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SHB 1841
Companion uComp
Status H Ways & Means
Title State Information Technology
Staff Synopsis uSynopsis
Sponsor McCoy
Summary uSummary
Staff uRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill ESHB 1849
Companion vComp
Status S EL & K-12
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Title Establishing the Washington state education council

Staff Synopsis Establishing the 23-member Washington State Education Council (comprised of
17 members appointed by the Governor from candidates submitted by specified
early learning, K-12, and postsecondary education organizations, a
representative of the Governor's Office, the Superintendent of Public Instruction,
and four nonvoting legislators.to recommend policies, strategies, and a
governance structure to make public education student-focused, including
restructuring the duties and responsibilities of 12 current state agencies.

Sponsor Haigh

Summary Substitute Bill summary:

e Establishes the Washington State Education Council (Council), made up
of 17 members appointed by the Governor from candidates submitted by
specified early learning, K-12, and postsecondary education
organizations, as well as a representative of the Governor's Office, the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and four non-voting legislators for a
total of 23 members.

e Regquires the Council to make recommendations for restructuring state
entities in order to create a system of public education that is student-
focused and able to provide seamless service delivery across all
sectors. Directs the Council to examine current data and information
about student progress and success and identify state policies or data
collection that would improve accountability of all education sectors.

e Directs the Council to identify state programs and initiatives that do not
meaningfully contribute to making the public education system student-
focused and seamless.

o Requires a preliminary report by January 5, 2012, and a proposed plan
along with legislation necessary to implement it by December 5, 2012.

: I ic| . ol . ) ol
Staff SBE may take a position after the Board meeting
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill HB 1891
Companion wComp
Status H Education
Title Delaying adoption and implementation of the Common Core Standards
Staff Synopsis This would delay the adoption of the common core standards for two years
Sponsor Klippert
Summary wSummary
Staff SBE will oppose this bill
Recommendation
Back to the top
| Bill HB 1973
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Bill HB 1973
Companion SB 5639
Status H Education
Title Education Governance Systems
Staff Synopsis xSynopsis
Sponsor Sullivan
Summary xSummary
Staff xRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill HB 1974
Companion HB 1251
Status H Education
Title State Education Governance
Staff Synopsis ySynopsis
Sponsor Sullivan
Summary ySummary
Staff yRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SSB 5093
Companion HB 1087
Status S Ways & Means
Title Budget Reductions/education
Staff Synopsis ZSynopsis
Sponsor McAuliffe
Summary zSummary
Staff zZRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SB 5094
Companion aaComp
Status S Ways & Means
Title Operating Budget 2011-2013
Staff Synopsis aaSynopsis
Sponsor Murray
Summary aaSummary
Staff aaRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SSB 5182
Companion bbComp
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Bill SSB 5182
Status S Ways & Means
Title Student Financial Assistance
Staff Synopsis bbSynopsis
Sponsor White
Summary bbSummary
Staff bbRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SSB 5191
Companion ccComp
Status S 2nd Reading
Title Providing Flexibility in the Education System
Staff Synopsis Eliminating the requirement that WSSDA members pay mandatory dues
Sponsor Hobbs
Summary Selected Summary of Items of Interest

e Repeals the Student Learning Plan requirement for eighth grade
students who were not successful on any or all of the content areas of
the state assessment or who may not be on track to graduate due to
credit deficiencies or absences.

e Beginning with the 2013-14 year, SPI must provide high schools the
contact information for programs offering college credit, including online
advanced placement classes. These schools must publish entrance
requirements and availability of local programs that lead to college
credits.

e The members of the boards of directors of Washington's school districts
are no longer required to be become members of the Washington
School Directors' Association (WSSDA). The WSSDA dues for each
member school district are payable on the first day of January.

Staff SBE will remain neutral
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill 2SSB 5427
Companion HB 1510
Status H Education
Title State-funded Kindergarten
Staff Synopsis ddSynopsis
Sponsor McAuliffe
Summary ddSummary
Staff ddRec
Recommendation

Back to the top

| Bill SSB 5475
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Bill SSB 5475
Companion eeComp
Status S Ways & Means
Title Education Funding
Staff Synopsis eeSynopsis
Sponsor Murray
Summary eeSummary
Staff eeRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill 2SSB 5616
Companion HB 1808
Status S Rules 2
Title An act relating to the opportunity to earn postsecondary credit during high

school.

Staff Synopsis

Creating opportunities for students to earn college credit in high school

Sponsor

Tom

Summary

Requires all public high schools in the state to work toward the goal of offering a
sufficient number of high school courses to give students the opportunity to earn
the equivalent of one year's worth of postsecondary credit and must inform
students and their families about these opportunities.

e Makes the following changes and additions: Removes the requirement
that institutions adopt agreed upon uniform examination scores or
demonstrated competencies for lower division general education
requirements or postsecondary professional technical requirements and
instead requires them to agree on such scores and demonstrated
competencies to the maximum extent possible.

o Clarifies that the qualifying scores must be included in each institution's
published list. Requires the institutions to not only recognize
equivalencies of at least one year of course credit, but also maximize the
application of such credits towards lower division general education
requirements. Requires each institution to publicize its own list of
qualifying courses and distribute it to the Higher Education Coordinating
Board and the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges in a
form that the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction can distribute
to school

The Evergreen State College is excused from creating course lists since it has
programs rather than courses. Secondly, qualifying courses are clarified to be
equivalent to advanced high school courses with accompanying recognized
college-level proficiency exams or demonstrated competencies.

Staff
Recommendation

SBE should support these bills

Back to the top
Bill SSB 5639
Companion HB 1973
Status S Ways & Means
Title Creating a student-focused state-level education governance system

Staff Synopsis

This would create a Department of Education and and a p-12 council. This bill
would also abolish SBE, PESB, Achievement Gap Oversight and Accountability
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Group, and the Office of Education Ombudsman. This bill in its current form does
not include higher education. The DOE would be overseen by the P-12 council
(see highlight table for membership rules), which would include SPI. The fiscal
note is available.

Sponsor McAuliffe

Summary Original Bill was a companion Bill to HB 1973 (which is dead)
Effect Of Changes Made By Early Learning and K-12 Education Committee:
The SBE is still abolished. The SPI is maintained as a constitutionally elected
office with supervision over public schools. The higher education state-level
entities are removed from the bill but after the P-12 transition to the DOE is
complete, the Governor is encouraged to assemble a new transition team to
consider, and if appropriate, coordinate inclusion of state level higher education
agencies into the DOE. The PESB is abolished and its powers, duties, and
employees are transferred to the DOE. The QEC is abolished and some of its
powers and duties are transferred to the DOE, but not its employees. The
AGOAC, and the OEO are abolished. The P-12 Education Council is created to
advise the Secretary and consists of:

e The Superintendent of Public Instruction, who votes only in a tie and
cannot be the chair of the Council.

e Two members representing early learning appointed by the Governor.

e Three members representing K-12 education elected by school district
directors, one of whom must be a resident of the Puget Sound area; one
of whom must be a resident outside of the Puget Sound area; and one of
whom must be a resident of Eastern Washington.

Two members representing K-12 education appointed by the Governor.

Staff SBE will remain neutral

Recommendation
Back to the top

Bill SSB 5726

Companion hhComp

Status S Rules 2

Title Innovation Schools

Staff Synopsis hhSynopsis

Sponsor Harper

Summary hhSummary

Staff hhRec

Recommendation
Back to the top

Bill SB 5829

Companion iiComp

Status S Ways & Means

Title Providing school districts with temporary flexibility in implementing compensation

adjustments made in the omnibus appropriations act

Staff Synopsis

Allowing districts to shorten the school year a maximum of five days (as an
adjustment to state funding reductions). SBE will be responsible for managing
such waiver requests

Sponsor

McAuliffe
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SB 5829

Summary

In the event the 2011-13 omnibus operating budget reduces compensation,
districts are provided the option of accommodating those reductions through
leave without pay, including temporary layoffs that result in shortened school
days or hours, up to a maximum of five days. Exceptions are compensation
changes related to suspension of I-732 COLAs or changes to the National Board
bonus program.

Each school district will submit a plan to the State Board of Education explaining
how any compensation reductions adopted in the 2011-13 budget will be
managed. The State Board of Education will grant waivers to the day and hour
provisions, if districts choose to amend days and hours as a way to manage
salary reductions. Districts' waiver applications must provide that the school
district will maintain a quality instructional program and any plan for a shortened
school year or reduced work day must apply proportionally to all full — and part-
time school district staff.

Employees' health benefits will continue to be calculated as if reductions in hours
or days did not occur. To the extent districts employ the waiver from current day
and hour requirements, employees' retirement benefits will be preserved as if the
salary reductions did not occur. To the extent districts employ the waiver,
compensation reductions will not be considered in determining the average
salary paid. This authority is effective for school years 2011-12 and 2012-13 and
expires September 1,

2013.

Staff
Recommendation

SBE Opposed this Bill

Back to the top
Bill JJIBill
Companion jiComp
Status Jj status
Title jititle
Staff Synopsis jisynopsis.
Sponsor JJsponsor
Summary jisummary
Staff jiRec
Recommendation
Back to the top
Bill SHB 1524
Companion kkComp
Status S EL & K12
Title Recognizing the International Baccalaureate Diploma

Staff Synopsis

Allows students to meet state minimum graduation requirements for students
who complete all the requirements of the International Baccalaureate Diploma.

Sponsor

Orwwall

Summary

Provides that students who complete specified requirements of an
International Baccalaureate Diploma Program are considered to have

satisfied state minimum high school graduation requirements, except that they
must still meet the state standard on required state assessments and study the
United States and Washington Constitutions as required by law.
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Staff kkRec
Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill HB 1684
Companion [IComp
Status HE
Title Regarding online financial education in public schools

Staff Synopsis

OSPI will make available an online financial education course. Districts must
provide the students with the opportunity to take the course and are encouraged
to provide credit for successful completion.

Sponsor Maxwell

Summary The office of the superintendent of public instruction, through the digital learning
department, shall make available to all school districts an online course in
financial education with sufficient content to be equivalent to one-half of one high
school credit. The office shall select the course with input from the financial
education public-private partnership established in RCW 7 28A.300.450 to
ensure that the course meets financial education learning standards endorsed by
the partnership.
The office shall seek federal and private funds to support the 10 online financial
education course. School districts shall provide all students in grades nine 12
through twelve the opportunity to complete the online financial education course
under this section, whether through a regularly scheduled class period; before or
after school; during class period breaks, lunch periods, or library and study time;
at home; or other opportunities. School districts shall publicize the availability
and importance of the online financial education course to students and their
families. School districts are encouraged to grant credit toward high school
graduation to students who successfully complete the online financial education
course.

Staff lIRec

Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill mmBill

Companion mmComp

Status mmStatus

Title mmTitle

Staff Synopsis mmSynopsis

Sponsor mmSponsor

Summary mmSummary

Staff mmRec

Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill nnBill

Companion nnComp

Status nnStatus

Title nnTitle
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Bill nnBill
Staff Synopsis nnSynopsis
Sponsor nnSponsor
Summary nnSummary
Staff nnRec
Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill ooBiIll
Companion ooComp
Status ooStatus
Title ooTitle
Staff Synopsis 00Synopsis
Sponsor ooSponsor
Summary ooSummary
Staff ooRec
Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill ppBill
Companion ppComp
Status ppStatus
Title ppTitle
Staff Synopsis ppSynopsis
Sponsor ppSponsor
Summary ppSummary
Staff ppRec
Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill qqBill
Companion qgqComp
Status qgStatus
Title qqTitle
Staff Synopsis qgSynopsis
Sponsor qgSponsor
Summary gqgSummary
Staff gqgRec
Recommendation

Back to the top

Bill rrBill
Companion rrComp
Status rrStatus
Title rrTitle

Staff Synopsis rrSynopsis
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Bill rrBill
Sponsor rrSponsor
Summary rrSummary
Staff rrRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill ssBill
Companion ssComp
Status ssStatus
Title ssTitle
Staff Synopsis sSsSynopsis
Sponsor ssSponsor
Summary ssSummary
Staff ssRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill ttBill
Companion ttComp
Status ttStatus
Title ttTitle
Staff Synopsis ttSynopsis
Sponsor ttSponsor
Summary ttSummary
Staff ttRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill uuBill
Companion uuComp
Status uuStatus
Title uuTitle
Staff Synopsis uuSynopsis
Sponsor uuSponsor
Summary uuSummary
Staff uuRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill vvBiIll
Companion vvComp
Status vvStatus
Title wTitle
Staff Synopsis vvSynopsis
Sponsor vvSponsor
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Bill vvBiIll
Summary vvSummary
Staff vvRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill wwBill
Companion Wwcomp
Status wwStatus
Title wwTitle
Staff Synopsis wwSynopsis
Sponsor wwSponsor
Summary wwSummary
Staff wwRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill xxBill
Companion xxComp
Status xxStatus
Title xXTitle
Staff Synopsis XXSynopsis
Sponsor xxSponsor
Summary xxSummary
Staff xXRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill yyBiIll
Companion yyComp
Status yyStatus
Title yyTitle
Staff Synopsis yySynopsis
Sponsor yySponsor
Summary yySummary
Staff yyRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
Bill zzBill
Companion zzComp
Status zzStatus
Title zzTitle
Staff Synopsis ZzSynopsis
Sponsor zzSponsor
Summary zzSummary
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Bill zzBill

Staff zzRec
Recommendation

Back to the top
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Tracking/Import Table

# Bill | New Bill | Title Status gg’us Sponsor | Companion Bills
1 ESHB | ESHB Operating C5L11 C5L Hunter SB 5095
1086 | 1086 sup budget 11
2009-11
2 HB | HB Operating H Ways & Means | H Ways | Hunter SB 5094
1087 | 1087 budget 2011- &
2013 Means
3 SHB | SHB Budget H Rules R H Rules | Hunter SB 5093
1251 | 1251 reductions/ R
education
4 HB | HB School H Education H Hunt dComp
1325 | 1325 district Educati
reorganizatio on
n
5 SHB | SHB High School | H Ways & Means | H Ways | Rolfes eComp
1330 | 1330 Math &
Assessment Means
S
6 HB | HB Regarding S EL/K-12 S EL/K- | Santos SB 5227
1412 | 1412 mathematics 12
end-of-
course
assessments
7 SHB | SHB School S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Anderson | gComp
1431 | 1431 District 12
Insolvency
8 | E2SHB | E2SHB | Education S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Maxwell hComp
1443 | 1443 Reforms 12
9 SHB | SHB Educator H Ways & Means | H Ways | Hunter iComp
1449 | 1449 Certificate &
Fee Means
10 2SHB | 2SHB State-funded | S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Kagi jComp
1510 | 1510 Kindergarten 12
11 HB | HB Reorganizing | S EL/K-12 S EL/K- | Maxwell | kComp
1521 | 1521 Washington’ 12
s Innovation
Schools
37 SHB Recognizing | SEL & K12 Orwwall kkComp
1524 the
International
Baccalaureat
e Diploma
12 2SHB | 2SHB Innovation H 2nd Reading H 2nd Hargrove | SB 5792
1546 | 1546 Schools and Readin
Zones g
13 | E2SHB | E2SHB | School S EL & K-12 S EL/K- | Carlyle mComp
1593 | 1593 Officials 12
14 HB | HB Concerning S EL/K-12 S EL/K- | Santos nComp
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Bill

New Bill

Title

Status

New
Status

Sponsor

Companion Bills

1594

1594

the
membership
and work of
the financial
education
public-
private
partnership.

12

15

E2SHB
1599

E2SHB
599

Actual
Student
Success
Payments

S EL & K-12

S EL/K-
12

Probst

oComp

16

SHB
1600

SHB
1600

Concerning
elementary
math
specialists

S EL/K-12

S EL/K-
12

Probst

pComp

17

SHB
1710

SHB
1710

Concerning
a strategic
plan for
career and
technical
education.

S Higher Ed &
Work
Development

HighEd
&Work
Dev

Moscoso

qComp

38

HB
1684

Regarding
online
financial
education in
public
schools

HE

Maxwell

[IComp

18

E2SHB
1808

E2SHB
1808

An act
relating to
the
opportunity
to earn
postseconda
ry credit
during high
school.

