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December 29, 2008 
 
 
 
Dear Board Members: 
 
I hope you are all recharged after time with your families and friends over the holidays.  Let 
neither snow, nor rain, nor mistletoe stop your Board staff from getting your packet out the door.  
 
The New Year is almost here!  A time of transition is upon us as we welcome new Board 
members Randy Dorn and Bob Hughes and say good bye to Terry Bergeson and Linda Lamb. 
We also welcome Aaron Wyatt to our staff as the new part-time communications specialist.  
Brad is glad to have another male in the office to keep him company.  
 
This upcoming session will be a tough one with the looming budget deficit. We have fared pretty 
well, all things considered.  Although we have budget cuts from the Governor for both this year 
and our 2009-11 budgets, we did receive the funding in our supplemental budget to do the 
science curricular menu review of OSPI’s recommendations.  We will see how the legislature 
treats this request as well as our regular budget for 2009-11.  It will also be interesting to see 
how the legislature reacts to the Joint Basic Education Finance Task Force recommendations 
(and other proposals as well).  Despite this tough situation, we need to think about ways to keep 
the momentum of our vital work going.  There are lots of system issues that need to be worked 
on with us and our partners—math, science, accountability, and CORE 24, to name a few.  The 
hard work has just begun. 
 
Now let us turn to the agenda and Board packet for our first 2009 Board meeting at the New 
Market Vocational Skills Center in Tumwater.  It is such a great facility!  And yes, you will get the 
opportunity for another tour with those wonderful students.  While we have our “usual” big 
issues on accountability, math, and CORE 24, we will also start to look at high school 
graduation, drop out, and achievement gap policy issues. 
 
Wednesday, January 14, 2009  

 
Randy Dorn will be sworn in at the Capitol today. 
 
Accountability Update: Resolution, 2009 Work Plan and Additional Work on the 
Accountability Index 
  
You have a new draft of the accountability resolution, dated December 23, where we show track 
changes from the December 4 resolution.  These changes are based on feedback we received 
from some of you.  You will discuss any more changes you wish to make at the Board meeting, 
after hearing additional public input.  This resolution represents your big picture framework and 
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signals to the legislature the work you plan to continue refining over the next year.  We have 
asked the Joint Basic Education Finance Task force to consider the Board’s accountability 
framework and they have incorporated the outline of the Board’s principles in their final report. 
We also included the WSSDA accountability resolution passed at their November annual 
meeting. 
 
We have developed a Systems Performance Accountability (SPA) 2009 work plan for you to 
see what we envision doing over the next year.  There will be four work sessions for you and 
our advisors to focus on, with selected topics including: the Accountability Index; OSPI Targeted 
Support Programs to struggling districts; the recognition programs; refinement of the Innovation 
Zone and Academic Watch procedures; and revisions to the Board rule on school improvement 
plans.  We do not anticipate asking for full state funding for these proposals for another two 
years, for several reasons: 1) we need to see what happens with the basic education task force 
recommendations to improve basic education funding to districts; and 2) we hope to look at 
some pilots with foundation support for our work on accountability and CORE 24 so that we can 
work out some of the implementation “bugs.”  The first work session is scheduled for February 
17. 
 
We would really like to work with OSPI on getting a request to the US Department of Education 
(with a new administration!) to consider our Accountability Index in place of what they use now 
under NCLB.  Pete Bylsma has made changes to the Accountability Index, based on feedback, 
which he will share with you at the meeting.  He and I plan to visit with each of the nine ESDs 
over the next few months when they have their monthly superintendents’ meeting to go over the 
index and other pieces of the accountability system.  I have also been talking with Janell 
Newman, at OSPI, about our joint work to think through the Targeted State Programs for 
struggling districts.  We sent a hard copy of the Mass Insight final report to you.  There are not 
many changes from what was presented in draft form to you in November.  Although we will not 
go over the report at our January meeting, I hope you will find it a useful resource similar to the 
Policy Barriers study that you received from Northwest Regional Education Lab last summer. 
 
CORE 24 Implementation Task Force Update  

 We received lots of applications (155) for the CORE 24 Implementation Task Force.  Kathe, 
Steve Dal Porto, and Jack have been busy crafting matrix charts to figure out what background 
each candidate has so they can pick the BEST group.  I am pleased there is so much interest. 
They will have this all figured out by the time you meet in January.  The first task force meeting 
is February 2.  Kathe and Eric intend to have a Meaningful High School Diploma work session 
with you on February 19, to continue to work on other MHSD issues such as essential skills for 
high school graduates. 
 
Status of Basic Education Task Force Report and Update on Legislative Session Issues 
Mary Jean and Brad were faithful “attendees” at the Joint Basic Education Task Force meetings 
in November and December.  I think their constant presence was part of the reason the Task 
Force included our work on CORE 24, accountability, and the 180 day waivers.  Who can say 
no to Mary Jean?  We hope to have a member of the Task Force present to you at the January 
meeting, but nothing is nailed down yet.  And what does the crystal ball predict for 105 days of 
legislative session?  Brad will fill you in on the fun ahead! 
   
Lunch and Board Recognition of Teacher of the Year, Susan Johnson  
One of our favorite times of the year is to recognize the teacher of the year.  This year Susan 
Johnson is the fabulous recipient.  She is an English Teacher from Cle Elum-Roslyn High 
School.  She will have lunch with us and say a few words. 
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Revisions to State Board of Education Bylaws 
Special thanks to Warren, Amy, and Brad for undertaking our bylaws review.  After almost three 
years under your belt, it is definitely time for a tune up.  Suggested changes include member 
roles and responsibilities, revisions to the Executive Committee, as well as changes in the 
Executive Director annual evaluation process.  Brad has provided tracked changes so you can 
see the amended version.  Please contact Warren or Amy if you have questions.  We need to 
discuss whether you want to keep March as your official “planning meeting,” where you elect 
new officers and work on my job description/evaluation (as defined in these proposed bylaws).   
 
Tribal Memorandum of Agreement Resolution 
You have drafted a resolution to support tribal history and governance through the Social 
Studies Essential Academic Learning Requirements (but not to require an additional credit of 
tribal history).  The meeting with the Tribal Leader Congress (TLC) did not happen on 
December 19, due to bad weather.  It was tentatively rescheduled for January 9; however, due 
to conflicts in schedules, the meeting may not happen before the January Board meeting.  The 
Board will not act on the resolution at the January meeting, if the TLC meeting does not occur.  
Thanks Bernal, Steve DalPorto, Linda, Mary Jean, and Kathe for your work on this! 
  
High School Transcript Study 
The BERC Group has completed its report on the transcripts of 25% of the Class of 2008.  I 
think you will find it most interesting.  I feel this is ground breaking work for us, and for 
Washington State.  We have included the entire report for you to read.  While the BERC Group 
staff will mostly focus on what these findings mean for CORE 24, please come with any 
questions you have! 
 
Update on English Language Learners in Washington State 
We are looking forward to hearing from Dr. Howard DeLeeuw, OSPI Program Administrator, for 
Migrant & Bilingual Education Programs.  He will share the results of the Northwest Regional 
Lab evaluation of the OSPI program, as well as some information on best practices and student 
progress on the Washington Language Proficiency Test.   
 
There will be a special Board reception at 6:00 p.m. for Terry Bergeson and Linda Lamb 
at Rambling Jack’s in downtown Olympia – Please join us!!  You have received an email 
from Loy on the logistics for this celebration and she needs to hear from you by Monday 
about your attendance. 
 
Thursday January 15, 2009 
 
OSPI Reports to the Board on Supplemental Mathematics, Curricular Materials for K-12, 
Survey on Districts’ Current Curricular Usage, Request for Information of Online 
Curriculum, High School Mathematics Curriculum Draft Recommendations 
At the November Board meeting, you requested updates from OSPI on how it planned to 
address supplemental materials for programs currently in place in districts. You also wanted to 
learn what K-8 math programs that districts are using.  OSPI was required to consult with the 
SBE as it solicited proposals for companies to create an online math curriculum, free of charge, 
to school districts (a legislative requirement).  OSPI has received a number of bids and will go to 
the legislature with a funding request to carry this out.  You will be briefed on the status of this 
request.  And finally, OSPI’s consultant, Relevant Strategies, has worked with an OSPI team to 
review the high school math curriculum programs that best fit the new high school math 
standards.  OSPI will make a recommendation to the Board and we will work with our 
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consultant, Linda Plattner, and our Math Panel to review these recommendations.  One change 
I have made is to ensure Linda uses more than one mathematician to review the “mathematical 
soundness” part of her evaluation.  This was a fair criticism of the K-8 review we did.  Linda 
Plattner, Steve Floyd, and I will have a K-20 meeting with our Math Panel on January 27. 
 
Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB) Report on Math and Teacher Supply  
The legislature requested the PESB to do a study on the supply and demand for math and 
science teachers in Washington.  The PESB also developed recommendations for recruiting 
and retaining more math and science teachers.  PESB convened a group of education 
stakeholders to review this work.  Mary Jean Ryan attended the two meetings they had.  
Jennifer Wallace, PESB Executive Director, will share the finding and recommendations of the 
report with you.  
  
Current Trends in Achievement Gaps and Commission Reports 
I have asked Pete Bylsma to share with you an overview of the data on the achievement gap for 
different subgroups (e.g., income, gender, race/ethnicity) before we receive the commission 
reports.  He has looked at trends, over time, for students using the WASL results and 
graduation rates.  
 
The legislature provided funding last year for studies on the achievement gaps of the different 
ethnic and racial groups and recommendations for closing those gaps.  The Center for the 
Improvement of Student Learning worked with an advisory group on the African-American 
issues, the Commission on Asian- Pacific American Affairs worked with its own group, as did 
the Commission on Hispanic Affairs and the Governor’s Office of Indian Affairs.  These reports 
were due to you in December.  I attended a briefing of the African- American group recently, but 
do not know what the other groups have done (although Brad has certainly tried to stay in touch 
with them).  Their issues are certainly important to our work on graduation rates, student 
achievement, and accountability. 
 
Board Tour of New Market Skills Center 
Lunch first then a tour! 
 
Business Items 
Staff is preparing a draft motion sheet for the following items on your business action agenda. 
We will hand this out at the beginning of the Board meeting on Wednesday.  If you want to 
make changes to these motions, please talk with us and the assigned Board members for these 
issues during or after the meeting on Wednesday so we can get ready for Thursday. 

 Approval of Accountability Resolution (Edie/Kris) 
 Approval of Bylaws Revisions (Brad/Warren/Amy) 
 Possible Approval of Tribal Memorandum of Agreement Resolution (Kathe/Bernal/Steve 

DalPorto) 
 Approval of Districts Meeting Basic Ed Compliance (Brad) 
 Approval of 180 Day Waiver Requests (Brad) 
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Policy Considerations for Improving Graduation Rates and Building Bridges Report on 
Dropouts 
As you will recall, we added a new Board goal last summer to improve graduation rates.  This 
goal relates to our other two goals on improving student achievement and creating a statewide 
accountability system.  The work on graduation rates will proceed slowly this year, as we have 
so much else on our plate, we want to start examining some of the policy implications.  Sheila 
Fox has done a lot of thinking about these policy implications and I have asked her to present 
some of her thoughts to you.  
 
The flip side of improving high school graduation rates is decreasing dropout rates.  Annie 
Blackledge, OSPI Building Bridges Supervisor, will share the work group report on how to 
address these issues from a state level.  They would like the state to set a performance goal to 
set a target for increasing the percentage of high school students who graduate, as well as 
reengage the percentage of youth who have dropped out with a target date of 2015.  She and a 
representative from the Shelton School District will discuss one of the Building Bridges grants, 
where Shelton’s high schools are building an early warning system to keep track of students 
who are at risk of dropping out. 
 
Okay that’s it for now. Hope you all have a Happy New Year. 
 
Cheers! 
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  State Board of Education Meeting 
New Market Skills Center 

7299 New Market Street SW 
Tumwater, Washington 98501 

360-570-4500 
                                                                                     January 14, 2009, 9:00 – 5:00  

January 15, 2009, 9:00 – 3:30  

 
AGENDA 

 
 
Wednesday, January 14, 2009 

 

9:00 a.m. Call to Order  

Pledge of Allegiance 

Welcome  

Mr. Joe Kinnerk, Executive Director, New Market Skills Center  

Introduction of New SBE Staff Member, Aaron Wyatt 

Introduction of New Board Members, Randy Dorn and Bob Hughes 

  
  Agenda Overview      

Approval of Minutes from the November 5-6 Meeting (Action Item) 
Approval of Minutes from the December 10 Meeting (Action Item) 
 

9:15 a.m. Accountability Update: Resolution, 2009 Work Plan and Additional 
Work on the Accountability Index 

 Dr. Kris Mayer, SBE Lead 
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director 

 Dr. Pete Bylsma, Board Consultant 
 
 Board discussion 
 
10:00 a.m. CORE 24 Implementation Task Force Update  
 Dr. Steve Dal Porto, Co-Lead 
 Mr. Jack Schuster, Co-Lead 
 Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
 

 10:20 a.m. Break 
 
10:35 a.m.  Status of Basic Education Task Force Report and Update on 

Legislative Session Issues 
  Representative from Joint Basic Education Task Force 

Ms. Mary Jean Ryan, Board Chair 
  Mr. Brad Burnham, Policy and Legislative Specialist 
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11:30 a.m. Public Comment 
 
12:00 p.m. Lunch and Board Recognition of Teacher of the Year, Susan 

Johnson  
 
1:00 p.m.   Revisions to State Board of Education Bylaws 
  Mr. Warren Smith, SBE Co-Lead 
  Ms. Amy Bragdon, SBE Co-Lead 
  Mr. Brad Burnham, Policy and Legislative Specialist 
 
  Board discussion 
 
1:45 p.m. Tribal Memorandum of Agreement Resolution 
 Dr. Bernal Baca, Board Lead 
 Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
 
 Board discussion 
 
2:15 p.m. Public Comment 
 
2:35 p.m. Break 
 
2:50 p.m. High School Transcript Study 
 Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
 Dr. Duane Baker, BERC Group, Inc 
 Dr. Candace Gratama, BERC Group, Inc 
 
 Board discussion 
 
3:45 p.m. Update on English Language Learners in Washington State 
 Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 Dr. Howard DeLeeuw, Program Administrator, Migrant & Bilingual   