SEL & K-12

S EL/K-
12

Lytton

SB 5616

19

HB
1816

HB
1816

Concerning
funding and
operating
practices of
the state
higher
education
system.

House Higher
Education

H Hi Ed

Anderson

SB 5687

20

SHB
1829

SHB
1829

Creating the
Indian
Education
Division in
OSPI

SEL & K-12

S EL/K-
12

Billig

SB 5761

21

SHB
1841

SHB
1841

State
Information
Technology

H Ways & Means

H Ways

Means

McCoy

uComp
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# Bill | New Bill | Title Status g;vtvus Sponsor | Companion Bills
22 ESHB | ESHB Establishing | SEL & K-12 S EL/K- | Haigh vComp
1849 | 1849 the 12
Washington
state
education
council
23 HB | HB Delaying H Education H Klippert wComp
1891 | 1891 adoption and Educati
implementati on
on of the
Common
Core
Standards
24 HB | HB Education H Education H Sullivan SB 5639
1973 | 1973 Governance Educati
Systems on
25 HB | HB State H Education H Sullivan HB 1251
1974 | 1974 Education Educati
Governance on
26 SSB | SSB Budget S Ways & Means | S Ways | McAuliffe | HB 1087
5093 | 5093 Reductions/e &
ducation Means
27 SB | SB 5094 | Operating S Ways & Means | S Ways | Murray aaComp
5094 Budget &
2011-2013 Means
28 SSB | SSB Student S Ways & Means | S Ways | White bbComp
5182 | 5182 Financial &
Assistance Means
29 SSB | SSB Providing S 2nd Reading S 2nd Hobbs ccComp
5191 | 5191 Flexibility in Readin
the g
Education
System
30 2SSB | 2SSB State-funded | H Education H McAuliffe | HB 1510
5427 | 5427 Kindergarten Educati
on
31 SSB | SSB Education S Ways & Means | S Ways | Murray eeComp
5475 | 5475 Funding &
Means
32 2SSB | 2SSB An act S Rules 2 S 2nd Tom HB 1808
5616 | 5616 relating to Readin
the g
opportunity
to earn
postseconda
ry credit
during high
school.
33 SSB | SSB Creating a S Ways & Means | S Ways | McAuliffe | HB 1973
5639 | 5639 student- &
focused Means
state-level
education
governance
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# Bill | New Bill | Title Status e Sponsor | Companion Bills
Status
system
34 SSB | SSB Innovation S Rules 2 S 2nd Harper hhComp
5726 | 5726 Schools Readin
g
35 SB | SB 5829 | Providing S Ways & Means | S Ways | McAuliffe | iiComp
5829 school &
districts with Means
temporary
flexibility in
implementin
g .
compensatio
n
adjustments
made in the
omnibus
appropriation
s act
36 JJBill jititle Jj status JJsponso | jjComp
r
38 HB Regarding HE Maxwell lIComp
1684 online
financial
education in
public
schools
39 | mmBill mmTitle mmStatus mmSpon | mmComp
sor
40 nnBill nnTitle nnStatus nnSpons | nnComp
or
41 ooBill ooTitle ooStatus ooSpons | ooComp
or
42 ppBiIll ppTitle ppStatus ppSpons | ppComp
or
43 qqgBill qqTitle qqgStatus qgqSpons | qqComp
or
43 rrBill rrTitle rrStatus rrSponso | rrComp
r
44 ssBill ssTitle ssStatus ssSpons | ssComp
or
45 ttBill ttTitle ttStatus ttSponsor | tComp
46 uuBill uuTitle uuStatus uuSpons | uuComp
or
47 vvBill vvTitle vvStatus vvSpons | vwComp
or
48 wwBill wwTitle wwStatus wwSpons | Wwcomp
or
49 xxBill xxTitle xxStatus xxSpons | xxComp
or
50 yyBiIll yyTitle yyStatus yySpons | yyComp
or
51 zzBill zzTitle zzStatus zzSpons | zzComp
or
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The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective VWorkforce

REQUIRED ACTION DISTRICT APPROVAL PROCESS

BACKGROUND

The State Board of Education’s (SBE) work for a new statewide accountability system includes
a new Required Action process adopted by the state Legislature in the 2010 session® to
address the needs for dramatic turnaround in our persistently lowest achieving schools. OSPI
will use federal school improvement grants to support these schools. A parallel process is a
selective competition from the remaining pool of persistently lowest achieving schools for
voluntary school improvement, also known as Models of Equity and Excellence through Rapid
Improvement and Turnaround (MERIT).

At the January 2011 Board meeting, the Board designated the following four districts for
Required Action:

o Lakeridge Elementary School, Renton School District

e Morton Junior-Senior High School, Morton School District

e Onalaska Middle School, Onalaska School District

e Soap Lake Middle and High School, Soap Lake School District

Approximately $7 million in federal funds is available for this fiscal year for both the MERIT
schools and Required Action Districts.

Requirements of Required Action Districts:
The Required Action plan must be developed in collaboration with administrators, teachers, and
other staff, parents, unions, students, and other representatives of the local community. The
local school board must conduct a public hearing to allow for comment on the Required Action
plan. The Required Action plan must include selection of one of the four federal intervention
models (state/local models may be used in subsequent years):
e Turnaround: Replace principal and 50 percent of staff.
o Restart: Open the school under a third party education management organization.
e Closure: Send students to higher-achieving schools in the district.
e Transformation: Replace principal, reform instructional environment, develop teacher
and school leader effectiveness, increase community engagement, and extend learning
time).

Districts recommended by OSPI for Required Action will participate in an academic performance
audit, which will include:
e Student demographics
Mobility patterns
School feeder patterns
Performance of different student groups on assessments
Effective school leadership

1 RCW 28A.657 (2ESSB 6696)
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Strategic allocation of resources

Clear and shared focus on student learning

High standards and expectations for all students

High level of collaboration and communication

Aligned curriculum, instruction, and assessment to state standards
Frequency of monitoring learning and teaching

Focused professional development

Supportive learning environment

High level of family and community involvement

Alternative secondary schools best practice

Any unique circumstances or characteristics of the school or district

The intervention model selected by the district must address the concerns raised in the
academic performance audit. If necessary, the district must reopen the collective bargaining
agreement to address the audit’s findings.

As part of the Required Action plan, districts must also submit the following documents to OSPI:
e Collective Bargaining Agreement (Certificated Staff) and Memorandum of

Understanding/Agreement.

Annual District Calendar and School Calendar, if different (2010-11).

Calendar for Professional Development (2010-11).

Bell Schedule for Students (2010-11).

Current School Improvement Plan (2010-11).

Certificated Staff Roster with Assignments (2010-11).

Required Action Plan Approval
The SBE may approve a plan only if the plan meets the following requirements:

¢ Implementation of one of the four federal intervention models.

e A budget that provides for adequate resources to implement the federal model selected
and any other requirements of the plan.

e A description of the changes in the district's or school's existing policies, structures,
agreements, processes, and practices that are intended to attain significant achievement
gains for all students enrolled in the school and how the district intends to address the
findings of the academic performance audit.

¢ Identification of the measures that the school district will use in assessing student
achievement at a school identified as a persistently lowest-achieving school, which
include improving mathematics and reading student achievement and graduation rates
that will enable the school to no longer be identified as a persistently lowest-achieving
school.

A small workgroup of SBE Board members has agreed to read the plans and academic
performance audits in detail and analyze whether the plans meet the above requirements.
The workgroup will recommend approval or non-approval to SBE in advance of the March 31,
2011 Special Meeting.

If SBE does not approve a Required Action plan, it will notify the local school board and local
district’'s superintendent in writing with an explicit rationale for why the plan was not approved.
With the assistance of OSPI, the district shall either: a) submit a new plan to SBE within 40
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days; or b) submit a request for approval to the OSPI convened Required Action plan review
panel within ten days.

The Required Action plan review panel may reaffirm the decision of SBE, recommend that SBE
reconsider the rejection, or recommend changes to the Required Action plan to be considered
by the district and SBE. If the district must submit a new plan to SBE for approval, it must submit
the plan within 40 days of the Board’s decision. If SBE does not approve the final Required
Action plan or the school district does not submit a final plan, SBE may direct OSPI to redirect
the district’s Title | funds, based on the Academic Performance Audits.

Required Action Plan Approval Timeline:

Academic Performance Audits completed by OSPI By February 10

contractor

Districts submit Required Action plans to OSPI March 4

Required Action plans read/scored by OSPI to March 8 (as well as 9 and 10
ensure they are compliant with federal guidelines for regular SIG applications)
OSPI interviews Required Action Districts March 16 — 18

Required Action districts submit plans to OSPI with | Approximately March 18
revisions based on OSPI feedback

OSPI provides copies of Required Action plans and | Approximately March 18
summaries of scoring to SBE

SBE reads Required Action plans; work group March 18 — 25
recommends approval or changes

SBE small work group recommends approval or non | March 25
approval of each Required Action plan

SBE Special Meeting to approve Required Action March 31
plans

Required Action Districts must participate in the Board’s teleconference March 31 Special
Meeting to provide a brief summary of their plans and answer any questions Board members
have. At the end of the Special Meeting, the Board will vote to approve or not approve each
district.

POLICY CONSIDERATION

The SBE is expected to develop local models for turning around persistently lowest achieving
schools in future years. The work of both the MERIT and Required Action Districts will be
evaluated by an OSPI contractor, Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO), and
examined closely to inform development of local models.

EXPECTED ACTION

The Board is expected to vote on March 31, 2011 to consider approval on the proposed
Required Action District Plans.
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The Washington State Board of Education

Governance | Achievement | High School and College Preparation | Math & Science | Effective Workforce

BASIC EDUCATION PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS WAIVERS

SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE)

The State Board of Education (SBE) may grant waivers to schools and districts from the
requirements of the Basic Education Act (RCW 28A.150.200 through 28A.150.220). The
waivers allow schools and districts to implement a local plan to enhance the educational
program for each student (RCW 28A.305.140).

BACKGROUND

At the March meeting, SBE will consider applications for waivers from nine school districts. The
applications from Edmonds and Shoreline were tabled at the January meeting and are returning
with new information about the Collective Bargaining Agreements (CBAs). The applications from
the other seven districts (Bethel, Methow Valley, Monroe, Newport, Northshore, Seattle, and
Sedro-Woolley) also include enhanced responses about CBAs.

Since this memo is quite long, summaries of the requests have been included after the
Expected Action portion of the memo. The full applications are included in Appendix A and
public comment is included in Appendix B. The full application is available electronically and a
hardcopy will be available at the meeting.

POLICY CONSIDERATION

SBE staff has reviewed the applications and recommends them for the Board’s consideration
and approval.

Parent-Teacher Conferences

Seattle School District is requesting waivers from the 180 day requirement for two different
purposes. One request is for professional development days and the other is to provide full-day
parent-teacher conferences. After consulting SBE’s counsel, it has been determined that Seattle
School District would need a waiver to use full school days for parent-teacher conferences.

House Bill 2261, from the 2009 Legislative Session, changed certain sections of Basic
Education, including the definition of a school day*. The new definition? is more restrictive and
may not permit parent-teacher conferences to be the only activity conducted during a school
day (more information is provided in the Rules memo). Therefore, Seattle School District is
requesting a waiver of three days for parent-teacher conferences in elementary schools and one
day for middle and high schools.

' RCW 28A.150.030
2 RCW 28A.150.203
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Shortened School Year

During the 2011 Legislative Session, the Legislature may make drastic cuts to existing state
programs, including K-12 education. A reduction in the number of school days has been
proposed as a cost saving strategy. As a consequence, the SBE should consider including a
clause in any granted waiver that reduces or voids the waiver if the school year is shortened.
The clause would be included in every granted waiver.

EXPECTED ACTION

Approval of the applications, with the provision that if the Legislature reduces the number of
days for a school year then the number of waived days would be reduced by an equal amount.

SUMMARIES OF WAIVER APPLICATIONS

Number of | School New or Accountability 2009 Academic
District Days Years Renewal Information Achievement Award
1.Maplewood Parent
Made AYP: No Cooperative (Overall
Improvement: Step Excellence);
5 2011-14 | Renewal Two under NCLB 2.Challenge Elementary
Tier | or 1l schools: No (Overall Excellence,
Language Arts And Math)
1. Student instructional days (as requested) 175
Collective > Wai d ted i licati 5
Bargaining . Waiver days (as requested in application)
Agreement 3. Additional teacher work days without students 6
(CBA) o .
information The district or school directs some or all
of the activities for four of the six additional days
Total 186

The purpose of the waiver plan is to implement their improvement goals
identified within the school and district improvement plans; use of
professional learning communities; implementation of a formative

Edmonds assessment system; implementation of multi-tiered instruction (similar to
(previously response to intervention); review of student learning data, instructional
tabled by strategies to close the achievement gap; analysis of effectiveness of

the Board) instructional strategies.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan are focusing on increasing

student achievement in all grades for reading and mathematics by specific

percentage points each year provided in the application. In addition, the

waiver | district will target improving achievement in the following topics for the
Plan following groups:

Summary e All elementary students who are not meeting grade-level standards
in reading.

e All K-12 Latino students who are not meeting grade-level standards
in reading.

e All K-12 low income students who are not meeting grade-level
standards in reading.

e All K-12 students who are not meeting grade-level standards in
math.

e All K-12 low income students who are not meeting grade-level
standards in math.
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District

Number of

2009 Academic
Achievement Award

New or
Renewal

School
NCES

Accountability

Information

Shoreline
(previously
tabled by
the Board)

District

Bethel

DEVE]

Made AYP: No

Kellogg Middle (Overall

5 2011-14 | Renewal Improvement: No Excellence And Language Arts)
Tier | or Il schools: No
1. Student instructional days (as requested in application) 175
Collective 2. Waiver days (as requested in application) 5
Bargaining . -
Agreement 3. Additional teacher work days without students
~ (CBA) The district or school directs some or all
information of the activities for three of the seven additional
days
Total 187
The purpose of the waiver plan is to provide the time for educators to
continue to implement a system of instruction that will increase the academic
achievement of every student, specifically in mathematics, and to close the
achievement gap in reading and math so that the AYP Proficiency Index in
reading and math for each of the subgroups (American Indian, Asian/Pacific
Islander, Black, Hispanic, White, Limited English, Special Education, Low
Income) will equal, or exceed, the proficiency index for all.
The waiver days will provide the district time for:
¢ District grade level or content level meetings to determine power
Wai standards, align standards and curriculum, and create common
P"’l‘g’:r assessments for testing these standards.
e School staff or teacher professional learning communities to meet wi
Summary School staff or teacher prof [ g ties t t with

Number of
Days

colleagues and analyze common assessment data to identify the students
at-risk, determine appropriate interventions, and set up a system of
student progress monitoring to ensure that these students are successful.

o Staff training so that all teachers have the skills to analyze data to inform
their instruction, use any new curriculum that the District adopts, create
lessons that focus on power standards, and utilize the most effective
instructional strategies.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan reach 100 percent of students
meeting standards in mathematics and reading by 2014 and will identify and
support struggling students.
School New or Accountability
Years Renewal Information
Made AYP: No
Improvement: Step 2

2010 Academic
Achievement Award

2 2011-14 | Renewal |Tier | or Il schools:
Two Jr. High Schools
in Tier Il
1. Student instructional days (as requested in application) 178
Collective 2. Waiver days (as requested in this application) 2
Bargaining 3. Additional teacher work days without students 10
Agreement The district or schools directs
(CBA) he activities f fth dditional d
information the activities for zero of the ten additional days
Total | 190
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District

Methow
Valley

Waiver
Plan
Summary

Number of
DEVE]

The purpose of the waiver plan is to provide additional time for teams of
teachers and administrators to analyze data and develop appropriate
learning action plans to improve instructional practices for increased student
achievement. This has and should continue to lead to increased
opportunities for the development of professional learning communities
focused entirely on student assessment data and plans for improving student
achievement through modified lesson designs.