      Education Programs, OSPI   
 Ms. Liz Flynn, Pasco School District 
 
 Board discussion 
 
4:30 p.m. Public Comment 
 
5:00 p.m. Adjourn 
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Thursday January 15, 2009 
 
9:00 a.m. High School Mathematics Curriculum Review and Draft 

Recommendations 
 Ms. Porsche Everson, Consultant, OSPI 
 
 Supplemental Mathematics Curricular Materials for K-12 
 Ms. Porsche Everson, Consultant, OSPI 
 

Survey on Districts’ Current Curricular Usage 
Ms. Greta Bornemann, Mathematics Director, OSPI 
 
Request for Information of Online Curriculum 
Ms. Jessica Vavrus, Operations and Program Administrator, OSPI 
 
State Board of Education Next Steps 
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director 
Mr. Steve Floyd, Board Member 
 

9:35 a.m. Professional Educator Standards Board Report on Math and Science 
Teacher Supply  

 Ms. Jennifer Wallace, PESB Executive Director 
 Mr. Joe Koski, Research and Policy Analyst 

 
10:15 a.m.  Break 
 
10:30 a.m. Current Trends in Achievement Gaps 
  Dr. Pete Bylsma, SBE Consultant 
 
10:45 a.m. Commission Reports on Achievement Gap 
  Mr. Brad Burnham, Policy and Legislative Specialist 
  Commission Representatives 
 
11:55 a.m. Public Comment 
 
12:15 p.m. Lunch 
 
12:35 p.m. Board Tour of New Market Skills Center 
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1:15 p.m. Business Items 
 Approval of Accountability Resolution (Action Item) 
 Approval of Bylaws  Revisions (Action Item) 
 Approval of Tribal Memorandum of Agreement Resolution (Possible 

Action Item) 
 Approval of Districts Meeting Basic Ed Compliance (Action Item) 
 Approval of 180 Day Waiver Requests (Action Item) 

 
2:00 p.m. Policy Considerations for Improving Graduation Rates 

  Dr. Sheila Fox, Board Lead 
  Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director 
  Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
  

Building Bridges Report on Dropouts 
Ms. Annie Blackledge, OSPI Building Bridges Supervisor 
 
Shelton School District Early Warning System 
Shelton School District 

 
  Board discussion 
 
3:15 p.m. Reflections and Next Steps 
 
3:30 p.m.  Adjourn 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
PLEASE NOTE: Times above are estimates only. The Board reserves the right to alter the order of the agenda. For information 
regarding testimony, handouts, other questions, or for people needing special accommodation, please contact Loy McColm at the 
Board office (360-725-6027).  This meeting site is barrier free.  Contact during the meeting is: Colleen Bonner 360-570-4500. 
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SYSTEM PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY UPDATE 
 

 
SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOAL  
 
In 2005, the Washington State Legislature directed the Washington State Board of Education 

(SBE) to create a statewide system of accountability and support that would identify the state’s 

most successful and least successful schools, and improve achievement in the latter.  One of 

the Board’s three goals is to improve student achievement. 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Board has focused on how to strengthen a system of continuous improvement in student 

achievement for all schools and districts.  Why has the Board engaged in this work aside from 

the fact that the legislature tasked the Board with the duty to create a system?  The Board 

believes that all students deserve a quality education that prepares them for success in the 21st 

century.  It plans to recognize schools that are doing an outstanding job and many of them are.  

The Board is also concerned about the 70,500 students1 enrolled (one out of 14 students in the 

K-12 system) in struggling schools (identified by our Accountability Index) where there has not 

been improvement looking at a variety of different indicators.  

 There are no state incentives or consequences for making transformational changes in these 

schools and districts, thus the urgent need for the Board’s work to help students in those 

schools.  The Board has received the final Mass Insight Report dated December 2008, which 

provided a set of recommendations for the Board as it considers the transformational changes 

needed for struggling schools and districts.  

A background memo, documenting the Board’s work over the last two years, was provided at 

the September 2008 Board meeting (See the Board’s Web site under the System Performance 

Accountability Initiative for a copy: www.wa.sbe.gov ).   

In the fall of 2008, the Board examined two key areas of its accountability system: 

1) an accountability index to identify schools and districts to be recognized and those who are 

struggling and need a targeted strategy, and 

                                                           
1 Note: this number will change as Pete makes modifications to the proposal he will share with you in 
January so we will need to update our accountability pieces when this is done 
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 2) a  targeted strategy of programs for a state/local partnership for struggling schools, called 

Priority Schools, which includes an Innovation Zone and a range of possible intervention 

options if all else fails, called Academic Watch.   

Based on the November Board meeting, staff drafted an accountability resolution, dated 

December 4, 2008, that examines the principles required to improve the state’s accountability 

system.  Staff has updated the December 4 resolution to a December 23 resolution that shows 

track changes based on feedback received in the last few weeks, to that resolution. The Board 

will receive copies of the December 4 and December 23 versions. 

The Board maintains that its accountability proposal needs to be a part of any revisions to the 

basic education funding package.  In December 2008, the Joint Basic Education Task Force 

adopted the Board’s accountability principles as part of their recommendations (in addition to 

the CORE 24 minimum high school graduation requirements). 

The Board’s consultant, Pete Bylsma, has made some changes to the Accountability Index 

based on fall feedback (e.g. changing the scale system, splitting low income and non-low 

income for achievement, options to address accountability for alternative education schools, 

ELL students, and schools with high levels of achievement).  A detailed appendix on those 

changes is provided at the back of Pete Bylsma’s executive summary on the Accountability 

Index. 

POLICY CONSIDERATION: 

 

The Board has conducted outreach with a variety of stakeholders on these proposals.  The 

accountability resolution and the Index have been refined and modified, based on initial 

feedback from the Board and stakeholders for the Board’s deliberation at its January meeting. 

The Board will consider the resolution for adoption to submit to the 2009 legislature.  The Board 

will give guidance to staff on the accountability index to prepare for the February 17 work 

session. 

The Board will also review a work plan for 2009 that outlines the intention of staff and the Board 

to work with stakeholders and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) on 

refining the details of the accountability index, state support to struggling schools and districts, 

and recognition program.  Based on the work plan, we would propose working with OSPI to 

request the U.S. Department of Education to agree to let Washington use the new Index in 

place of the current federal system under No Child Left Behind this spring. 

 

EXPECTED ACTION: 

The Board will make any necessary revisions and adopt the accountability resolution to submit 

to the 2009 legislature. 

 



 

 

 

 
System Performance Accountability Work Plan 2009 

January 2009 
 

Objectives: 
 
 Approve the state accountability index draft by May 2009.  Work with OSPI to 

request U.S. Department of Education to substitute our state accountability index in 
place of current federal AYP system for 2010-11 school year. 

 Finalize the joint OSPI-SBE recognition program by July 2009 for 2010-11 school 
year, using new Accountability Index. 

 Work with OSPI and stakeholders to refine continuous improvement model 
processes, which include OSPI programs plus Innovation Zone and Academic 
Watch, by July 2009. 

 Develop further indicators for SBE accountability system by July 2009. 

 Develop proposed new rule on school improvement planning by November 2009. 
 