Teachers will have the opportunity to modify, change, and enhance
instructional practices for specifically targeting subgroups that have
demonstrated lower student achievement rates than other student
subgroups. They will also to work extensively with teams of teacher leaders
on the primary issues that affect individual student groups to have a lower
on-time and extended graduation rate than other student groups will be
valuable in helping to formulate a plan on how to best address the needs of
these student groups.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan are to improve student
achievement as demonstrated on the MSP and HSPE by at least 5 percent
in all areas, with the goal of 10 percent improvement in Mathematics. The
specific 5 percent and 10 percent improvement for each grade level relative
to Reading and Mathematics improvement are listed in the body of the
application. Basic improvement areas are expected in the following:
e More high school students are college ready due to increased
program rigor.
e More high school students engaged in project-based learning
opportunities.
e More junior high school students partaking in advanced academic
curriculum.
e More junior high school students actively engaged in their learning.

School
NCES

2010 Academic
Achievement Award
1. Liberty Bell Junior Senior High
School (Overall Excellence —
Multilevel);

New or
Renewal

Accountability
Information

Made AYP: Yes

6 2011-14 | Renewal !rmprlcwerl?enﬁ Ncl) N 2.Liberty Bell Junior Senior High
ier tor il schools. No School (Special Recognition -
Extended Graduation Rate)
1. Student instructional days (as requested in application) 174
Collective 2. Waiver days (as requested in application) 6
Bargaining 35
Ag{ggfzgﬂnt 3. Additional teacher work days without students :
information The district or schools directs some or all
of the activities for one of the 3.5 additional days
Total 183.5
The purpose of the waiver plan is to support more students meeting
standard on the statewide assessments. The district is wishing to use full-
day professional development and reduce reliance on half-days. The waiver
Waiver |plan includes improvement of the instructional program with research;
Plan sharing successful instructional strategies; reducing the achievement gap;
Summary | and using formative assessments.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan include 80 percent of
students meeting standard in reading and increasing_; the number of students
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Number of

District DEVES

meeting standard in mathematics by 50 percent in each grade level.

School New or Accountability 2010 Academic
Years Renewal Information Achievement Award

Made AYP: No
2011-14 | Renewal |Improvement: Step 2
Tier | or Il schools: No

Leaders in Learning (Special
Recognition — Improvement)

Collective
Bargaining
Agreement

(CBA)
information

1. Student instructional days 176
2. Waiver days (as requested in this application) 4
3. Additional teacher work days without students 1
The district or schools directs the -
activities for the 1 additional day
Total 181

Monroe

Waiver
Plan
Summary

Number of
District DEVE]

The purpose of the waiver plan is to provide time for implementation of the
District’'s Improvement Plan. The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan
are:

e To increase the number of students (grades 3-10) meeting standard in
reading by 10 percent on the MSP/HSPE in spring 2011, using district
assessments to monitor progress toward the goal.

e Toincrease the number of students meeting standard in math on the
MSP/HSPE in spring 2011 by 10 percent using district assessments to
monitor progress toward that goal.

o Develop a comprehensive district curriculum, instruction, and
assessment system, clearly communicated and articulated throughout
the district, including common teacher and student expectations.

e Enhance school safety and climate to meet the needs of the whole
child.

School New or Accountability 2010 Academic
Years Renewal Information Achievement Award
1. Newport High School (Overall
Excellence — High).
Made AYP: Yes 2. Sadie Halstead Middle School
2011-14 | Renewal |Improvement: No (Overall Excellence - Schools

. . with Significant Gifted
Tier | or Il schools: No Populations).

3. Newport High School (Special
Recognition - Language Arts).

Collective
Newport Bargaining
Agreement
(CBA)
information

1. Student instructional days (as requested in application) 175
2. Waiver days (as requested in application) 5
3. Additional teacher work days without students 5
The district or schools directs some or all of the | -
activities for one of the five additional days |
Total 185

Waiver
Plan
Summary

The purpose of the waiver plan is to increase student achievement on state
assessments in reading, math and science for all students; to increase
student achievement for their low income student subgroup by reducing the
achievement gap in reading and math; and to improve on-time and extended

high school g_]raduation rates by using data from multiple measures to identify
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District

Number of
DEVE]

and implement instructional programs that are vertically aligned K-12 and
with state standards. The district will provide ongoing, high-quality
professional development to staff to ensure that they are equipped to provide
effective teaching to meet their goals.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan are to:

1. Increase student achievement in reading, math and science for all
students on state assessments by increasing in each area and grade
level by a minimum of five percentage points as averaged over the next
three years. See question ten for actual percentages and scores.

2. Increase student achievement in reading, math and science for our low
income student subgroup on state assessments by increasing in each
area and grade level by a minimum of 5 percentage points as averaged
over the next three years. See question ten for actual percentages and
scores.

3. Increase Newport School District's on-time graduation rate to 80 percent
and extended graduation rate to 83 percent.

School Accountability
Years Information

2010 Academic
Achievement Award
1. Five elementary schools
received an Overall Excellence

New or
Renewal

Northshore

Made AYP: No Award;
5 2011-14 | Renewal |Improvement: No 2. Two elementary schools
Tier | or Il schools: No received a Special Recognition
for Closing the Achievement
Gap Award
. . 175
1. Student instructional days (as requested
Collective ] ] - 5
Bargaining 2. Waiver days (as requested in application)
Agreement
(CBA) 3. Additional teacher work days without students 4
information The district or schools directs some or all
of the activities for 2.5 of the 4 additional days
Total 184
The purpose of the waiver plan is to:

e Develop and refine common assessments and new requirements
within the context of the District Comprehensive Assessment Plan.

e Support implementation of the District Comprehensive Assessment
Plan through collaboration in Professional Learning Communities.

e Expand and focus the analyses of state, district and classroom
based assessments with emphases on the improvement of student
achievement and test scores.

e Develop and implement interim common assessments at both

) elementary and secondary levels in core content areas.
Waiver 1 . ; . .
Plan e Utilize a common ms_tructlon_al frameW(_)rk in order to diagnose,
Summary assess and improve instructional practices (e.g., high leverage math

practices, gradual release).

e Utilize data to inform instructional practices, decisions and student
outcomes.

e Coordinate P - 12 curriculum alignment and design strategies to
ensure continuity throughout the curricula, instructional programs
and extended learning activities.

e Apply principles of HRO (High Reliability Organizations) system-wide
to ensure response to instructional needs.

e Provide training for classified employees to meet professional
competencies.
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District

Number of
Days

K-6 & K-8 =

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan are:

e Increasing by 10 percent - 15 percent the MSP and High School
HSPE reading, math, science and writing levels of performance for
4th, 5th, 7th, and 8th grade students, and students meeting standard
on EOC exams in algebra and geometry;

e Decrease the percentage of students in Level 1 in all areas by 10
percent over the next three years.

e Increase the percentage of students in each higher level; Increase
level four in all areas by 15 percent over the next three years. Fifteen
percent will move from high Level two to Level three.

e Increase the percentage of ELL, students in Special Education and
students in poverty graduating on time or within the extended
graduation rate time frame by 10 percent over the next three years;
and decrease the drop-out rate of ELL, students in Special
Education and students in poverty by 10 percent over the next three
years.

e Increase the percentage of ELL, students in Special Education and
students in poverty to be kindergarten ready by 10 percent over the
next three years.

« Increase the percentage of ELL, students in Special Education and
students in poverty in college readiness courses, including advanced
mathematics, lab sciences, AP, IB, College in the High School and
Tech Prep courses.

e Increase the percentage of ELL, students in Special Education and
students in poverty reading at grade level by second grade and by
third grade by 10 percent over the next three years.

In addition, the district will be able to eliminate their 10 half days with the
waiver.

School
Years

2010 Academic
Achievement Award
1. Ten schools received an
Overall Excellence Award;
2. One elementary school
received a Special ;Recognition
for Extended Graduation Rate

New or
Renewal

Accountability
Information

three days Made AYP: No Award;
Middle & |2011-13 | Renewal lrmprlcwerlrllen:]: Stlep 2 3. Two séhools received a Special
High = one 1er Or_ schools: Recognition for Improvement
day Three Tier Il schools Award:
4. One high school received
Language Arts Awards;
5. Two elementary schools
Seattle — received Math Awards
Parent/
Teacher 1. Student instructional days 177
Conferences - - - .
2. Waiver days (as requested in this application) 3*
, 3. Additional teacher work days without students 5
Collective - - -
Bargaining The district or schools direct the activities for all
Agreement of the additional days
_(CBA) Total | 185
information

*The District is requesting a parent/guardian/teacher conference waiver in a
separate waiver request. That request is for 3 days for elementary and K-8
and 1 day for middle and high schools. If that request is granted the waiver
request days would in total be 6 for elementary and 4 for middle and high
school.
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Waiver
Plan
Summary

Number of

District Days

The purpose of the waiver request is to provide time for parent teacher
conferences, with the following considerations:
e Protect instructional time;
e Eliminate schedule changes and disruption (e.g., changes in PCP
and specialist schedules) for teachers and students.
e Allow teachers to focus on teaching when teaching and conferencing
when conferencing.
e Maintain the focus on teaching and learning for an additional week
each year.
e Allows for more meaningful parent/teacher dialogue with more time
available for longer conferences, typically 30-40 minutes rather than
20-25 minute schedule during early dismissal.
¢ Reduces the burden on families to provide alternative childcare
arrangements in odd increments and for a greater number of days,
mitigating financial impact and disruption of family routines and work
schedules.

The district has historically held parent teacher conferences at the
elementary level by having students attend class for seven half days. About
three years ago, at the request of the elementary schools, the district
requested and received a waiver from SBE for three full days versus the
seven half days. This essentially puts students in class for a half day longer
than the historical approach to providing time for parent teacher
conferences. In addition, the district believes it is less disruptive to the school
environment to hold conferences with the full day schedule versus the half
day schedule. Their families overwhelmingly agree that the three full day
schedule is preferable.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan are to increase family
participation in parent/teacher conferences when conferences are offered.
The District has set a goal of 90 percent participation. Moving forward, the
District will collect aggregate data from schools to calculate the number of
families that participated in parent/teacher conferences. An additional
expected outcome of the request for waiver days for parent teacher
conferences, although not directly attributable to increased academic scores,
is to provide families with strategies for supporting their children’s learning at
home.

If this waiver request is not granted, SPS would be required to add seven
additional half-day schedules to the school year calendar. For a middle or
high school that has utilized a parent/teacher conference day the waiver will
eliminate two half-days.

School New or Accountability 2010 Academic
Years Renewal Information Achievement Award

See Seattle Parent-
2011-13 | Renewal | Teacher Conference
request above

See Seattle Parent- Teacher
Conference request above

Collective
Bargaining

7§ee;ttle — | Agreement
rofessional (CBA)

Development | ;¢rmation

See Seattle Parent- Teacher Conference request above

Waiver
Plan
Summary

The purpose of the waiver plan is to support the District’s strategic plan,
“Excellence for All” (hereinafter “Strategic Plan”) by providing District staff
with three professional development days. The District’s work is aimed at
creating a system that supports 100 percent of our students in meeting or
exceeding expectations and where 100 percent of our students g_]raduate
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District

Sedro
Woolley

prepared for college, career, and life. The work will include:
e Strengthen our teaching of mathematics and science and build on
our success with reading and writing;
e Focus for sustained period of time on a limited number of high
leverage strategies across content areas;

e Ensure the work of professional learning communities is sustained
with effective continuous professional growth;

e Engage our families more often and more effectively; and

e Develop assessment tools to consistently track student progress and
use data to drive improvements.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan are both closing the
achievement gap and accelerating learning for all students. The district has
listed in the application specific academic achievement and graduation
benchmarks. The goal of professional development is to improve student
achievement by enabling every staff member to develop the knowledge,
skills and behaviors for improving instruction. All professional development
provided to district employees will incorporate Essential Elements, practices
and tools intended to build teacher capacity in improving student
achievement. Essential Elements identified by SPS are:

e Cultural responsiveness
High Leverage Teaching Moves (strategies)
Common instructional vocabulary
Family and community engagement
Technology integration
Classroom management
Differentiation strategies to support the range of learning needs in
our schools
English Language Learner (ELL)
Special Education
Advanced Learning
Interventions/Accelerations

If this waiver request is not granted, the district would likely be required to
add additional half-day schedules to the school year calendar. Thus,
granting the waiver request would prevent the addition of six additional half
days.

Number of | School New or Accountability 2010 Academic
DEVAS Years Renewal Information Achievement Award
Made AYP: No
3 2011-14 New |Improvement: Step 1
Tier | or Il schools: No
1. Student instructional days (as requested in this 177
application)
Collective 2. Waiver days (as requested in this application) 3
Bargaining
Agreement 3. Additional teacher work days without students 5
: f(CBAt). The district or schools directs some or all
information of the activities for 1.5 of the 5 additional days
Total 185
Wai One citizen provided written testimony, provided in Appendix B, to
Paluver Superintendent Dorn and the State Board of Education regarding the Sedro-
an . . . . . . .
Summary Woolley School District application for a waiver. The testimony was provided

by a classified employee concerned about any potential loss in earnings that
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may occur to classified staff if the district’'s waiver application is approved.

The purpose of the waiver plan is to:

e Create full days of professional development that will yield more
quality time for training via no loss in travel time, set-up, and the
ability to provide more in-depth and comprehensive training.

e Address the parental concern regarding the burden of childcare
planning for half days as well as improve student attendance due to
lack of attendance on half days.

e Provide time for staff to focus on district and school improvement
goals, to align curricula to State standards, to continue training in
newly adopted math and reading curriculums, to develop
intervention strategies for our students that have not met standard.

e Improve student achievement through focused training on research-
based quality instructional classroom practices.

The Goals and Benchmarks of the waiver plan are a minimum of;

e 50 percent reduction in non-proficient students (grades 3-9) in
reading and math as measured by fall-to-spring MAP assessments.

e Seven-point increase in district math MSP (Measurements of
Student Progress) scores in grades 3-8, using cohort scores grades
4-8 and trend scores in third grade.

e 25 percent reduction in non-proficient students (grades 10-12) in
math as measured by EOC (End of Course) exams.

« Fifty percent reduction in “strategic” and “intensive” (non-proficient)
students in reading and math as measured by the fall-to-spring
district K-2 math assessment and DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of
Basic Early Literacy Skills) assessment.

The waiver will allow the district to reduce 6 half-days at both the elementary
and secondary levels.

Washington State Assessment, Dropout, and Graduation Data
At the end of each application, staff has added student achievement data. The following two
tables of Washington State achievement data are provided for comparison.

Washington State 2009-10 WASL Results ‘

Grade Level Reading Math Writing | Science
4th Grade 67.2% 53.7% 61.1%

7th Grade 63.4% 55.3% 70.3%

10th Grade 78.9% 41.7% 86.0% 44.8%
Annual Dropout Rate 5.1%

On-Time Graduation Rate 73.5%

Extended Graduation Rate 79.2%
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APPENDIX A

WAIVER REQUEST APPLICATIONS

1. District Edmonds School District No.15

2. New or Renewal Renewal Application

3. Is the request for all schools in | Yes
the district?

4. Number of Days 5

5. School Years 3

6. Will the district be able to meet | Yes
the required annual instructional
hour offerings?

Edmonds 7. Will the waiver days result in a school calendar with fewer half-days?

Number of half-days before any reduction 12

Reduction 10

Remaining number of half days in calendar | 2

Edmonds 8. What are the purpose and goals of the waiver?

Waiver days provide time for our staff to implement the improvement goals identified within our
school and district improvement plans. We use the construct of professional learning
communities (PLCs) to guide our learning toward these goals. District leaders and principals
develop the plans that our professional learning communities follow.

Our secondary system is focused on the implementation of a formative assessment system that
enables teachers to understand student learning on a minute-by-minute daily basis using the
work of Dylan Wiliam as a guide. Wiliam’s research has demonstrated that intentional formative
assessment of this type, when implemented well, can have a very powerful positive effect on
student achievement.

Our elementary system is focused on the implementation of multi-tiered instruction (MTI), a
three-tiered structure that requires our staff members to routinely monitor student progress and
meet to discuss students’ needs based on relevant data.