Draft Timeline for System Performance Accountability (SPA) 
Work 2009 

 

Dates Activities 
January 14-15 Board meeting to review: 

 Draft resolution for action 

 Feedback on Accountability Index and Pete Bylsma’s revisions 

 Work Plan for 2009 

 Achievement Gap Data Overview for Commissions’ Work  

 ELL Issues for state oversight by Howard DeLeeuw, OSPI 

January- March Edie and Pete will meet with superintendents at ESD meetings across 
state to review the Accountability Index, Innovation Zone and Academic 
Watch proposals. Pete will meet with technical advisers from school 
districts and OSPI at least twice regarding refinements to the index. 

February 17 SPA Work session 

 Refinements to accountability index, including ELL issues  

 Discussion with OSPI on changes to NCLB  

 Discussion of recognition program, 

 OSPI presentation on Summit District work 

 Discuss with OSPI, programs to support continuous district and 
school improvement including Innovation Zone  

February-March Edie and Pete will seek input from several national experts from OSPI’s 
National Technical Advisory Committee to review the SBE proposed 
accountability index, and begin work with OSPI to begin preparing 
proposal to the U.S. Education Department (ED) to propose state 
accountability system in place of NCLB federal system. 



Dates Activities 
March 12-13 Board meeting: 

 Hear update from SPA work session 
 

April 21 SPA Work session 

 Review continued refinements on Accountability Index, Innovation 
Zone, Academic Watch, and recognition program 

 Work on accountability indicators for OSPI Report Card as well as 
SBE strategic plan 

 Discuss Bridges Drop Out Report and Commissions’ Achievement 
Gaps recommendations for accountability issues 

May 14-15 Board meeting to review: 

 Update from SPA work session 

 Finalize Draft Accountability Index  

May-June Outreach to different stakeholder groups on Accountability Index, 
Innovation Zone, and Academic Watch. 

June 16 SPA work session to complete work with OSPI on State Support to 
Districts, including Innovation Zone, Academic Watch, and to examine 
key indicators for report card and strategic plan.  

July 15-17 Board meeting: 

 Finalize proposal on Innovation Zone, Academic Watch, and 
recognition program; key indicators 

September 17-18 Board meeting: 

 Potential policy legislative proposals (wait until 2011 session for 
budget proposals) 

October 14 SPA work session 

 Draft rule language on school improvement plans 

November 12-13 Board meeting: 

 Review draft school improvement plan rule revisions 
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Edie Harding, Executive Director  
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Draft SBE Accountability Resolution 

 December 23, 2008  
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that all students deserve a quality education 
and that there is an urgent need to strengthen a system of continuous improvement in student 
achievement for all schools and districts; and 
 
WHEREAS, the legislature charged the State Board of Education to develop criteria to identify 
schools and districts that are successful, in need of assistance, and those where students 
persistently fail as well as to identify a range of intervention strategies and performance 
incentive systems; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education affirms the call for stronger accountability must be 
reciprocal between the state and local school district and accompanied by comprehensive 
funding reform for basic education that demonstrates “taxpayer money at work” in improving 
student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education will work with its education partners to create a 
unified system of federal and state accountability to improve student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the need for a proactive, collaborative 
accountability system with support from the local school board,  parents, students, staff in the 
schools and districts, regional educational service districts, business partners, and state officials 
to improve student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that schools and districts should be 
recognized for best practices and exemplary work in improving student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the critical role of local school boards in 
addressing student achievement in developing a new state accountability system as well as the 
need to create a new collaborative mechanism to require certain school district actions if student 
achievement does not improve;  
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the State Board of Education will develop an 
accountability index to identify schools and districts based on student achievement using criteria 
that are fair, consistent, transparent and easily understood for the purposes of providing 
feedback to schools and districts to self-assess their progress as well as to identify schools with 
exemplary performance and those with poor performance; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the State Board of Education will work with its education 
partners to build the capacity of districts to help their schools improve student achievement. 
Programs will be offered tailored to the magnitude of need. As part of this system of assistance, 
the Board will ensure that all efforts are administered as part of one unified system of state 
assistance including the Innovation Zone – a new effort to help districts dramatically improve 
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achievement levels; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that after a time set by the State Board of Education where there 
is no significant improvement based on the Accountability Index and other measures as defined 
by the Board, the district will be placed on Academic Watch and the State Board of Education 
will: 

 Direct the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to conduct an academic 

performance audit using a peer review team. Based on the findings of the peer 

review team 

 Request the local school board, in collaboration with the Office of Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, develop an Academic Watch Plan based on the review findings 

 Review,, modify, and approve, or send back for modification the local board’s 

Academic Watch plan, which once approved becomes a binding performance 

contract between the state and district 

 Ensure that the local school board will remain responsible for implementation  

 

 

 Request the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to monitor implementation 

of the plan and provide updates to the State Board of Education, which may require 

additional actions be taken until performance improvement is realized 

 Report  jointly to the local community with the local school board on the progress of 

the Academic Watch Plan; and 

 Declare a district is not longer on Academic Watch when the Office of 

Superintendent reports to the Board that  the district’s school or schools are no 

longer in Priority status; and 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board believes this accountability framework needs to be 
a part of the revisions made to the basic education funding system and that the Legislature will 
need to provide the Board and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction with the 
appropriate legal authority and resources to implement and continue during its duration the new 
system; and  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board will continue to refine the details of the 
accountability system by working with its education, parent, business and community partners 
over the next year. 
 
Adopted: (date) 
 
Attest:        Mary Jean Ryan, Chair 
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Draft SBE Accountability Resolution 
 December 4, 2008  

 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that all students deserve a quality education 
and that there is an urgent need to strengthen a system of continuous improvement in student 
achievement for all schools and districts; and 
 
WHEREAS, the legislature charged the State Board of Education to develop criteria to identify 
schools and districts that are successful, in need of assistance, and those where students 
persistently fail as well as to identify a range of intervention strategies and performance 
incentive systems; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education affirms the call for stronger accountability must be 
reciprocal between the state and local school district and accompanied by comprehensive 
funding reform for basic education that demonstrates “taxpayer money at work” in improving 
student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education will work with its education partners to create a 
unified system of federal and state accountability to improve student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the need for a proactive, collaborative 
accountability system with support from the local school board,  parents, students, staff in the 
schools and districts, regional educational service districts, business partners, and state officials 
to improve student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that schools and districts should be 
recognized for best practices and exemplary work in improving student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the critical role of local school boards in 
addressing student achievement in developing a new state accountability system as well as the 
need to create a new collaborative mechanism to require certain school district actions if student 
achievement does not improve;  
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the State Board of Education will develop an 
accountability index to identify schools and districts based on student achievement using criteria 
that are fair, consistent, transparent and easily understood for the purposes of providing 
feedback to schools and districts to self-assess their progress as well as to identify schools with 
exemplary performance and those with poor performance; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the State Board of Education will work with its education 
partners to build the capacity of districts to help their schools improve student achievement. 
Programs will be offered tailored to the magnitude of need. As part of this system of assistance, 
the Board will ensure that all efforts are administered as part of one unified system of state 
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assistance including the Innovation Zone – a new effort to help districts dramatically improve 
achievement levels; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that after a time set by the State Board of Education where there 
is no significant improvement based on the Accountability Index and other measures as defined 
by the Board, the district will be placed on Academic Watch and the State Board of Education 
will: 

 Direct the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to conduct an academic 

performance audit using a peer review team. Based on the findings of the peer 

review team 

 Request the local school board, in collaboration with the Office of Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, develop an Academic Watch Plan based on the review findings 

 Review, modify, and approve the local board’s Academic Watch plan, which once 

approved becomes a binding performance contract between the state and district 

 Ensure that the local school board will remain responsible for implementation  

 

Request the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to monitor implementation 

of the plan and provide updates to the State Board of Education, which may require 

additional actions be taken until performance improvement is realized 

 Report  jointly to the local community with the local school board on the progress of 

the Academic Watch Plan; and 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board believes this accountability framework needs to be 
a part of the revisions made to the basic education funding system and that the Legislature will 
need to provide the Board and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction with the 
appropriate legal authority and resources to implement the new system; and  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board will continue to refine the details of the 
accountability system by working with its education, parent, business and community partners 
over the next year. 
 
 
 



 

RESOLUTION 
 

Washington State School Directors’ Association Board of Directors 
 

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board supports accountability and desires a fair system of 
accountability for the students we serve; and  
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board understands the urgency of addressing the needs of all 
students; and   
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board acknowledges the responsiveness, of the State Board 
of Education, to input received from school directors regarding the State Board’s 
accountability system proposal; and 
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board believes that stronger accountability must be reciprocal 
and therefore be accompanied by comprehensive funding reform; and 
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board supports an accountability index that is fair, consistent, 
transparent, and easily understood; and 
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board believes in, and understands, that transparency 
includes assessing, reviewing, analyzing, and illuminating educational needs at the local 
level; and 
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board recognizes that organizational, legal, and contractual 
conditions exist that can limit a school board’s flexibility in addressing continuous 
improvement in student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board appreciates the State Board of Education’s recognition 
of the critical role of local school boards in addressing continuous improvement in 
student achievement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board supports a proactive, collaborative, accountability 
system that requires appropriate action at the most local level if student achievement 
does not improve; and 
 
WHEREAS, the delegates at WSSDA’s recent Legislative Assembly affirmed their 
support for an accountability system by overwhelmingly accepting the following position:  
 
“The WSSDA shall initiate and or support legislation that retains local control over 
restructuring efforts (school/district improvement), and modifies the teacher evaluation 
process to allow for accountability at the school level. Specifically, all mandated 
corrective action shall be solely authorized and implemented by the local school board. 
The local board may seek assistance and support from the Office of Superintendent of 
Public Instruction.” 
 



NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the WSSDA Board of Directors supports an 
accountability system that: 
 
 Recognizes the ultimate authority of local school directors, communities, parents, 

school staff, and business partners to improve achievement for public school 
students within their communities; and 

 Provides full funding to local districts to implement the accountability system; and 

 Creates a collaborative, flexible process that builds and maintains the capacity for 
local school directors to improve student achievement. 

ADOPTED November 22, 2008 
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This summary about the proposed accountability index includes updated policies that reflect 

recent stakeholder input. Revised results have been generated using these policies and are 

included in this document. Appendix A provides a detailed description of the policy changes. 

The full document about the index is available on the State Board of Education Web site. 
 
CREATING THE ACCOUNTABILITY INDEX 
 

The legislature requires the State Board of Education to develop a statewide accountability system 

that will help improve academic performance among all students in the state. Part of that 

requirement is to “adopt objective, systematic criteria” to identify schools and districts for 

recognition and for receiving additional state support. To meet this requirement, the Board has 

developed an accountability index to sort schools and districts into different “tiers” based on 

multiple measures. The Board believes the index plays a key role in providing feedback about the 

status of education reform in schools and districts and supporting continuous improvement efforts. 

Schools and districts in most need are given “Priority” status, making them eligible to receive more 

significant support. These Priority schools and districts will be required to participate in a state 

system of support if initial offers of more support are not accepted and substantial improvement does 

not occur after two years.  

 

Various principles guided the development of the index. The accountability system will (1) be 

transparent and simple to understand, (2) use existing data, (3) rely on multiple measures, (4) include 

assessment results from all grades and subjects tested statewide, (5) use concepts of the federal No 

Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and its Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) system when appropriate, 

(6) be fair, reasonable, and consistent, (7) be valid and accurate, (8) focus at both the school and 

district levels, (9) apply to as many schools and districts as possible, (10) use familiar concepts when 

possible, (11) rely mainly on criterion-referenced measures instead of norm-referenced measures, 

and (12) provide multiple ways to reward success. 

 

The proposed index is based on how schools and districts perform on a set of five outcomes and four 

indicators. The five outcomes are the results of state assessments in four subjects (reading, writing, 

mathematics, science) and the “extended” graduation rate (for high schools and districts). These five 

outcomes are examined using four indicators: achievement of students from non-low income 

families, low-income students, and by all students compared to similar schools (controlling for the 

percentage of students who are learning English, have a disability, live in low-income homes, and 

are mobile), and the level of improvement in the achievement of all students from the previous year. 

The results of the 20 measures form the 5x4 matrix shown in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: Matrix of Accountability Measures 

 OUTCOMES 

INDICATORS Reading Writing Math Science 
Ext. Grad. 

Rate 
Achievement of non-low 

income students 
    

 

Achievement of low 

income students 
    

 

Achievement vs. peers      
Improvement      

 



 

Each cell of the matrix is rated on a 7-point scale (from 1 to 7) using fixed benchmarks. Each of the 

four subjects is rated using the same set of benchmarks across the entire school (i.e., all subjects have 

the same set of benchmarks, and the assessment results are the aggregate totals for all the tested 

grades). The index is the simple average of all 20 ratings. The index ranges from 1.0 to 7.0. Table 2 

shows how each of the five outcomes are measured using the four indicators and the benchmarks that 

produce the ratings. Tier assignments are determined based on the index score. Schools and districts 

fall into five tiers, with an in-depth analysis of the data and conditions of those in the lowest tier to 

see if they merit being placed in a 6th (Priority) tier. 

 

Table 2: Benchmarks and Ratings for Outcomes and Indicators 

 READING WRITING MATH SCIENCE EXT. GRAD. RATE1 

ACHIEVEMENT 

(NON-LOW 

INCOME) 

% MET STANDARD RATING 

90.1 - 100% ........... 7 

80.1 - 90% ............. 6 

70.1 - 80% ............. 5 

60.1 - 70% ............. 4 

50.1 - 60% ............. 3 

40  -  50% .............. 2 

<  40% ................... 1 

RATE RATING 

> 95 ................... 7 

90.1 - 95% ......... 6 

85.1 - 90% ......... 5 

80.1 - 85% ......... 4 

75.1 - 80% ......... 3 

70  -  75% .......... 2 

<  70% ............... 1 

ACHIEVEMENT 

(LOW INCOME) 

ACHIEVEMENT 

 VS. PEERS2 

DIFFERENCE IN  

LEARNING INDEX RATING 

> .20 ....................... 7 

.151  to .20 ............. 6 

.051  to .15  ............ 5 

-.05  to .05 ............. 4 

 -.051  to -.15 ......... 3 

 -.151  to -.20 ......... 2  

 < -.20 .................... 1 

DIFFERENCE 

IN RATE RATING 

> 12 ................... 7 

6.1 to 12 ............ 6 

3.1 to 6 .............. 5 

-3 to 3 ................ 4 

-3.1 to -6 ............ 3 

-6.1 to -12 .......... 2 

 < -12 ................. 1 

IMPROVEMENT3 CHANGE IN  

LEARNING INDEX  RATING 

> .15 ....................... 7 

.101 to .15 .............. 6 

.051 to .10 .............. 5 

-.05 to .05 .............. 4 

 -.051  to -.10 ......... 3 

 -.101  to -.15 ......... 2 

 < -.15 .................... 1 

CHANGE 

IN RATE RATING 

 > 6 .................... 7 

4.1 to 6 .............. 6 

2.1 to 4 .............. 5 

-2 to 2 ................ 4 

 -2.1 to -4 ........... 3 

 -4.1 to -6 ........... 2 

 < -6 ................... 1 

Note: Assessment results are the combined results from both the WASL and WAAS (assessments for students 

with disabilities) from all grades. 
 1 This outcome only applies to schools and districts that are authorized to graduate students. 
 2 This indicator adjusts the outcomes using statistical methods (multiple regression) to control for four student 

characteristics beyond a school’s control: the percentage of low-income, ELL, special education, and mobile students. 