During the waiver days our teachers work in professional learning communities (PLCs) on the
following goals:
1. Routine review of student learning data gathered through state, district, and classroom-
based assessments.
2. Routine learning and discussion about the instructional strategies necessary to close the
achievement gaps identified by our state, district, and classroom-based assessments.
3. Routine analysis of the effectiveness of our changes of instructional practices.
4. Routine learning about such topics as formative assessment and implementation of our
new literacy adoption.

The five days are essential to the yearlong effort by staff to improve student learning and to
make the needed adjustments to instruction while there is an opportunity to positively impact the
outcome of the school year.

Our experience with the use of our professional development time is that having longer chunks
of time for teachers to meet monthly in PLCs leads to deeper conversations than shorter more
frequent chunks of time. For example, at the secondary level the structure of our work is
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designed so that teachers can commit to personal action plans in their PLCs, then try out their
new learning in their classrooms in the time period between PLCs, and subsequently bring their
applied learning experiences to discuss in depth with colleagues in their next PLC. The graphic
on the next page illustrates how this structure works in our secondary schools.

Edmonds 9. What is the student achievement data motivating the purpose and goals of
the waiver?

The District uses student achievement data from the Measurements of Student Progress (MSP),
High School Proficiency Exams (HSPE), as well as from district, school, and classroom
assessments. From these assessments we have determined that while overall student
achievement in our district has risen in recent years, we continue to struggle with persistent
achievement gaps. We are most concerned about the performance of our low income and
Latino students, particularly in early literacy, and math and science K-12.

A key set of data influencing our use of professional development time during waiver days is our
district AYP data. Specifically, in spring 2010, the following groups in the district did not make
AYP:

Elementary (grades 3-5) Middle (grades 6-8) High (grade 10)
Reading All, Black, Latino, Low Latino, ELL, Low Income Low Income
Income
Math Low Income Low Income All, White, Low Income

The time provided on the waiver days will allow staff to continue to analyze student assessment
data and to work within professional learning communities (PLCs) to develop the necessary
interventions to support increased student achievement levels.

The District will use the data to align resources to support schools in meeting the student
learning goals identified by our achievement gaps listed above. The district also uses the data to
make decisions about how best to shape the professional development activities provided to
staff on the waiver days.

Edmonds 10. Describe the measures and standards used to determine success and
identification of expected benchmarks and results.

After a very careful assessment of student performance on state assessments, we determined
the following Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) focal points for our 2010-11 District Improvement
Plan:

Reading Target Groups:
o All elementary students who are not meeting grade-level standards in reading.
e All K-12 Latino students who are not meeting grade-level standards in reading.
o All K-12 low income students who are not meeting grade-level standards in reading.

Math Target Groups:
e All K-12 students who are not meeting grade-level standards in math.
o All K-12 low income students who are not meeting grade-level standards in math.

We have set very specific three-year achievement goals that are outlined below. These goals
are based on increasing the percentage of students meeting standard on the state assessment
using the state formula for making Safe Harbor. We have included the 2009-10 data as the
baseline year.

Three-Year District Reading Goals — Percent of Students Meeting or Exceeding Standard
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2009-10
(baseline year)

2010-11

2011-12

2012-13

Elementary (Gr. 3-5)

69.9%

72.7% (+3%)

75.3% (+2.5%)

77.6%(+2.3%)

Middle (Gr. 6-8)

67.2%

70.3% (+3%)

73.1%(+2.8%)

75.7%(+2.6%)

High (Gr. 10)

83.3%

84.9%(+1.5%)

86.3%(+1.4%)

87.6%(+1.3%)

Three-Year District Math Goals — Percent of Students Meeting or Exceeding Standard

2009-10

: 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13
(baseline year)
Elementary (Gr. 3-5) 59.2% 63.0%(+3.8%) | 66.5%(+3.5%) | 69.7%(+3.2%)
Middle (Gr. 6-8) 58.1% 62.1%(+4%) 65.7%(+3.6%) | 69.0%(+3.3%)
High (Gr. 10) 43.8% 49.1%(+5.3%) | 53.9%(+4.8%) | 58.3%(+4.4%)

The District has similar three-year goals for our target demographic groups in both Reading and
Math. These goals are also determined using the Safe Harbor calculation to demonstrate

progress.

In addition to tracking progress on the state assessment, we use district and classroom
assessments as a means of measuring student progress between state assessments. In
elementary reading, our goal is that fewer than 20 percent of our district K-2 students will be
performing in the at-risk category on the DIBELS in spring 2011. As part of our MTI meetings,
teachers at grades K-6 are tracking student progress on Comprehension Strategy Assessments
that are part of the district's new literacy program. In elementary math, our goal is that at least
80 percent of our grade 2 students will meet or exceed the target on the Grade 2 District Math
Assessment in spring 2011. Elementary teachers at grades K-5 use assessments that are part
of our Math Expressions program to track classroom progress in math. At secondary, our
teachers in grades 7-12 routinely discuss their students’ learning as evidenced through
formative assessments during their professional learning community (PLC) meetings on waiver

days.
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Edmonds 11. Describe the evidence the district and/or schools will collect to show
whether the goals were attained.

We will collect multiple forms of evidence to determine if we met our goals. Specifically, the
following assessments are used district-wide:

Reading:
o DIBELS, grades K-1 all students, and grades K-6 for Learning Support and “Watch List”
students.
Grade 2 Oral Reading Assessment.
Sight Word Assessment, grades K-1.
Comprehension Strategy Assessments, grades K-6.
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, grades 7-12 Learning Support.
Measurements of Student Progress, grades 3-8.
High School Proficiency Exam, grade 10.

Math:
e Grade 2 District Math Assessment.
o K-5 assessments from the Math Expressions program.
o Grade 6 assessments in key CMP2 units (Bits & Pieces three; Variables & Patterns)
under construction to be used district-wide.
o Measurements of Student Progress, grades 3-8.
e End-of-Course Math exams in Algebra and Geometry.

The district uses a data warehouse that allows all certificated staff to view student learning data
in a variety of ways, including disaggregating by gender, ethnicity, meal status, special
programs, and other meaningful demographics. Staff are able to track the ongoing progress of
groups of students as well as individual students throughout the year.

Our District Improvement Plan (found at www.edmonds.wednet.edu) provides more detailed
information about how we will measure student performance against math, literacy, and our
supportive learning environment goals. Many of these details are also outlined in our response
to question ten within this application.
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Edmonds 12. Describe the content and process of the strategies to be used to meet the
goals of the waiver.

We use professional learning communities (PLCs) as our primary learning structure K-12.
Principals and teachers meet in PLCs frequently, including during a large percentage of our
waiver day time. Formative assessments are our primary content learning for grades 7-12.
Support of our new literacy adoption and multi-tiered instruction (MTI) are our primary learning
areas for grades K-6. Our concerns about early literacy led us to this adoption. Our concerns
about data-driven decision making, particularly in terms of our student groups who indicate
achievement gaps, led us to MTI and formative assessments.

At the elementary level, the district has provided structured protocols for use in the MTI
meetings, to ensure that the conversations are focused and effective. The protocols include a
series of guiding questions designed to lead each grade-level team through a review of student
data and discussion of student needs from the level of:

The grade level as a whole.

Each classroom.

Students on the “Watch List.”

Tier Il students.

Students whose learning demonstrates that they should be moved into a different
grouping, needing either more or less progress monitoring and/or interventions than they
currently receive.

arwbdpE

At the secondary level, the work on formative assessments focuses on five strategies:
Clarifying and Sharing Learning Targets and Success Criteria.

Eliciting Evidence of Student Learning through More Effective Questioning Techniques.
Providing Effective Feedback that Moves Student Learning Forward.

Helping Students to Take Responsibility for their Own Learning.

Helping Students to be Effective Resources for their Peers.

arwdPE

The content and process of the strategies being used by the district during the waiver days is
strongly supported by research about effective teaching and learning practices that positively
impact student achievement (e.g., see work by Dylan Wiliam, Doug Reeves, John Hattie, and
Richard DuFour).
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Edmonds 13. Describe the innovative nature of the proposed strategies.

Our professional learning community (PLC) construct is based on the work of Richard DuFour
and is used by many districts throughout the state of Washington and across the country.

This model (PLCs) brings teachers together to answer four clear questions:
1. What do we expect students to learn? (the standards)
2. How will we know if they learned it? (the assessments)
3. What will we do if they did not learn it? (interventions)
4. What will we do if they already learned it? (enrichment)

PLCs are based on the notion that collaboration is the best way to ensure common outcomes,
assessments and learning for both adults and students.

Our elementary system uses the professional learning community construct to engage with
multi-tiered instruction (MTI), a three-tiered approach to learning in the classroom. The first tier
(typically 80 percent of students) is the primary classroom instruction called the “core.” The
second tier (typically 15 percent of students) is daily supplemental instruction for students who
need an “extra dose” of time for learning a key strategy/skill. The third tier (typically five percent
of students) is supplanted instruction, where students leave their primary classroom for full-time
support on a skill (e.g., many students within self-contained special education classrooms). This
framework for student learning also implies that teachers must meet routinely (every four to six
weeks) to review student data and determine next instructional steps. This is a complete
paradigm shift for our system, which formerly left it up to individual school sites to create a
schedule for data review.

Our secondary system uses professional learning communities to engage with formative
assessment, using the work of Dylan Wiliam and the Educational Testing Service (ETS) as its
guide. We are focusing on day-by-day, hour-by-hour, minute-by-minute assessments that help
teachers determine instructional decisions in real-time. Formative assessment emphasizes
using this “real-time” data to make changes in instructional practices that will help the students
immediately.

We have learned much from these structures. PLCs make it possible for us to organize learning
for nearly all of our staff without having to bring teachers together in one location. They also
help us ensure job-embedded conversations because they are based at the local school site
and are focused on the students that each teacher has in his/her classroom. MTI has helped us
create a structure to organize our students and support services so they are targeted, based on
data, and do not inadvertently overlap with one another. Formative assessments give us the
type of real-time data that we cannot get from our yearly state assessments, thus making it
easier to provide students with the right support.

We absolutely need the waiver days in order to ensure opportunities that are both consistent
and routine for teachers to meet to discuss student data and next steps to support the identified
student needs. Without the waiver days, we must rely on teachers doing this on their own and
outside a controlled learning environment- a notion that inevitably leads to gaps in information
about student needs and inconsistent implementation of instructional strategies to meet student
needs.
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Edmonds 14. Waiver requests may be for up to three school years. How will activities in
the subsequent years be connected to those of the first year of the waiver?

As noted, our system is using the following guiding questions for our work in student learning:
(the guiding questions within the PLC construct)

1. What do we want students to learn?

2. How will we know if they learned it?

3. What will we do if they don'’t learn it?

4. What will we do if they already get it?

We are using the professional learning community (PLC) structure to guide our work K-12 and
multi-tiered instruction (MT]I) to support our efforts at elementary. This is a long-term vision and
each year is connected with the previous. In 2009-10, we focused on question one above. In
2010-11, we are focusing on question two above. In 2012-13, we will begin to focus on
questions three and four above, while continuing to connect the work across all four questions.
We will continue to deepen this work in each subsequent year of the waiver. We will continue to
use the professional learning community structure during waiver days to support our learning
with respect to finding answers to these questions. Educational research strongly supports the
importance of long-term commitment to a strong focus, and the three-year waiver will help
ensure the district being able to continue and strengthen the focused work for which we have
set a foundation.

Edmonds 15. Describe how the waiver directly supports the district and/or school
improvement plans

Note: Our District and School Improvement Plans can be located on our district website at
www.edmonds.wednet.edu. Our District Improvement Plan is located on the Student Learning
Department homepage and the School Improvement Plans are linked to each school’s website,
accessible through the district's homepage.

Our District Improvement Plan identifies our most pressing student needs system-wide. The
time provided by the waiver directly supports the district and school improvement plans. These
plans address literacy, math, and supportive learning environment needs as identified by our
data. They also include steps for connecting with our community and integrating technology. At
the district level, professional development will support teachers and principals in the areas of
math and literacy, with a strand of learning around best instructional practices and assessment.
The block of time the waiver provides allows focused work on the development of content
knowledge and pedagogy to support higher levels of learning for all of our identified students.
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Edmonds 16. Describe how administrators, teachers, other staff, parents, students, and
the community have been involved in the development of the request for this waiver.

Communication around the original calendar change, prior to the 2003-04 school year, included
communication to parents and community members about the planned change from ten half
days of early release for staff development to five full non-student days for professional
development and collaborative time. The proposed use of those days was explained to staff,
parents, and community members through established district communication processes.
Feedback was overwhelmingly positive as parents felt the reduction of the number of early
release days minimized the disruption to family schedules. Since the initial processing of the
waiver, we have continued to work with administrators, teachers, classified staff, parents, and
community members to ensure continued support of the waiver. We have sought information
through surveys, face-to-face communication, and through parent and staff meetings. Groups
involved in processing the decision to seek renewal of the waiver have included: the District
Labor Management Group, comprised of representatives from each of the District's employee
groups; the Professional Excellence Committee, which includes teachers and building and
district level administrators; the District’s principals and managers; the Citizen Planning
Committee, comprised of parent representatives from all schools; the Superintendent’s
Roundtable, which brings together community members, parents, and staff; bargaining groups;
and the School Board of Directors. Each of these groups understands the need for full
professional development days and has given support for continuing the waiver.

Administrators and certificated staff continue to strongly support the current structure of the
calendar as it provides an improvement in the quality of instructional delivery and professional
development activities. Further, having the time allocated within the school year allows learning
application and assessment to be made throughout the year (see the chart under section #8). In
response to the school calendar, parents have been supportive and greatly appreciative of the
careful placement of the days which enhance professional development, as well as take into
account the need to minimize the impact on families.
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Edmonds 17. A. Provide details about the collective bargaining agreements (CBA), including the
number of professional development days, full instruction days, half-days, parent-teacher
conferences, and the amount of other non-instruction time. Please also provide a link to the
district’'s CBA or e-mail it with the application materials. Do not send a hard copy of the CBA.

For the 2010-11 school year, the Edmonds School District calendar contained 11 days of non-
student time which were used in a variety of ways to support student learning and the work of
the schools. Of the 11 full days, three of the days were held before school started -- August 31,
September 1 and 2, 2010. Of the eight days within the school year, five were waiver days and
three were supplemental contract days for certificated staff. The calendar contained two early
releases -- one in January and the other is on the last day of school.

The 2010-11 calendar resulted in one full non-student day each month, except for April and
December, which had no non-student days, and May which contained two full non-student days.
This calendar is similar to the two previous school years; however, the 2008-09 and 2009-10
school years also contained Learning Improvement Days which were funded by the State. With
the loss of those days, Edmonds did not add any of that time back into the calendar.

The non-student time is used in a balanced way to address individual, building/department,
guad and District-level needs. This time is used for: professional development; alignment of
instructional practices; curriculum and assessment development; analyzing student assessment
data; assessing student work; collegial and individual work; reviewing policies and procedures;
processing critical building decisions; communicating with parents; supporting school
improvement plan work; and supporting school and student activities.

The time described above is common to all Edmonds certificated staff. In addition to that time,
elementary students are released early for five days in October and one day in March for the
purpose of parent-teacher conferences. These conference times have widespread support from
our parents, who find the time critical to learning about their child’s progress.

Attached you will find a copy of our agreement with the Edmonds Education Association (EEA)
regarding non-student time procedures and expectations, and a copy of the 2010-11 school
calendar. You can find a copy of our collective bargaining agreement with EEA on our District
website. To access it, please go to www.edmonds.wednet.edu click on the Departments link,
then the Human Resources link, then Collective Bargaining Agreements link.

B. Please provide the number of days per year for the following categories:

1. Student instructional days (as requested) 175
2. Waiver days (as requested in application) 5
3. Additional teacher work days without students 6

The district or schools directs some or all
of the activities for 4 of the 6 additional days

Total 186
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C. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (as identified in
row 3 of the table in 17.B), please provide the following information about the days:

Percent of
teachers District School Teacher
required to | directed directed directed
Day participate | activities | activities activities
1 100* X
2 100* X
3 100* X X
4 100** X X
5 100** X
6 100** X X
Check those that apply

*These are the pre-service supplemental days (occurring before school begins). If a staff
member does not work on these days, he/she is not compensated. Please see attached
document for specific information.