(Mobile students are those who are not continuously enrolled from October 1 through the testing period.) Scores are 

the difference between the actual level and the predicted level. Scores above 0 are “beating the odds” and negative 

scores are below the predicted level. Separate analyses are conducted for schools for each of the four assessments for 

each type of school (elementary, middle, high). District calculations also control for the level of current expenditures. 
 3 Measured in terms of the change from the previous year. 

 



 

The proposed index does not include AYP results. Feedback from all stakeholders revealed a lack of 

confidence in the current AYP results for accountability purposes. The index is more valid because it 

is based on the performance of all students in more subjects, is more differentiated than a “Yes/No” 

system, does not count students multiple times, and addresses several unintended consequences 

created by the current system. The index is more inclusive because it uses a smaller minimum 

number for reporting (10 students across the entire school/district), includes the results of all 

students, regardless of how long they have been attending school or district, includes both writing 

and science (this helps prevent a narrowing of the curriculum), and uses the Learning Index to 

measures performance across the range of assessment results (this reduces the focus on students who 

perform close to the proficiency cut point at the expense of students who are farther above and 

below that level). The index is less volatile over time because assessment results are combined 

across all grades in a school and district rather than using results for individual grades. Finally, the 

index is more transparent because it does not include a margin of error, the benchmarks are the 

same over time and among the different subjects for both schools and districts, there are fewer 

subgroups and rules, and schools and districts have the same minimum number for reporting. 

 

INITIAL RESULTS 

 

Table 3 shows the ranges for the tier assignments and the number of schools and districts that would 

have been placed in each tier in 2007 using the above criteria. Schools show a greater range than 

districts—far fewer districts were in the top and bottom tiers compared to the school results. 

 

Table 3: Tier Ranges and Preliminary Results (2007) 

Tier 
Index 

Range 
# of 

Schools 
% of 

Schools 
# of 

Students1 

# of 

Districts 

% of 

Districts 

# of 

Students1 

Exemplary 5.50 – 7.00  81  4.0%  28,650  1  .3%  360 

Very Good 5.00 – 5.49  131  6.5%  64,500  9  3.1%  31,500 

Good 4.00 – 4.99  591  29.4%  314,700  87  29.9%  278,500 

Acceptable 2.50 – 3.99  980  48.7%  523,000  177  60.8%  692,500 

Struggling 1.00 – 2.49  228  11.3%  74,000  17  5.8%  17,500 

Priority (eligible for 

Innovation Zone) 2 
1.00 – 2.99 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 

 1Approximate number (some schools did not provide enrollment data). 
 2 To be determined after in-depth analyses of the data and local conditions of those in the struggling tier. 

 

The 228 schools in the Struggling tier enrolled 74,000 students (1 in 14 students statewide). Of the 

schools in this tier, 98 (43%) were alternative schools or served other special populations, and 

enrolled 12,400 students. The 130 “regular” schools in the Struggling tier enrolled 61,600 students. 

Over the 2-year period, 149 schools (7.4%) had an average index below 2.50, and 89 were regular 

schools that enrolled approximately 39,000 students (roughly 4% of statewide enrollment). 

 

The 17 districts in the Struggling tier in 2007 tended to be rather small (averaging roughly 1,000 

students). However, some larger districts had many schools in a struggling tier—17 districts had at 

least two regular schools and four districts had at least five regular schools with a 2-year index 

average below 2.50. 

 

Table 4 provides an example of the ratings for an actual high school and how the average of the 

individual ratings generates the index/tier assignment. The school’s average rating of 3.45 is the 



 

index score, which puts the school in the middle of the Acceptable tier. The average ratings are color-

coded, and a set of “stars” indicate the rating so the overall results can be seen at a glance. These 

types of results could be made public on the state Web site (the format for presenting the results must 

still be determined). Results presented in this “dashboard” give policymakers, educators, and the 

public a quick snapshot of where a school is strong and weak, its overall rating, and where it falls 

within the tier. It also provides transparency about how the index number is determined. 

 

Table 4: “Actual” High School, 2007 

Indicator Reading Writing Math Science Grad Rate Average 

Non-low inc. ach. 5 6 3 1 5 4.00 

Low-inc. ach. 4 4 1 1 7 3.40 

Ach. vs. peers 2 2 2 2 6 2.80 

Improvement 1 4 1 4 7 3.40 

Average 3.00 4.00 1.75 2.00 6.25 3.40 

Non-low inc. ach. ***** ****** *** * ***** 

Low-inc. ach. **** **** * * ******* 

Ach. vs. peers ** ** ** ** ****** 

Improvement * **** * **** ******* 
 

The proposed system holds districts accountable using the same indicators, outcomes, and criteria 

that are used for schools. The results are based on districtwide data for all grades rather than being 

disaggregated by grade bands (elementary, middle, high). In addition, financial data are used in the 

“peers” analysis to control for the amount of total operating expenditures per pupil (adjusted for 

student need). A deeper analyses would also occur for districts that have an index number in the 

Struggling tier to determine if they merit receiving extra support. 

 

Other tables and charts can illustrate school and district results as well. For example, Figure 1 shows 

the distribution of the number of schools in each tier for an actual district. Table 5 shows all the 

results across multiple years in a hypothetical district. 
 

Figure 1: Accountability Results in “Actual” District, 2007 
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Table 5: Showing Accountability Results Over Time (Hypothetical District) 
 YEAR 

Indicator/Outcome 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Non-low inc. ach. 2.75 3.00 3.20 3.80 

Reading **** ***** ***** ***** 

Writing **** **** **** ***** 

Math ** ** ** **** 

Science * * * * 

Ext. grad. rate NA *** **** **** 

Low-income ach. 2.00 2.00 2.40 2.40 

Reading *** **** **** **** 

Writing *** *** **** **** 

Math * * * ** 

Science * * * * 

Ext. grad. rate NA * ** * 

Ach. vs. peers 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 

Reading **** **** **** **** 

Writing **** **** **** **** 

Math **** **** **** **** 

Science **** **** **** **** 

Ext. grad. rate NA **** **** **** 

Improvement 5.67 5.25 4.60 3.60 

Reading ****** ****** **** **** 

Writing NA ***** ****** **** 

Math ****** ***** **** **** 

Science ***** ***** **** **** 

Ext. grad. rate NA NA ***** ** 

INDEX 3.47 3.47 3.55 3.45 

 

 

HANDLING SPECIAL CASES 

 

The accountability system needs to be flexible enough to accommodate some special situations. 

These include holding alternative schools accountable, possibly excluding some ELL results from 

the index calculations, and not counting improvement cells when achievement is at very high levels. 

 

Holding alternative schools accountable poses unique challenges. Many alternative schools exist in 

the state, and they vary greatly in their focus, structure, and clientele. Most are relatively small (total 

enrollment is less than 4% statewide). More than half serve at-risk students in grades 9-12. Some 

believe these schools have taken on more challenging students while allowing traditional schools to 

generate better outcomes with their remaining students. On the other hand, some alternative schools 

offer special programs for students who are not at-risk and who meet rigorous academic requirements 

for admission. Some are considered “alternative” because they do not use a normal school approach, 

and a growing number of schools serve students through digital learning via the Internet. Parent 

Partnership  Programs are a type of “school” where parents are the primary instructor and the district 

provides instructional support. Some target special student populations (e.g., special education, 

gifted, ELL). Given this variation, no “peer” indicator is computed for these schools. Moreover, 

alternative schools may need to be held accountable through more than just an index score because in 

many cases, they have intentionally targeted student populations facing significant challenges. 



 

 

Two options should be considered for holding alternative schools accountable. First, these schools 

would receive the normal index score using the calculations used for all schools. Alternative schools 

will likely be over-represented in the Struggling tier, and these schools are examined more closely 

(see the next section) to determine if they need additional support. A second approach is to have the 

alternative schools that serve highly mobile and at-risk students (including those in correctional 

facilities) volunteer to be held accountable using other outcomes over an extended period of time 

(e.g., 3 years). This approach is used in California. For example, a school could choose to be 

evaluated by the number of credits earned, attendance rates, and gains on pre-post tests given during 

the year. This system is very complex, but it is viewed in California as being a more valid system for 

these types of schools. OSPI could use concepts in this approach in its analysis of alternative schools 

that fall in the Struggling tier. 

 

Results for ELL students are currently included in AYP determinations in the student’s second 

year of enrollment in a U.S. public school. OSPI has requested that ELL results not be included until 

an ELL student has been enrolled in a U.S. public school for three years or until an ELL student 

achieves an intermediate level of English proficiency on the WLPT, whichever comes first.1 This 

request is based on research that shows it takes many years for an ELL student to acquire 

“academic” proficiency in English, the state assessments are given entirely in English, no translated 

versions are administered, and the students must be able to read and write English in order to 

understand and respond to the test items. Moreover, testing these students in English violates 

widely-adopted testing standards and ethics because of threats to validity and mistreatment of human 

subjects. However, the U.S. Education Department has denied OSPI’s request to change the way 

ELL students are included in AYP calculations. 

 

Nevertheless, computations for the proposed state accountability system could exclude the results 

for ELL students who had not achieved intermediate English proficiency (Level 3 composite) on the 

WLPT or for three years in a U.S. public school, whichever comes first, whenever a test requires 

reading and writing in only English. WLPT results would also need to be made public on the OSPI 

Report Card, which is not current OSPI practice. This would provide more accountability for 

progress among ELL students. This policy would still include the results of a very large percentage 

of ELL students. About 70% of ELL students statewide enter school in kindergarten, and they will 

have attended school for three years before taking the state assessment for the first time in grade 3. 

Of the ELL students who were enrolled in grades assessed by the WASL/WAAS (grades 3-8 and 

10), more than 81% had reached the intermediate level of the WLPT in 2008 and would have their 

scores included in the accountability calculations. While very few ELL students would have their 

results excluded, this policy would increase the fairness and validity of the accountability results. 

 

Schools and districts that perform at very high levels are not able to improve much more. To 

avoid “penalizing” these schools for a lack of improvement, the ratings for this indicator will not be 

included in the index calculations under certain conditions. Without this policy, schools and districts 

with nearly all of their students achieving Level 4 on an assessment and graduating nearly all their 

students would not be able to achieve a rating above 4. Specifically, a school or district can request 

that the improvement indicator not be used to compute the accountability index when a Learning 

Index reaches 3.85 out of 4.00 and remains at or above that level for two consecutive years. (A 

                                                 
1 The composite score from the annual Washington Language Proficiency Test (WLPT) reflects proficiency in reading, 

writing, speaking, and listening. 



 

school or district needs to improve by more than .15 to receive a rating of 7, which is impossible 

when their Learning Index is at or greater than 3.85.) The first year the Index falls above 3.85, the 

school/district would get a rating based on its improvement. If the Index stays at or above 3.85, the 

maximum rating is not possible, so the indicator would not be calculated.2 The same policy applies 

to the extended graduation rate outcome. A school or district can request the extended graduation 

rate results not be used when computing the accountability index when the rate reaches or exceeds 

94% and remains at that level for two consecutive years (the graduation rate must improve by more 

than 6 percentage points to earn a rating of 7). Of the schools with graduation data, 11% had a rate 

that was at least 94% in two consecutive years. 

 

IDENTIFYING “PRIORITY” SCHOOLS AND DISTRICTS (LOWEST TIER) 

 

Various quantitative and qualitative data will be used to determine which schools and districts that 

fall in the Struggling tier should be placed in the Priority tier  and be eligible to receive significant 

support. The data fall in four categories: 

 Contextual Data:   
Type of school 

Changes in student population 

Programs served by the school 

Level of student mobility 

 Assessment Results (WASL/WAAS/WLPT)  

Trends over multiple years for each subject area 

Subgroup trends 

Results for students who have been enrolled for at least two years 

 AYP Results:   

Distance from the annual goal 

Type of cells not making AYP 

Percentage of cells not making AYP 

 Other Data: 

Graduation and dropout rates for subgroups 

Student/teacher ratio 

Teacher education and experience levels 

Funding from local levies/bonds and outside sources 

Recent changes in leadership (key central office staff and principals) and teachers 

Problems with data that generate the index (e.g., reporting errors related to graduates) 

 

Each year, the process begins when OSPI computes the index using the most recent data and 

prepares a set of preliminary results. Given the relatively large number of schools that may fall into 

the Struggling tier,3 the schools must be screened to eliminate those that clearly should not fall into 

the Priority tier. This reduces the number of schools and districts that require a deeper analysis. 

OSPI staff then review the index results for each school and district in the Struggling tier and sort 

them into two categories: 

                                                 
2 Of the schools and districts with reportable data (at least 10 students assessed), two schools reached this level on the 

Learning Index in 2006 (one in both reading and writing and the other in writing), no district reached this level in 2006, 

and no school or district reached this level in any subject in 2007. 
3 The number will still be far fewer than those not making AYP or identified for “improvement” under NCLB. 



 

(1) Schools/districts that remain in the struggling tier are those that have not been in this tier in the 

past two years or have obvious data problems that affected their results (e.g., errors in reporting the 

number of graduates, missing data for ELL, special education, and low income students that can 

affect the results of the “peers”). 

(2) The remaining schools/districts are placed in a possible Priority tier category pending a deeper 

analysis (and additional information for high schools and districts using August results). 