**These are supplemental days. If a staff member does not work on these days, he/she is not
compensated. For 2010-11 these days were scheduled for September, January, and May.
Please see attached documents.

The early release time in January (which is part of the staff member’s base contract) is
designated for school-directed activities. The early release time in June (which is part of the
staff member’s base contract) is designated for teacher directed activities.

D. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (row three of
table in 17.B), please also explain the rationale for the additional need of waiver days.

There are a variety of activities that need to occur to begin a school year. The three days
prior to the start of school for students is used:

e To cover mandatory training or review of policies, procedures or laws, e.g. child
abuse reporting, sexual harassment, bloodborne pathogens, student medical alerts
and training, discipline policies, etc..

e To meet as a staff for professional development activities and/or to review new

curriculum or assessment materials.

To prepare classrooms for student arrivals.

To share pertinent information regarding students.

For teacher planning time both individually and with colleagues.
To review school improvement goals.

To work in professional learning communities.

To make needed parent contact and communication.

The three days within the school year is heeded to provide time for staff for:
e Working with their departments and/or grade levels on curriculum and assessment.
e Collegial and individual planning.
e |EP and other critical meetings with staff and parents.
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Professional development and training.

Building goals setting and implementation.

Assessment work and grading.

Supporting student activities, e.g. senior projects, career activities.
Decision-making activities.

The waiver days provide focused time to implement the improvement goals identified within our
school and district improvement plans. The five days are essential to the yearlong effort by staff
to improve student learning and to make the needed adjustments to instruction while there is an
opportunity to positively impact the outcome of the school year. The time provided through the
waiver days is necessary to ensure opportunities that are both consistent and routine for
teachers to meet and discuss student data and next steps to support the identified student
needs. Without the waiver days, we must rely on teachers doing this on their own and outside a
controlled learning environment, which leads to gaps in information about student needs and
inconsistent implementation of instructional strategies to meet student needs.

The loss of the waiver days would impact the District’s ability to replicate that time. Edmonds
has been forced to make significant budget cuts over the past three years and is not financially
able to replace the waiver days should they not be available. Our experience with the use of
professional development time is that having longer chunks of time for teachers to meet monthly
in professional learning communities leads to deeper conversations and results than shorter
more frequent chunks of time.

Edmonds 18. Describe how the district or schools used the waiver days and whether the
days were used as planned and reported in your prior request?

Our previous waiver allowed time for staff to implement school improvement goals. The waiver
days provided an opportunity for staff to:

e Work on curriculum development.

¢ Analyze effectiveness of their work based on student learning data.
o Work collaboratively to implement plans and goals.
[ )

Review student data leading to adjustments of instructional practices and development
of common assessment.

¢ Receive professional development on nhew math and literacy curriculum.

These activities were those that were planned as part of the district’s prior waiver request.
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Edmonds 19. How well were the purpose and goals for the previous waiver met? Using the
measures and standards, describe the district’s success at meeting each of the expected
benchmarks and results of the previous waiver.

The purpose and goal of the previous waiver were to provide time for staff to implement school
improvement goals which were identified by each school through data analysis of state, district and
classroom-based assessments. The waiver days were used for professional development, curriculum
development, standards alignment, analysis of student data, and implementation planning. We are
seeing some overall student growth during this period. We still have work to do to close the
achievement gap and enhance learning for all students. Continuation of the waiver days is vital to
support improved student learning.

Although the last waiver did not request that we have specific targets, the following statements
summarize some of the progress we have seen in the district over previous years:
¢ Student performance in the district shows a three-year upward trend that is more pronounced at the
district level than at the state level in the following grades and subjects on the state assessment:
0 Grade 3 Reading
Grades 6 and 7 Math
Grades 4 and 7 Writing
Grade 10 Science
Girls in Grades 6, 7, and 8 Math
0 Low income students in Grades 8 and 10 Science
e In spring 2010, Edmonds students on average performed as well or better than state average on
the state assessment in all grades and subjects except:
o Grade 5 Science
0 Grade 8 Reading
This performance is in contrast to student performance in spring 2009, in which
Edmonds students did not perform as well or better than state averages in Grade 4
Math, Grade 5 Reading, Grade 7 Writing, and Grade 8 Math — in addition to Grade 5
Science and Grade 8 Reading.
e In spring 2010, English Language Learners in the district performed consistently higher than their
counterparts in the state in all grades in both Reading and Math on the state assessment.
This performance is in contrast to student performance in spring 2007, in which ELL
students in the district performed less well than state ELL averages in 4 of the 7 tested
grades in Reading, and less well than state ELL averages in 3 of the 7 tested grade
levels in Math.

O O0OO0Oo

Edmonds 20. How were the parents and the community kept informed on an on-going
basis about the use and impact of the waiver?

Parents and the community receive regular communication about the professional development
work staff is involved in on the waiver days. Principals include information in their school
newsletters and information is shared at parent meetings. Information is shared with the
community via the district newsletter, the district website, our Citizen’s Planning Committee
(CPC) and at the Superintendent’s Roundtable meetings.
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Edmonds State Report Card Data

School District Information from OSPI Report Card Web Page

May 2010 Student Count 20,625
Free or Reduced-Price Meals 6,348 30.8%
2008-09 | 2007-08 | 2006-07
Annual Dropout Rate 6.1% 5.1% 5.3%
On-Time Graduation Rate 77.1% 75.4% 75.4%
Extended Graduation Rate 83.5% 80.5% 79.4%
Grade Level Reading Math Writing Science
4th Grade 68.2% 54.9% 62.8%
7th Grade 67.3% 58.6% 73.8%
10th Grade 83.9% 42.2% 90.8% 50.5%
Grade Level Reading Math Writing Science
4th Grade 73.9% 48.5% 61.4%
7th Grade 59.4% 55.0% 68.2%
10th Grade 86.9% 54.0% 89.6% 45.3%
Grade Level Reading Math Writing Science
4th Grade 71.0% 52.7% 59.5%
7th Grade 62.5% 49.1% 68.4%
10th Grade 86.5% 53.6% 92.7% 40.9%
1. District Shoreline School District
2. New or Renewal Renewal Application
3. Is the request for all Yes
schools in the district?
4. Number of Days Five
5. School Years 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14
6. Will the district be ableto | Yes

meet the required annual
instructional hour offerings?

Shoreline 7. Will the waiver days result in a school calendar with fewer half-days?

Number of half-days before any reduction

No half days District wide. Elementary students
have seven for parent conferences - three in
October and four in January

Reduction

No

Remaining number of half days in calendar

Same as above

Shoreline 8. What are the purpose and goals of the waiver?

The purpose of using the five days requested in this waiver is to provide the time for educators
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to continue to implement a system of instruction that will increase the academic achievement of
every student, specifically in mathematics, and to close the achievement gap in reading and
math so that the AYP Proficiency Index in reading and math for each of the subgroups
(American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Hispanic, White, Limited English, Special
Education, Low Income) will equal, or exceed, the proficiency index for All.

Shoreline used our waiver days during the past three years to begin this process. We have
worked district-wide to begin answering these four questions: 1) What exactly do our students
need to learn? 2) How will we know when they have learned this? 3) What will we do when
students do not learn? And 4) What will we do for the students who have already met standard?

We have learned that this takes an incredible amount of time. All educators received initial
district training to do this work and it is currently happening at all levels, in job-embedded
teacher professional learning communities, at school sites, and at district level trainings and
workshops. During the last three years we:

o Determined power standards in K-12 math, P-6 reading, 7-12 social studies, and English.
Power standards are the critical standards that all students must master. They need to be
understood by teachers, students, and parents. (What exactly do our students need to learn?)

e Purchased a data dashboard and have put in place common assessments for K-12 reading
and one math assessment which we can now use for powerful data analysis and progress
monitoring. (How will we know when students have learned?)

o Wrote and received a Response to Intervention (Rtl) grant that has paid for our district Rtl
coordinator and coaches at each school. We have started to implement district-wide systems
of support and interventions for struggling students. (What will we do for students who do not
learn?)

e Conducted a review of our Highly Capable Program in 2008-09 and are making suggested
changes to improve this program, as well as our AP/Honors program. (What will we do for the
students who have already met standard?)

Shoreline students have already benefited from the work that we have completed. Teachers’
lessons focus on power standards and they are using the data dashboard to identify students
that need support. Interventions have been implemented at most sites and more students are
monitored to ensure that they are receiving appropriate instruction. We have adopted new math
curriculum at the elementary level and high school, new writing curriculum K-6, and are
currently looking at middle school math and secondary science materials. We have aligned
math instruction P-12, so all our students receive the same opportunities to learn and we are in
the process of aligning our science instruction, as well. (See section 19 for a more detailed
description.)

We still have much to do, so we plan to use the five waiver days over the next three years to:

e Determine the power standards in the additional content areas, as well as revising others to
reflect the core national standards, if they are adopted.

¢ Align standards and curriculums P-12 in other content areas, so all students have equal
access to excellent instruction.

¢ Create common assessments for mathematics, and hopefully, science that can be used to
diagnose areas of difficulty. The results of these common assessments would be available on
our data dashboard.

¢ Determine the most effective interventions, specifically for math, that will enable our students
to meet standard on state tests, to earn required credits, and be eligible to enter a college or
university.

Specifically, these days would provide the time for:

o District grade level or content level meetings to determine power standards, align standards
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and curriculum, and create common assessments for testing these standards.

e School staff or teacher professional learning communities to meet with colleagues and
analyze common assessment data to identify the students at-risk, determine appropriate
interventions, and set up a system of student progress monitoring to ensure that these
students are successful.

¢ Staff training so that all teachers have the skills to analyze data to inform their instruction, use
any new curriculum that the District adopts, create lessons that focus on power standards,
and utilize the most effective instructional strategies.

Shoreline 9. What is the student achievement data motivating the purpose and goals of
the waiver?

Shoreline’s demographics are changing and we see growing achievement gaps in our groups of
students on our AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress) data. The number of students needing
free/reduced lunch has increased over five percent during the last three years. The percentage
of students of ethnic minorities has increased over 11 percent and the number of students that
are English Language Learners has also increased.

Our District did not make AYP last spring in seven cells: Grade 3-5 Hispanic Reading and Math,
Low Income Reading and Math, Grade 6-8 Special Education Reading, and Grade 10 All and
Low Income Math. We believe that the new state testing procedures and formats may have
produced a decrease in our test scores, but we have several areas of concern. The percentage
of grade 3 students meeting standard on the state test dropped from 77.0 percent in 2009 to
67.2 percentin 2010. In grade 10, the percentage changed from 61.3 percent to 51.7 percent.

Shoreline 10. Describe the measures and standards used to determine success and
identification of expected benchmarks and results.

We use the state tests (MSP and HSPE) and the AYP Proficiency Index. Our goal is that the
number of students meeting standard at each grade level, in every tested content, is higher than
that number in schools with similar demographics across the state. Currently, we are in the
process of creating a Shoreline Accountability website where all of this information will be
available for public access. We hope to have this completed by January 2011.

The Washington State Uniform Bar indicates where our students need to be in the next four
years, so this is our expectation and is reflected in the tables below:

Goals for Percent of Shoreline Students Meeting Standard on State Reading MSP and HSPE

Reading Current % | Goal for 2011 | Goal for 2012 | Goal for 2013 | Goal for 2014
Grades 3-5 80 88.1 88.1 88.1 100
Grade 6-8 76.4 82.5 82.5 82.5 100
Grade 10 86.9 87.2 87.2 87.2 100

Goals for Perc

ent of Shoreli

ne Students Meeting Standard on State Math MSP and HSPE

Math Current % | Goal for 2011 | Goal for 2012 | Goal for 2013 | Goal for 2014
Grades 3-5 65.7 72 79 88 100
Grade 6-8 69.3 73 79.2 88 100
Grade 10 51.7 81.2 81.2 81.2 100

As we work toward 100 percent of our students meeting standard on state tests in 2014, we

have district measures to progress monitor along the way. Tracking whether our students are at
benchmark on these measures ensures that we have interventions in place to support struggling

students. We use DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Early Literacy), SRI (Scholastic Reading
Inventory) and Math EasyCBM.
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Shoreline 11. Describe the evidence the district and/or schools will collect to show
whether the goals were attained.

The assessment evidence we will be collecting are:

e State and district assessments (DIBELS, SRI, EasyCBM) data collected on our Shoreline
Data Dashboard and Shoreline Accountability Report.

e Comparison to schools of similar demographics.
Graduation and dropout rates.

District level evidence we will collect, besides assessment data, to show our actions toward the

goals:

e Pacing guides with power standards and key academic vocabulary for every grade level and
content area.

¢ Common assessments that have been created and results available on the dashboard.
District interventions that are currently being used and student results that determine the
interventions’ effectiveness.

o Number of rigorous classes (AP and honors) that offer students the opportunities for
academic advancement, enroliment in these classes, number of students who pass AP
tests.

¢ Revised graduation requirements at both high schools.

School level evidence we will collect to show progress towards our goals:

o Lists of at-risk students that need immediate support, monitored throughout the year, in
order to ensure that they are on track to meet state standards.

e School Improvement Plans with a comprehensive needs assessment, evaluation of past
year’s goals, new SMART goals, and their action plan.

o Response to Intervention Plans for each school.

Shoreline 12. Describe the content and process of the strategies to be used to meet the
goals of the waiver.

To achieve our goals, the Shoreline School District will continue to implement a system where:
e All educators, students, and parents know what students need to learn.

0 Standards are aligned P-12 in all courses and at all grade levels.

0 There are common graduation requirements at both of our high schools that will prepare
students to succeed in a four-year university and become gainfully employed.

0 All students receive core curriculum and instruction via district-adopted curriculum and
materials.

o We know when students have learned what is expected.

o0 Common district assessments are used to regularly monitor individual student progress
and to identify students who are on track for meeting state proficiency standards,
students who need interventions, and students who need academic
acceleration/extensions.

0 We continue to improve out district data collection system (Data Dashboard).

o We develop a deeper understanding of instructional practice and know what to do when
students do not learn.

o0 Teachers provide effective core instruction with clear purpose, optimal student
engagement, research-based pedagogy, and appropriate assessment in a positive
environment.

0 At-risk students receive immediate support in order to ensure that they are on track to
meet state standards (Response to Intervention).

e Students are able to accelerate and expand their learning through differentiated instruction
and rigorous course offerings.
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To this end, the five waiver days will be used at the school sites, or at the district offices
(depending on the numbers and needs) to provide high quality, professional development to
train staff to:
e Complete the alignment of state standards and the creation of district power standards.
¢ Implement newly adopted curriculum in Math, Science, and English over the next three years
of program adoptions.
¢ Administer state and district assessments with fidelity, and analyze results.
0 Understand the new state test items and specifications and the requirements for the end-
of-course Algebra and Geometry tests.
o Continuously analyze assessment data from multiple measures to inform classroom
instruction.
0 Prepare educators to implement new core national standards and assessments, as
needed.
¢ Continue the implementation of a district-wide Response to Intervention system using our
current model with a district Rtl coordinator and Rtl coaches at every school.
o Use differentiated instructional strategies to address the needs of a variety of learners.
¢ Improve instruction for ELL students using GLAD (Guided Language Acquisition Design) and
SIOP (Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol).
e Improve math instruction by expanding teachers’ mathematical knowledge and math
pedagogy.
e Share lessons learned through our partnership with the Center for Educational Leadership at
the University of Washington.

We believe that it is critical that teachers have the time to work with colleagues to embed their

new learning into their practice. So these waiver days will also provide collegial time for

educators to work in their professional learning communities at their school, or with partner

schools to:

o Look at the results of common assessments and identify students at-risk for not meeting state-
standards.

¢ With the guidance of Rtl (Response to Intervention) coaches, determine appropriate
interventions and how they should be implemented.

¢ Monitor student progress and effectiveness of interventions.

o Develop effective lessons that target learning’s identified through common assessments and
power standards.

o Evaluate and reflect on teaching practices based on assessment data.

Shoreline 13. Describe the innovative nature of the proposed strategies.

The Shoreline District wants to ensure that we are implementing scientific, research-based
strategies that have proven results. These include our professional development for effective
math instruction (part of our STEM work), our Response to Intervention program, instruction for
English Language Learners (SIOP and GLAD), our administrators’ partnership with the
University of Washington Center for Educational Leadership, and all of our work in professional
learning communities. As stated earlier, the goal of our efforts and professional development is
to create an inner-connected system where all students have an equal opportunity to master the
same high standards, receive outstanding instruction, have their progress monitored regularly
and are supported with immediate intervention (if needed), and have access to rigorous
courses. This systematic approach may not seem innovative, but research clearly indicates that
this system is the key to excellent education and it is not found in many school districts.
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Shoreline 14. Waiver requests may be for up to three school years. How will activities in
the subsequent years be connected to those of the first year of the waiver?

Our ultimate goal is to improve academic achievement, close the achievement gap, and work
towards the goal of 100 percent of our students meeting state standards in 2014. The Shoreline
District has been working, and will continue to work, to implement a systematic teaching and
learning plan. So the activities in this plan have been started and will continue for at least three
more years. We plan to continue our work in professional Learning communities to align
standards, create common assessments, intervene with students at risk, and collaborate to
implement the most effective learning strategies. We have a long-term professional learning
plan to improve math instruction, ELL instruction, implement Rtl strategies, and close the
achievement gap. We will have two new high schools opening in 2013 so we are working to
have the same graduation requirements and equal opportunities for all students at that time.

Shoreline 15. Describe how the waiver directly supports the district and/or school
improvement plans? Include links or information about how the State Board of Education
may review the district and school improvement plans (do not mail or fax hard copies).

These waiver goals are Priority #1 for the Shoreline School Board: Increase the academic
achievement of every student. Every School Improvement Plan has a district MSP/HSPE goal
and an AYP goal. Schools create their own MSP/HSPE goal and SMART goal that are tied to
Board and district goals. The link: http://www.shorelineschools.org/school_board/10-

11 priorities.php

Shoreline 16. Describe how administrators, teachers, other staff, parents, students, and
the community have been involved in the development of the request for this waiver.

A survey was sent to a random sampling of 350 parents, teachers, and students. This survey
was drafted by a committee of Shoreline Education Association members, administrators, and
parents. The application itself was drafted by a committee of teachers, parents, and
administrators. This draft was shared, and input gathered, from principal and administrative
groups, the Shoreline Education Association, and the Superintendent’s Cabinet. The majority of
responders believe that we should be focusing on helping our students become more proficient
in mathematics.
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Shoreline 17. A. Provide details about the collective bargaining agreements (CBA), including the
number of professional development days, full instruction days, half-days, parent-teacher
conferences, and the amount of other non-instruction time. Please also provide a link to the
district’'s CBA or e-mail it with the application materials. Do not send a hard copy of the CBA.

The 2010-11 Shoreline School District calendar consists of 187 days. Students attend 175 days. Of those
187 days, there were five non-student days in August before students began school on September 1.
There are seven additional non-student days, one in each of the following months: October, November,
January, March, April, May and June. Six of the twelve days are paid to teachers on a TRI contract, five
are waiver days, and one is paid to teachers to make-up for the day the state took away two year ago.
The activities on these twelve days are as follows:

1. August 25 — district professional development all day (training for using new math and health
curriculum, reading training for secondary teachers).

2. August 26 — school professional development in the morning (analyzing state assessment results
to plan goals for the year); teacher planning in the afternoon.

3. August 27 — continued school professional development in the morning (various forms of
professional development at the sites); collegial work in the afternoon (teachers meeting by
department or grade level).

4. August 30 — teachers prepare classrooms, organize curriculum, plan lessons.

5. August 31 — elementary schools have an open house for parents, secondary schools have
professional development in the morning, and the afternoon is for teacher planning.

6. October 8 — teacher selected activities.

7. November 29 — elementary and middle school complete grade reports, high school teachers
have a non-student work day.

8. January 28 — high school teachers determine semester grades for progress reports; middle
school and elementary school teachers have building professional development in the morning
and planning time in the afternoon.

9. March 13 — grading day for elementary and middle school teachers; high school teachers have
building professional development in the morning and planning time in the afternoon

10. April 1 — district professional development day paid to make-up for the day taken away by the
State.

11. May 9 — professional development in the morning, teacher planning in the afternoon.

12. June 6 — end of year grading, final reporting, etc. for teachers.

Elementary students have three half-days in October and four half-days in January for parent
conferences.

The State Board of Education should be aware that Shoreline’s collective bargaining agreement ends this
year so the number and use of calendar days will be up for negotiation this spring and summer. If the
Board grants the waiver, but has concerns regarding our use of these days, we would appreciate
understanding any parameters related to the use of the days so that the requirements can be addressed
as part of the negotiation process this year.

The link to the Shoreline Education Association collective bargaining agreement:
http://www.shorelineschools.org/departments/hr/contracts/sea_contract/

E. Please provide the number of days per year for the following categories:

1. Student instructional days (as requested in application) 175
2. Waiver days (as requested in application) 5
3. Additional teacher work days without students 7

The district or schools directs some or all
of the activities for three of the seven additional
days

Total 187
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F. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (as identified in row
three of the table in 17.B), please provide the following information about the days:

Percent of
teachers District School Teacher
required to directed directed directed
Day participate activities activities activities
1 Optional X
2 Optional X
3 Optional X
4 Optional X X
5 Optional X
6 Optional X X
7 Optional X
Check those that apply

G. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (row three of table in
17.B), please also explain the rationale for the additional need of waiver days.

As evidenced in 17C above, most of the time during these seven days is for teachers to do lesson
planning, grading, and completing progress reports for parents — all necessary components of
effective instruction. Teachers determine the activities.

The district has paid teachers for one day of district directed activities (above) to make up for the day
the state eliminated from teacher contracts two years ago. There is no guarantee that we will have
the funds in the future to continue paying for this day.

So, the waiver days are critical to provide the time for district professional development to improve
student learning and close the achievement gap as we seek to strengthen the systematic
implementation of data analysis, standards alignment, common assessments, Response to
Intervention, and the use of the most effective instructional strategies. (Please refer to earlier sections
of the application for details of our goals and plans.)

Shoreline 18. Describe how the district or schools used the waiver days and whether the
days were used as planned and reported in your prior request?

During the last two years, two of the waiver days were for administratively directed activities
focusing on the goals below. Three of the days were for teachers to direct their time, working on
the goals below. Details are included below.

Shoreline 19. How well were the purpose and goals for the previous waiver met? Using
the measures and standards, describe the district’s success at meeting each of the
expected benchmarks and results of the previous waiver.

Our goals for our previous wavier application:

Each spring of 2009, 2010 and 2011 the Shoreline School District will have more students in
grades 3 through 10 meeting standard on the WASL in all subject areas. Specifically, there will
be at least a 3 percent yearly increase in students meeting standard on the Reading and Writing
WASL, and at least a 6 percent yearly increase in those meeting standard on the Mathematics
and Science WASL.

We met our goal of increasing the number of students meeting standard by 3 percent in several
areas but results were sporadic and better in 2009, than in 2010.
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READING 2007-8 2008-9 2009-10
3rd 79.1 81.6 79.6
4th 79.7 82.7 78.5
5th 84.1 81.3 82.0
6th 82.6 82.3 75.7
7th 73.1 79.5 71.8
8th 75.9 85 81.8
10th 88.5 86.9 86.6

MATH
3rd 77.7 77.2 67
4th 66.8 68.1 63
5th 72.7 69.8 67.1
6th 67 65 68.8
7th 64.8 71.4 68.2
8th 61.7 68.4 70.9
10th 64.5 61.3 51.3
WRITING
4th 72.2 68 69
7th 72.2 81.9 77.7
10th 91.8 91.1 86.2
Science
5th 57.2 59.1 48.1
8th 61.6 66.6 73.7
10th 56.3 50.4 57.8

In 2009, we saw at least a three percent increase in the numbers of students meeting reading
standards in grades 3, 4, 7 and 8 and an increase of at least 6 percent meeting standard in
math in grades 7 and 8. Students in grade 7 improved 10 percent in writing. From 2009 to 2010
there was a 6 percent increase in students meeting standard in grade 8 reading, 3 percent
increase in grade 7 math, 9 percent increase in grade 8 math, an increase of 6 percent in grade
7 writing, and an increase of 12 percent in grade 8 science. In spite of meeting our goal in these
areas, we had many areas where fewer students met standard. This was particularly true in
2010 on the new MSP and HSPE tests. We still have a lot of work to do.

1. The Shoreline District will develop and implement a new District Instructional Plan that will
list curriculum, assessments, and instructional strategies in reading, writing, math and
science that will address the needs of all learners: benchmark, strategic, intensive, and
advanced.

Our goal has been to put district wide systems in place so that we are all working together to

benefit our students and increase their achievement. This was shared in section 8 above, as

well. We will be continuing this work over the next three years, and have a strong foundation
because we have done the following:
o Formed the Program Alignment and Coherence Team (PACT) that meets monthly to
direct this work.
¢ Aligned math classes at all secondary schools so that they have the same standards
and curriculum. Eventually they will also administer common assessments so that they
will be able to work more closely together to determine student proficiency.
e Provided professional development for teachers and administrators so that we are all
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working in PLC’s focusing our work around four central questions listed in section 8. As
a result of this focus, we now have power standards for reading, math, and writing and
are completing those standards for science and social studies.

e Currently using common district assessments in reading and math to monitor student
progress and identify students at risk.

e Started to implement a system of interventions at every school using our Rtl (Response
to Intervention).

e Created a curriculum adoption cycle and adopted new high school math, elementary
math and writing. This year we have three adoption committees working together. The
Board has set aside a budget specifically for curriculum purchases.

o Will convene a committee in January to determine new graduation requirements for both
of our high schools.

e Conducted a review of our Highly Capable Program to determine how we could better
serve those students.

2. The Shoreline School District will continue to close the achievement gap for English
Language Learner (ELL) and special education students who are not currently meeting
standard.

o We still have work to do for these students. Graduation rates improved for ELL students
at Shorewood High School, but not at Shorecrest.

o Parkwood Elementary closed their achievement gap in SPED and all other cells, except
ELL.

e Ridgecrest closed the gap for SPED in math this year.

3. In order to improve math achievement, the Shoreline School District will align the new state
math standards and Math Grade Level Expectations (GLE’s) with our K-12 curriculum,
evaluate the effectiveness of our current math curriculum to determine if additional
curriculum is necessary, and implement diagnostic math assessments at each grade level
K-10.
¢ In the spring of 2009, Shoreline created the Mathematics Achievement Team (MAT) with

37 members representing educators and parents from all schools and levels P-12. They
read current research from the National Math Panel and created the Shoreline
Mathematics Philosophy to guide all of our work in this arena.

¢ In 2009-10, we determined power math standards and aligned all secondary math
classes. At the end of that year, we adopted a new curriculum for high school math.

e Last year, 2009-10, we followed a similar process and adopted new K-5 math power
standards and curriculum.

e This year we plan to adopt new materials for middle school, grades 6-8.

Shoreline has implemented two math assessments, EasyCBM and DOMA (Diagnostic
Online Math Assessment) in order to identify struggling students in math.

4. By the spring of 2009, we will implement the new Classroom Based Assessments (CBA’s) in
Social Studies, Health and Fitness, and the Arts, and by the spring of 2010 will assess all
students to determine their proficiency in these areas. Using this data in 2011, we will
evaluate the effectiveness of these programs.
¢ We have implemented the CBA'’s and plan to evaluate the value and use of these

assessments this spring.

5. Shoreline will have the Strategic Science Plan we are currently updating this year in place
by 2011. We will have inquiry based science programs at all levels, aligned with the Science
Grade Level Expectations (GLE’s), and a professional development program for ensuring
that teachers have the skills to effectively provide inquiry based science instruction.

e Currently we are waiting for the newly revised science standards to finish our power
standard work and alignment of all the secondary science classes.

¢ We have a committee working this year to adopt new science curriculum at the
secondary schools, and we are slated to adopt new elementary science curriculum in
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2011-12 year.

6. Shoreline will continue our district partnership with the Puget Sound Writing Project to
improve writing instruction and increase the number of students meeting standard on the
Writing WASL. By 2011, we will have district-wide writing curriculum and staff will
understand and use clearly defined standards at each grade level.

e We continue to provide professional development through the Puget Sound Writing
Project every year.

e Last spring of 2010, we adopted new K-6 writing curriculum. Writing power standards
are clearly defined at each grade level.

Shoreline 20. How were the parents and the community kept informed on an on-going
basis about the use and impact of the waiver?

Parents had information on the district website and information was sent home in school
newsletters. PTA’s and school site teams were also given information about the use of the days.

Shoreline State Report Card Data

School District Information from OSPI Report Card Web Page

May 2010 Student Count 8,978
Free or Reduced-Price Meals 2,260 25.2%
2008-09 | 2007-08 | 2006-07
Annual Dropout Rate 2.4% 4.0% 3.7%
On-Time Graduation Rate 88.9% 81.2% 84.5%
Extended Graduation Rate 93.2% 85.7% 90.3%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 78.5% 63.0% 69.0%
7th Grade 71.8% 68.2% 77.7%
10th Grade 86.9% 51.7% 86.6% 57.8%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 82.7% 68.1% 68.0%
7th Grade 79.5% 71.4% 81.9%
10th Grade 86.9% 61.3% 91.1% 50.4%

2007-08 WASL Results

Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 79.7% 66.8% 72.2%
7th Grade 73.1% 64.8% 72.2%
10th Grade 88.5% 64.5% 91.8% 56.3%
1. District Bethel School District
2. New or Renewal Renewal
Application
3. Is the request is Yes, this plan includes all schools in the Bethel School District.
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for all schools in the

district?

4. Number of Days Two days are being waived

5. School Years 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14 school years

6. Will the district be | We have attached Form 1497 that attests to meeting the annual
able to meet the average 1,000 hours of instructional hour offerings.

required annual
instructional hour
offerings?

Bethel 7. Will the waiver days result in a school calendar with fewer half-days?

Number of half-days before any reduction No

Reduction

Remaining number of half days in calendar

Bethel 8. What are the purpose and goals of the waiver?

The purpose of the use of the waiver days is to improve student achievement as demonstrated
on the MSP and HSPE by at least 5 percent in all areas, with the goal of 10 percent
improvement in Mathematics. The specific 5 percent and 10 percent improvement for each
grade level relative to Reading and Mathematics improvement is listed:
2010 Reading 5% 10% 2010 Math 5% 10%
3" Grade 71.1% 74.6% 78.2% 59.1% 62.0% 65.0%
4" Grade 64.7% 66.9% 71.1% 48.3% 50.7% 53.1%
5" Grade 62.3% 65.4% 68.5% 41.0% 43.0% 45.1%
6" Grade 60.3% 63.6% 66.0% 44.1% 46.3% 48.5%
7" Grade 52.8% 55.4% 56.1% 46.2% 48.5% 50.8%
8" Grade 63.4% 66.5% 69.7% 33.9% 35.6% 37.6%
10" Grade 79.9% 83.9% 87.9% 26.5% 27.9% 29.2%

We certainly can point out the disturbing trend of our scores slowly declining in Reading from
grades 3 — 7, then bumping up nicely in grade 10. The most disturbing trend is the rapid decent
in Mathematics from third grade (59.1 percent) to 10" grade (26.5 percent). We have a definite
problem in Mathematics that will be addressed through the development of Math Leaders
Teams by subject taught in the secondary schools to grade level teams through the elementary
schools. Training Math Leaders to go back to schools and “teach the teachers,” should prove to
be a strategy that will disseminate outstanding Mathematics instruction horizontally by subject
area as well as by grade level.

We believe this will best be accomplished by continuing to provide two full days for teams of
teachers, administrators, and applicable district support staff to continue to collaborate around
the specific improvement initiative of Teachers Working Together in the Bethel School District at
both the elementary (K-6) and secondary (7-12) levels. This growth and trend of improving
overall student achievement data on the MSP / HSPE also extends to other measurements of
improvement throughout the Bethel School District, including but not limited to, DIBELS other
district-administered assessments, common classroom —based assessments developed
horizontally to meet specific subject area, or grade level needs, as well as the secondary
school’s continuing to show tighter alignment to the Key Practices of the High Schools That
Work / Making Middle Grades Work Initiatives, and our elementary school development of our
Response to Intervention (RTI) model.
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9. What is the student achievement data motivating the purpose and goals of the waiver?

As pointed out in the above response, we have been specific about the low Mathematics MSP
and HSPE achievement data throughout, and low Reading data in targeted areas. Even deeper
as we look into the AYP data, we have had difficulty-making AYP in all grade bands as well as
for all student groups. With regard to the Grades 3 — 5, Elementary Band, Only Asian/Pacific
Islander and Special Education students made AYP in Reading and Math. Black and Hispanic
students made AYP in Mathematics. In Grades 6 — 8, the Middle Grades Band, Asian/Pacific
Islander students made AYP in Reading and Math, and White students made AYP in Reading.
In Grade 10, the High School Band, All students, White and Low Income students made AYP in
Reading, and no student group made AYP in Mathematics. We have attached baseline student
achievement data from the MSP / HSPE that will show the need for continued opportunities for
building teams to meet, analyze data, and develop appropriate learning actions plans, as well as
specific lesson and unit planning for specific school improvement. Teams of teachers meet to
reflect on student growth trends as well as to address changing student needs based on student
assessments that can be addressed through modifications in instructional strategies.

Bethel 10. Describe the measures and standards used to determine success and identification
of expected benchmarks and results.

We will increase student achievement on state assessments in reading, mathematics,
and science for all grades tested: by providing additional time for teams of teachers and
administrators to analyze data and develop appropriate learning action plans to improve
instructional practices for increased student achievement. This has and should continue to lead
to increased opportunities for the development of professional learning communities focused
entirely on student assessment data and plans for improving student achievement through
modified lesson designs. Ongoing progress monitoring of DIBELS Reading Assessment Data
will be used to determine effectiveness of reading interventions. The goal is to provide for at
least a minimum of 5 percent across the board improvement annually for all testing groups, with
a 10% improvement goal in Mathematics. The graduation rate should also increase by 5 percent
each year.

We will reduce the achievement gap for student subgroups: by providing additional time for
teams of teachers and administrators to examine data around the achievement of different
student subgroups. This time will provide teachers the opportunity to modify, change, and
enhance instructional practices for specifically targeting subgroups that have demonstrated
lower student achievement rates than other student subgroups. This effort will provide earlier
identification and responsive action at elementary schools with Response to Intervention (RTI)
and accompanying strategies. Beyond the identification of these subgroups will be the initiation
of strategic interventions to best assist these groups as we aim to reduce the overall
achievement gaps of all student subgroups.

We will improve on-time and extended high school graduation rates: by providing
additional time for counselors to work extensively with teams of teacher leaders on the primary
issues that affect individual student groups to have a lower on-time and extended graduation
rate than other student groups will be valuable in helping to formulate a plan on how to best
address the needs of these student groups. We have added a “Success Coordinator” position at
two of our schools in advance of gaining this waiver due to the need for work in addressing this
problem. In those schools specifically these Success Coordinators will work with teachers,
parents, and the students on identifying factors that are currently affecting groups of students as
well as individual students.

Other components of the plan: our district has provided for CEE Reviews at our AYP Step
three elementary schools have provided the development of focused plans of improvement.
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Intensive planning and professional development have occurred and will continue to be part of a
successful plan. The ability of the secondary schools to show continued alignment to the Key
Practices of the High Schools That Work / Making Middle Grades Work will be measured
through return Technical Assistance Visits (TAV’S) in the spring of 2012 for our high schools and
the fall of 2012 for our junior high schools. These TAV’s were instrumental for establishing
baseline data in 2008 at all junior and senior high schools. Action plans were developed
horizontally at the junior high school and high school levels to address areas of concern that
were of particular incongruence when compared to HSTW/MMGW Key Practices. The
measures and standards used to determine success of the plan that is not provided in
previous responses: with regard to the High Schools That Work / Making Middle Grades Work
Initiatives will center on the attainment of Key Practices as measured in return Technical
Assistance Visits (TAV’s) in 2012. Basic improvement areas are expected in the following:

e More high school students are college ready due to increased program rigor.

e More high school students engaged in project-based learning opportunities.

e More junior high school students partaking in advanced academic curriculum.

e More junior high school students actively engaged in their learning.

Measures and standards used to determine success of the plan relative to the elementary
schools would be directly related to the efficiency of the Response to Intervention (RTI) Model.
Basic improvement areas are expected in the following:
e More elementary reading and math students identified through assessments at each of
the levels; Benchmark, Strategic, and Intensive.
e More elementary reading students progressing from Intensive to Strategic, and Strategic
to Benchmark Reading levels.
e A Response to Intervention (RTI) Model is being instituted in mathematics at the
elementary level.

Bethel 11. Describe the evidence the district and/or schools will collect to show whether the
goals were attained.

The evidence will be in the resulting school-wide assessment data from the MSP and HSPE
Exams. Goals will be attained if we achieve 5 percent across the board improvement on the
MSP and HSPE Assessments, 10 percent improvement in Mathematics, as well as continuing
to move more students from Levels one and two to Levels three and four on the MSP and
HSPE for all grades assessed. We have enjoyed success throughout our district over the past
three years having the two-day waiver, and certainly will continue to monitor building goals
attainment over the next three years as well. Additional evidence is supported through growth in
more rigorous course participation as well as student success through the Secondary Indicators
of Student Success, which is tightly linked to secondary improvement initiatives.

Bethel 12. Describe the content and process of the strategies to be used to meet the goals of
the waiver.

To promote the continuous use of student data (such as formative, interim, and
summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction to meet the needs of
individual students.

Waiver days will be used for working with teachers to gain a deep understanding of grade-alike
and subject-alike areas for the development of processes for common assessments and the
analysis of student assessments that will be used to inform and differentiate instruction. Monthly
late arrival days will be used for continuous use of time for teacher collaboration and the
analysis of student assessments as a springboard for conversations regarding “how” to meet
the individual needs of their students.

To conduct periodic reviews to ensure that the curriculum is being implemented with
fidelity, is having the intended impact on student achievement, and is modified if
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ineffective.

Monthly late arrival days assist greatly in providing the time for periodic reviews of our
curriculum and whether or not it is used to fidelity, and has the intended impact on student
achievement. Ongoing elementary, junior high school, and high school building principal
professional learning community groups conduct classroom “learning walks” in order to gain
classroom based evidence on the implementation of curriculum and whether or not it is
implemented with fidelity. Modifications can be made based on actual classroom based
evidence through these principal “learning walks” and discussions with teachers in grade-level
or subject-alike professional learning teams.

To provide ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development to staff to
ensure that they are equipped to provide effective teaching.

District professional development efforts have concentrated on the development of leadership
skills for members of building teacher leadership teams. These teams work collaboratively with
their professional learning teams in grade-levels or subject-areas to ensure quality teaching is
emphasized. Buildings have worked on teacher-to-teacher “walkthrough forms” encouraging
teachers to observe one another for the purpose of reflective dialogue on professional practice.
Building principal professional learning teams collaborate on an on-going basis on strategies to
most effectively broaden the leadership capacity in teacher leaders gaining a sense of building
ownership for student performance.

To develop teacher and school leader effectiveness.

District professional development efforts have been aimed at developing teacher leaders
in order to enhance professional learning teams in all schools throughout the district.
These PLC's are grade level based in the elementary schools, and subject matter or
curricular area based in the secondary schools. School leadership teams form the basis for
all school wide program effectiveness. Building principals are constantly undergoing
training in how to broaden the capacity of leadership in teacher leaders in order to have a
better chance of achieving school wide goals. Beyond the development of School
Leadership Teams, we will be emphasizing the particular development of Math Grade and
Subject Level Leaders who will learn effective teaching strategies through district-
sponsored professional development, and return to their buildings to model instruction to
meet the needs of students. These Grade and Subject Level Mathematics Leaders will be
taught leadership strategies similar to the Building Leadership Teams in order to better
facilitate learning plans for targeted students at all schools.

To implement a district-wide “response-to-intervention” model.

Bethel has a district-wide RTI (response-to-intervention) Program at all elementary schools.
Waiver days and Late Arrival Days are used for professional learning communities to analyze
student assessment data and intervention strategies for individual students.

Bethel 13. Describe the innovative nature of the proposed strategies.

This plan for overall district improvement is innovative in nature due to the systemic
reform throughout the elementary and secondary schools. The elementary schools in the
Bethel School District have initiated school wide response-to-intervention (RTI) models
in all schools. These RTI models use DIBELS as the reading assessment and place
students into like groups (benchmark, strategic, intensive) for targeted assistance. The
secondary schools in the Bethel School District have all aligned with the High Schools
That Work / Making Middle Grades Work Initiatives for overall school improvement.
Within these school initiatives, the development of Math Grade and Subject Level
Leaders will provide outstanding instructional modeling of the curriculum in order to
enhance teaching strategies at all schools. These will be an extension of School
Leadership Teams that are the key to all of our school improvement efforts.
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Bethel 14. Waiver requests may be for up to three school years. How will activities in the
subsequent years be connected to those of the first year of the waiver?

Professional development in subsequent years will based on the success of the first year
of the renewed application for two waiver days. We will evaluate the effectiveness of the
waiver days each year and at the conclusion of the three years. The goals listed in this
application can only be achieved as we have found out from previously receiving the
waiver if we have several years to thoroughly plans and carefully implement. Work that is
done in subsequent years will be structured similarly to the first year, with modifications
based on adjusting for better action plans centered on increased student success.
Additional time for teams of teachers and administrators to analyze data and develop
appropriate learning action plans for school improvement will continue during each year of
the plan. This has and should continue to lead to increased opportunities for the
development of professional learning communities focused entirely on student assessment
data and plans or improving student achievement. Our Board, Superintendent and District
Site Counsel, and community support the efforts and initiatives aforementioned and are the
cornerstone of our District’s efforts to improve student learning.

Bethel 15. Describe how the waiver directly supports the district and/or school improvement
plans? Include links or information about how the State Board of Education may review the
district and school improvement plans (do not mail or fax hard copies).

Bethel School District is constantly striving for continual improvement in demonstrated student
achievement. Each of our seventeen elementary schools, six junior high schools, three
comprehensive high schools, and alternative walk-in and online schools have aligned their
school improvement goals to continuing to demonstrate higher levels of overall student
achievement on the Measures of Student Progress (MSP) and High School Proficiency Exams
(HSPE). We are one of the top, if not the top large district (10,000 + students) in overall
improvement on statewide assessments. We see no reason why we will not continue to
demonstrate improvement with the time that this waiver gives us to break down data, and
develop action plans specific to each of our school sites.

The elementary schools in the Bethel School District are aligned with a Response to
Intervention (RTI) model for improving student achievement in Reading.

The secondary schools in the Bethel School District are all part of the High Schools That Work /
Making Middle Grades Work Initiatives. These initiatives consist of ten research-based Key
Practices that are present in effective secondary schools. We have worked to align our schools
to these Key Practices and need the waiver days to allow teachers the opportunity to work
together in planning for the Key Practices of High Expectations — Extra Help/Extra Time, and the
development of a Rich Academic Core that moves more students toward taking part in a more
rigorous curriculum. With regard to High Expectations — Extra Help/Extra Time, our junior high
schools have moved to A-B-C-I grading with redo, retake opportunities for students to meet
standards. This has resulted in fewer students receiving failing grades in our junior high schools.
With regard to the development of Rich Academic Core, more junior high school students are
taking part in an advanced curriculum in Communication Arts and Physical Science, and more
high school students are taking Advanced Placement courses in our high schools. Continuing
the waiver days will allow more time for deeper planning on how to continue to better meet the
needs individual needs of our students.
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Bethel 16. Describe how administrators, teachers, other staff, parents, students, and the
community been involved in the development of the request for this waiver.

Parents and community members have been directly involved in the planning and execution of
the use of the additional waiver days through the district’s site council, or FUTURESCHOOLS
Committee. FUTURESCHOOLS consists of district administrators, building principals, teachers,
parents, and community leaders. FUTURESCHOOLS parent and community members make a
point of visiting schools to see firsthand the use of additional waiver days and the resulting
planning for increasing student learning.

The FUTURESCHOOLS Committee blends district administration, building administration,
teachers, parents, and community leaders into a District-wide Site Council. The direction of our
District is constantly reviewed and planned through the use of this council. This council has
developed FUTURESCHOOLS School Visits and Classroom Learning Walks in order to obtain
classroom based evidence of the effectiveness of district and school wide initiatives. The group
meets bi-monthly as well as annually receiving an update from every school on how they are
meeting specific school improvement goals. These individual school groups all reported earlier
this fall on the successes they have seen in overall school improvement. We certainly believe
that this will continue with what we have learned in the past, and with the continued planning
time that we have enjoyed with this waiver.

Bethel 17. A. Provide details about the collective bargaining agreements (CBA), including the
number of professional development days, full instruction days, half-days, parent-teacher
conferences, and the amount of other non-instruction time. Please also provide a link to the
district’'s CBA or e-mail it with the application materials. Do not send a hard copy of the CBA.

B. Please provide the number of days per year for the following categories:

1. Student instructional days (as requested in application) 178
2. Waiver days (as requested in this application) 2
3. Additional teacher work days without students 10

The district or schools directs
the activities for zero of the ten additional days

Total | 190

C. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (as identified in row
three of the table in 17.B), please provide the following information about the days:

Percent of
teachers District School Teacher
required to directed directed directed
Day participate activities activities activities
1 0 X
2 X
3 0 X
4 0 X
5 0 X
6 0 X
7 0 X
8 0 X
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9 0 X
10 0 X
11 0 X
12 0 X

Check those that apply

D. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (row three of
table in 17.B), please also explain the rationale for the additional need of waiver days.

Although our CBA speaks to ten TRI days for teachers, teachers are not required to work these
days. Teachers can opt out of the TRI opportunity. Of the ten days allocated for TRI, two days
are district-directed and eight are employee-directed. In order to ensure that all employees
participate in training that has been outlined in our Waiver Application, it is critical that we retain
these days. Waiver days are completely controlled by the District and provide building wide
training on the initiatives that we believe will lead to increased student achievement as
explained in the application.

Of the TRI Days that are allocated to Teacher-Directed Activities, some are considered
“Deemed Done,” meaning that teachers justify on their TRI Reporting Log that they have worked
on activities away from the classroom that support their classroom teaching duties. We require
teacher attendance at a variety of Open House, Parent Conferencing opportunities in order to
maintain a cohesive bond with our parents. With regard to the time that teachers dedicate to
conferencing with parents around student academic improvement issues, it is important to note
that may of our parents commute from Pierce to King County for their work, making it necessary
to meet the meeting time requirements for parents. Parent involvement and ongoing
communication around student achievement issues are a critical part of our district / school
improvement plans.

Bethel 18. Describe how the district or schools used the waiver days and whether the days were
used as planned and reported in your prior request?

We have been fortunate to have received a prior three-year waiver. Each of our schools
submitted an agenda as to how time would be used in support of the waiver. We used the
waiver for additional time for teams of teachers and administrators to analyze data and develop
specific learning action plans based on the individual needs of each specific building in our
district. The resulting work resulted in increased opportunities for the development of
professional learning communities and specifically, teachers taking a direct role in the
responsibility for building-wide improvement goals.

Bethel 19. How well were the purpose and goals for the previous waiver met? Using the
measures and standards, describe the district’s success at meeting each of the expected
benchmarks and results of the previous waiver.

We have attached achievement data from the WASL that shows continual improvement in all
assessment areas. This confirms the original intent of the previous waiver, that being to have
additional time to break down building level assessment data and plan instructional delivery
around better meeting the needs of the students. The increase in scores at all levels supports
the original waiver. We have also attached our Secondary Schools Indicators of Student
Success to show the growth in all areas that are directly linked to our participation in the High
Schools That Work / Making Middle Grades Work Initiatives.

Bethel 20. How were the parents and the community kept informed on an on-going basis about
the use and impact of the waiver?

Our FUTURESCHOOLS committee, made up of parents, community members and staff
members from throughout the secondary and elementary schools in the district are involved in
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an on-going review of school improvement goals and accomplishments. We have also included
FUTURESCHOOLS School Visits and Classroom Learning Walks over the past two years with
parents and community members in order to visit schools and see classroom based evidence of
the success of our waiver days in the implementation of systemic initiatives.

Bethel State Report Card Data

School District Information from OSPI Report Card Web Page
May 2010 Student Count 17,388
Free or Reduced-Price Meals 7,159 41.2%
2008-09 | 2007-08 | 2006-07
Annual Dropout Rate 7.0% 5.7% 3.7%
On-Time Graduation Rate 63.8% 73.3% 76.6%
Extended Graduation Rate 71.9% 80.4% 84.8%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 64.7% 48.3% 53.6%
7th Grade 52.8% 46.2% 66.1%
10th Grade 79.9% 26.5% 90.1% 35.9%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 68.4% 46.4% 49.6%
7th Grade 56.7% 45.4% 67.4%
10th Grade 81.4% 30.3% 86.9% 28.2%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 72.8% 44.9% 56.9%
7th Grade 61.1% 39.6% 64.5%
10th Grade 81.6% 35.0% 89.3% 28.8%
1. District Methow Valley School District
2. New or Renewal Renewal
3. Is the request is for all Yes

schools in the district?

4. Number of Days 6

5. School Years 2011-2012; 2012-2013; 2013-2014

6. Will the district be ableto | Yes
meet the required annual
instructional hour offerings?

Methow Valley 7. Will the waiver days result in a school calendar with fewer half-days?

Number of half-days before any reduction 14

Reduction 4

Remaining number of half days in calendar | 10

Prepared for March 2011 Board Meeting



Methow Valley 8. What are the purpose and goals of the waiver?

The waiver represents the backbone of our professional development program. While many
school districts have moved to a late-start or early-release schedule to accommodate
collaboration, our district relies on waiver days. The purpose of the waiver is to provide time for
professional development that aligns to our district goals. Our two district goals this year are:
1. Build a common language district-wide regarding character development
2. Raise the bar and reduce the gap in regards to student achievement

Character development is a district goal, as well one of the three big ideas of our mission
statement: critical thinking, lifelong learning, and character development. The purpose of the
waiver, in this regard, is to spend time as a K-12 staff discussing and planning character
development activities. The goal is to build a shared vision around character and employ the
same vocabulary and practices throughout our K-12 system.

We read research, share practice from various classrooms, and discuss specific ways that we
can encourage students to reflect on character attributes such as wisdom, justice, fortitude,
humility, positive attitude and gratitude. The result is a coordinated, district-wide approach.

The second goal: “Raise the bar and reduce the gap in student achievement” is also a primary
goal of the waiver. The gap in our district is a socio-economic gap. This goal envisions a more
rigorous learning experience for high-achieving students (raise the bar), while ensuring that
lower-achieving students receive the support they need to reach standard (reduce the gap). Our
graduation rate has stood at between 80 and 100 percent the last four years. The need,
however, is to support students from lower income families to achieve more. The goals outlined
below aim to do that.

This year, our district hired PLC leaders at both schools to lead the learning on waiver days (we
call them “Professional Days”). The leaders use the PLC format outlined by Rick DuFour and
others to lead their teams through a systematic analysis of four questions:

1. What do we want students to know?

2. How do we know they have learned it?

3. What do we do when they haven't?

4. What do we do when they have?

This is the basis for all PLC work on waiver days. The PLC leaders review agendas for waiver
days in the Teaching & Learning Committee. They also debrief the learning with the committee
and discuss next steps. PLC goals correspond to the school improvement goals. At the
elementary school, they are:

Reading

¢ Increase the number of students reading at grade level to 80% (as measured by the
DIBELS assessment)

e All students in the “intensive” intervention group (lowest of three tiers) will move up at
least one level

Math
e Develop common end-of course-assessments
o Design intervention strategies for all students in targeted or intensive groups

Writing

e Develop writers workshop through the literacy study group. Institute writers workshop in
primary grades

e Introduce elements of writers workshop into every grade level
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e Design intervention strategies for struggling writers

At the high school, the goals are:

Science

e Develop formative and summative assessment tools to analyze student proficiency along
with program effectiveness
Explore standards based grading with pre and post standards-based unit assessment

o Develop essential questions for units of study and inquiry labs

Math

e Continue to build and refine group worthy-tasks through examining tasks and accompanying
student work

e Improve and refine process for assessing students using standards-based assessment
practices

¢ Design assessments aligned with the state standards, using standards-based grading
Continue discussion about evidence used to determine if students have met the standard

e Focus on students who are below standard in math and determine specific interventions
(both academic and non-academic) to support these students in our classrooms

English

e Share student work to impact lesson planning and student learning

Offer descriptive feedback

Use formative assessments to inform student learning

Teach students to self assess in order to improve their learning

Teach students focused revision

Learning Assistance Program

o Develop common practices in using “Study Island” online tool to help students improve
their reading and math skills
Develop differentiated teaching lesson plans in reading and math
CTE
Create effective assessments and rubrics aligned to learning targets for all CTE classes
Across the system, waiver days are used with accountability to achieve these goals. The
Teaching & Learning Committee reviews waiver day agendas and debriefs with PLC
leaders after these days to assess progress towards goals.

Methow Valley 9. What is the student achievement data motivating the purpose and goals of the
waiver?

The purpose and goals of the waiver support our overall school/district improvement effort. The
data that motivates this effort is ongoing formative assessments at each grade level in the
elementary school and subject-area assessments in the junior high and high school. We use
DIBELS testing for reading at the elementary school, along with teacher-generated
assessments for math and science. Our data suggest that, like most of the state and the nation,
we need improvement in math and science. We also face lower levels of student achievement
among children living in poverty. These have been key areas of focus on waiver days.
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Methow Valley 10. Describe the measures and standards used to determine success and
identification of expected benchmarks and results.

The measures and standards used to determine success have been developed by individual
PLC teams and the school district administration based on the district’s two goals.
1. Build a common language district-wide regarding character development

2. Raise the bar and reduce the gap in regards to student achievement

In addressing the first goal, we have trained staff in conducting “morning meetings” and advisory
groups to facilitate student reflection on character development. On waiver days, we reviewed
articles by educational researcher Thomas Lickona to develop a core set of character attributes
to promote district-wide. We also reviewed “The Heart of Teaching and Learning,” an
OSPI/Western Washington University research document that addresses character issues in
teaching children from disadvantaged backgrounds.

The administrative team will interview students and teachers at the end of the year to collect
data about how student learning and district-wide instruction have been impacted by the
character development initiative. We will also ask students to take a written assessment on
character that fleshes out and attitudes and serves as a baseline for future work.

In regards to the second goal, the following measures will be used:

e DIBELS testing determines the focus of instruction for intensive, strategic and
benchmark level students at the elementary school. Intensive and strategic level
students are also “progress monitored” using DIBELS and instructional strategies are
modified, if needed, to achieve results.

e PLC elementary teams will present common end-of-course assessments in math.

e The junior high and high school science team will present revised labs that have been
collaboratively devised by the PLC. A science student symposium will serve as a
measure of student progress on the labs and in other inquiry-based lessons, also
devised by the PLCs on waiver days.

e The junior high and high school English team will present rubrics they've developed to
assess student writing, as well as lessons they’ve developed for writers workshop.

e Injunior high and high school math, student scores on Study Island assessments for
LAP students will be presented as a measure to determine the success of professional
learning in the math team. Another measure will be group-worthy tasks (lessons)
developed by the math team in partnership with the University of Washington.

e State assessment scores, as well as samples of student work presented at board
meetings, will further serve as measures of progress.

Methow Valley 11. Describe the evidence the district and/or schools will collect to show whether
the goals were attained.

Teachers present their learnings/doings in team meetings at the end of each waiver day.
Elementary teachers present formative assessments they’ve created. Science teachers recently
presented a 7-12 curriculum map, showing how science teaching/learning grows through junior
high — and the implications for how we teach various concepts. Math, CTE, art, and English
teachers demonstrate what they've learned from student work and how the rubrics they've
developed to help students understand specific standards for learning.

Methow Valley 12. Describe the content and process of the strategies to be used to meet the
goals of the waiver.

For Goal 1:
We use 90 to 120 minutes each waiver day to meet as a K-12 team to discuss character-related
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issues. We discuss research in small groups, then develop strategies/lesson plans to roll out the
character development language/reflective exercises across the district.

The work has included studying The Heart of Learning and Teaching, Emotional Intelligence
and Classroom Instruction That Works. In the last session, for example, we divided into six
teams and each team read research related to the six principles outlined in The Heart of
Learning and Teaching. Then the teams had to present the principle in a skit, rap, poem,
drawing or visual representation to teach other participants about the principle. The activity led
to dynamic hands-on learning by staff, a lot of laughter, and deep reflection about how we
empower students through words, beliefs and actions.

For Goal 2:

Throughout our system, we use a “backward design” model to develop units of study that
embed frequent common assessments, providing a feedback loop that informs instruction. The
work that takes place on waiver days is the development of these lessons, with the district's
instructional coach and a University of Washington trainer.

PLC agendas are developed by teachers and approved by administration. The agendas connect
directly to school-wide improvement goals and include “deliverables” such as rubrics, lesson
plans or assessments developed during the day.

A goal this year is to develop ways to help students recognize academic progress, thus tapping
into individual motivation factors. PLCs have developed tools for peer review and student self-
assessment (individual charts with standards listed and spaces for students to mark their
progress).

The following list outlines other tasks implemented by PLCs this year to meet the goals of the

waiver:
o Develop formative and summative assessment tools to analyze student proficiency

along with program effectiveness

Explore standards-based grading with pre and post standards-based unit assessment

Develop essential questions for units of study and inquiry labs

Share student work to impact lesson planning and student learning

Offer descriptive feedback

Teach students focused revision in writing

Utilize the online math program Study Island to help students improve their reading skills

Focus on students who are below standard in math and determine specific interventions

(both academic and non-academic) to support these students in our classrooms

e Continue to build and refine our repertoire of group worthy tasks through examining
tasks and accompanying student work

e Improve process for assessing students using standards-based assessment practices
Design assessments aligned with the state standards, using standards-based grading

e Continue discussion about evidence used to determine if students have met the
standard

Methow Valley 13. Describe the innovative nature of the proposed strategies.

Harvard researcher Richard ElImore notes that the most effective professional development is
embedded in the classroom and the school. Teachers learn most by working together to
analyze problems of practice and harness brainpower to find solutions. Waiver days allow our
teachers the time to pursue such professional development. The innovation comes from
research-based strategies, such as protocols, that allow teachers to follow a guided format to
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unveil challenges and receive input from colleagues. It also comes from the natural creativity
that teachers, when given time, have in abundance.

Methow Valley 14. Waiver requests may be for up to three school years. How will activities in
the subsequent years be connected to those of the first year of the waiver?

Our waiver days are supporting a path outlined by DuFour in his Professional Learning
Community Model. At the elementary level, the work on waiver days in subsequent years will
simply move to other subject areas such as reading and social studies. At the junior high and
high school, teachers will continue to create lessons and assessments together to deepen
student engagement and higher levels of thinking.

Methow Valley 15. Describe how the waiver directly supports the district and/or school
improvement plans? Include links or information about how the State Board of Education may
review the district and school improvement plans (do not mail or fax hard copies).

As noted above, the waiver is directly related to our school improvement plans. These plans can
be viewed under the “schools” section at www.methow.org

Methow Valley 16. Describe how administrators, teachers, other staff, parents, students, and
the community have been involved in the development of the request for this waiver.

Staff has been involved in developing the request for this waiver through feedback to teacher
leaders in their professional learning communities. These waiver days are immensely valued by
staff, who regularly share ideas for how best to use the time to build capacity. The community
has representatives on the teaching and learning community, which has been involved in
developing waiver day agendas and goals. In addition, the superintendent has notified the
community, through newspaper articles, the value of these days in helping students learn more.

Methow Valley 17. A. Provide details about the collective bargaining agreements (CBA),
including the number of professional development days, full instruction days, half-days, parent-
teacher conferences, and the amount of other non-instruction time. Please also provide a link to
the district’'s CBA or e-mail it with the application materials. Do not send a hard copy of the CBA.

The collective bargaining agreement has no set number of professional development days. With
another round of budget cuts, professional development days (outside of waiver days) become
more difficult to support. The expectation with waiver days is that staff will participate fully.
Attendance on these days has been close to 100 percent. Absences are rare as staff see this
time as an important resource in doing the work.

B. Please provide the number of days per year for the following categories:

1. Student instructional days (as requested in application) 174
2. Waiver days (as requested in application) 6
3. Additional teacher work days without students 35

The district or schools directs some or all
of the activities for 1 of the 3.5 additional days

Total 183.5

C. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (as identified in
row three of the table in 17.B), please provide the following information about the days:
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Percent of

teachers District School Teacher
required to | directed directed directed
Day participate | activities | activities activities

1 100 X
2 100
3 100
Check those that apply

D. If the district has teacher work days over and above the 180 school days (row three of
table in 17.B), please also explain the rationale for the additional need of waiver days.

These days went away last year and may go away again in the future. The CBA allows just
one district-directed day, which happens before school starts to allow teachers to prepare
their classrooms.

Methow Valley 18. Describe how the district or schools used the waiver days and whether the
days were used as planned and reported in your prior request?

The waiver days were used as requested in our last application. We developed power standards
across the system. We read and analyzed the work of Larry Ainsworth (Power Standards,
Formative Assessments). We worked in partnership with the University of Washington to
develop instruction focused on bringing out deeper mathematical thinking among elementary
students. And we started to develop common assessments across the system.

We met our goals in science and English, with nearly 70 and 90 percent of 10" graders meeting
standard, respectively. In math, we made progress toward our goal of helping students learn
math through the Math Expressions curriculum through a year-long partnership with University
of Washington. A trainer worked with teachers to develop formative assessments, deepen
instructional strategies, and build overall math comfort.

Methow Valley 19. How well were the purpose and goals for the previous waiver met? Using the
measures and standards, describe the district’s success at meeting each of the expected
benchmarks and results of the previous waiver.

As noted above, we created many tools that helped us meet the expected benchmarks for our
professional learning communities. We have now implemented DIBELS testing, common
assessments, more rigorous labs in science, and interventions in math as a result of our work
on waiver days. Our state scores suggested progress towards our goals. Our high school
science and reading scores were the top in the region (among 26 schools in four counties). Our
math scores on the state assessment suggest the need for further interventions and progress
monitoring. We are continuing to work with the University of Washington on this problem in
2010-2011.

Methow Valley 20. How were the parents and the community kept informed on an on-going
basis about the use and impact of the waiver?

The superintendent wrote about the waiver in a district-wide publication that goes to all homes
in the district, as well as discussing it in brown bag lunch meetings with parents. Board meetings
regularly cover the learning/doing achieved on waiver days. Board members regularly attend
waiver-day trainings/PLC meetings.

Methow Valley State Report Card Data

School District Information from OSPI Report Card Web Page
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May 2010 Student Count 530
Free or Reduced-Price Meals 244 46.0%
2008-09 | 2007-08 | 2006-07
Annual Dropout Rate 3.4% 0.5% 3.2%
On-Time Graduation Rate 80.0% 98.1% 82.0%
Extended Graduation Rate 80.0% | 101.7% 85.0%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 62.5% 50.0% 56.3%
7th Grade 62.7% 51.0% 72.5%
10th Grade 94.3% 52.8% 86.1% 68.6%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 59.6% 40.4% 48.9%
7th Grade 84.1% 63.6% 77.3%
10th Grade 75.6% 55.3% 82.9% 56.8%
Grade Level Reading | Math Writing Science
4th Grade 73.7% 71.1% 73.7%
7th Grade 93.2% 72.7% 77.3%
10th Grade 86.4% 66.7% 88.6% 55.6%
1. District Monroe Public Schools
2. New or Renewal Renewal
Application
3. Is the request is for all Yes
schools in the district?
4. Number of Days Four Days

5. School Years

Three school years 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14

6. Will the district be able | Yes
to meet the required
ann