 

OSPI staff then conduct a deeper analysis using available data for the schools and districts that have 

the possibility of being placed in the Priority tier. This may require contacting the district and/or 

local ESD to get more information. Based on this review, schools and districts are sorted again into 

the same two categories. Those placed in the Priority tier are notified of the possible designation and 

the reasons why this designation is possible. The district/school is given a chance to avoid the 

Priority designation by providing more information, including what explains the low index results. 

Appeals are made to OSPI with local school board approval. OSPI then reviews the additional 

information, and then recommend a final Priority list to the State Board of Education for review and 

approval. Schools and districts that are placed in the Priority tier would be offered additional state 

support, which would be tailored to meet their specific needs. 

 

INTEGRATING THE SYSTEMS 

 

Federal law requires states to have a single accountability system. Many states combine their state 

accountability system with the federal NCLB system. The State Board of Education will work with 

OSPI in the coming months to prepare a unified accountability plan for the U.S. Education 

Department that will recommend using the proposed state accountability system in place of the 

current federal system. A new administration may provide more flexibility to states that design 

alternative systems. The proposed system has many desirable features that could make it a viable 

alternative to the current rules used to measure AYP. A new method for determining AYP and what 

constitutes being “in improvement” still must be determined, and the consequences of not making 

AYP could remain the same or be different. 

 

The assessment and participation results will continue to be disaggregated for all student subgroups 

and be made public, as required by federal law. These disaggregated data will be used in the process 

of determining which schools and districts are in need of improvement and what type and level of 

support should be provided by the state.  

 

RECOGNITION  
 

The Board intends to provide recognition based on sustained exemplary performance. The 

accountability system will provide multiple ways to reward success and will rely on criterion-

referenced measures using the results from the accountability matrix. 

 

Three options can be considered: providing recognition for (1) each of the 30 cells of the matrix, (2) 

the 20 “inner” cells of the matrix, and (3) the 10 “average” cells of the matrix. The advisors 

recommended providing recognition in all 30 cells because they believe people are motivated to 

improve the most when they can experience success. A minimum rating is required to receive 

recognition—5.50 in the 20 “inner” cells and 5.25 in the “averaged” cells (see Table 6). Any cell 

with a rating of 6.00 or above would receive recognition “with honors.” The ratings will be 



 

calculated every year, and recognition is given when the two-year average rating meets the 

minimum requirement. This ensures recognition is given only for sustained exemplary performance. 

 

Table 6: Minimum 2-Year Average Required for Recognition** 

Indicator Reading Writing Math Science Grad Rate Average 

Non-low inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 
Low-inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 
Ach. vs. peers 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 
Improvement 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 

Average 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 
**Any cell of the matrix with a 2-year average rating of 6.00 or above would be recognized “with honor.” 

 

Figure 2 shows the number of schools that would have received awards if the proposed system was 

in place in 2007 for the 2,011 schools and all 30 cells were eligible to receive recognition. The 

largest number of schools would have received recognition in just one or two of the 30 areas, and 

348 schools (17%) would not have received any recognition. At the other extreme, 242 schools 

(12%) would have received recognition in 10 or more areas, and one school would have received 

recognition in 21 of the 30 cells of the matrix. The largest number of schools (57%) met the criteria 

for reading achievement among their non-low income students. Achievement in math, science, and 

among low-income students had far fewer schools meeting the minimum criteria. Less than 4% had 

an overall average of 5.25 on the accountability index over the 2-year period. Of the 149 schools that 

had a 2-year index average of less than 2.50 (i.e., those in the Struggling tier), 71% would not have 

received any recognition in any of the 30 cells, 22% would have received recognition in one cell, 

and 7% would have received recognition in two or three areas (most often in writing improvement). 

 

Figure 2: Number of Schools with Recognition, by Number of Recognitions (2007) 
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This system of recognition will supplement and could replace some types of recognition currently in 

place. The federal government provides funding to schools for three awards, primarily those 

Total N = 2,011 



 

receiving Title I funds. OSPI also provides awards for improvement but no extra funding as part of 

its recognition. Schools and districts that receive recognition in the proposed system will not be 

compensated monetarily, except possibly for schoolwide bonuses for all school staff based on 

“multiple measures of student performance.” These bonuses have been recommended by the Basic 

Education Finance Task Force in its December 2008 report to the Legislature. The proposed 

recognition system could be used as a basis for these rewards. For example, staff in schools that 

have a 2-year average in overall improvement of at least 5.25 could be given the schoolwide bonus. 

In 2007, about 12% of the schools statewide met this criterion. The amount of the bonus suggested 

by OSPI was $20 to $50 per student FTE. Other types of recognition, with or without financial 

awards, could be developed. These could be available to all that meet certain criteria and/or be 

competitive in nature. 

 

*    *    *    *    *    * 

 

The proposed accountability system will need to remain flexible. It must adapt to changes in NCLB 

and graduation requirements, the assessment system, and other factors that may impact the results. 

Moreover, a number of issues must still be resolved before the index can be implemented 

effectively. For example, further review of the results should occur to ensure the index measures the 

achievement and improvement the Board intends. Various OSPI and State Board activities need to 

be integrated and aligned with one another (e.g., how the index relates to NCLB requirements, how 

to use the index to identify Priority schools and districts, how and when assistance and recognition 

occur, how index results are represented and made available to the public). The methods for 

measuring improvement and holding alternative schools accountable need further review. Finally, 

some method of measuring community and legislative support needs to be incorporated to ensure 

“reciprocal accountability.” 
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APPENDIX A 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN THE ACCOUNTABILITY INDEX 

 

This appendix lists eight recommended changes to the accountabililty index, the reasons for the 

changes, and the effect the changes have on the proposed system and results. Changes 1-4 have been 

made and are reflected in the Executive Summary; changes 5-8 are presented for Board consideration. 

 

1. Change the first indicator, achievement by all students, to be achievement 

by non-low income students. 

 

Rationale: Using results for non-low income students separate from those from low income 

families (used as the second indicator) means no student is double counted.4 In the original 

indicator using “all” students, low-income students end up being counted in both indicators. The 

suggested change was suggested by some stakeholders and reflects the belief that all students have 

equal value and no group of students is more important than any other group. This policy will 

reveal more clearly the size of the achievement gap based on family income level, which is the 

strongest predictor of student achievement. It would also reveal when low-income students 

perform better than their better-off classmates. 

 

Effect of the Change: This change has relatively little impact on higher SES schools and districts 

because the ”all” students group does not include many low-income students. It has a larger impact 

on those with higher percentages of low-income students because it would not double-count as 

many stuents, who tend to perform and graduate at lower levels. A comparison of the results using 

the original “all students” indicator and the “non-low income” indicator shows the index a small 

increase in the index, with slightly larger increases (in the .2 to .3 range on a 7-point scale). The 

overall effect is relatively small because this indicator counts for only 25% in the index. Finally, 

the policy would reduce the relationship between the index and SES to even lower levels. 

 

2. Change the scale from 5 points (0-4) to 7 points (1-7). 

 

Rationale: This change provides greater differentiation, or “spread”, to the results (like a + or – 

when giving letter grades). It also avoids the comparison with the grade point average. Several 

comments were made about the need for more points on the scale and starting the ratings at 1 

rather than at 0. 

 

Effect of the Change: Changes were made to the benchmarks, it is more difficult to achieve the 

highest ratings, there are more tiers and more schools in the struggling tiers (now the bottom two 

tiers – see the next bullet).  

 

Table A1 shows the new benchmarks and ratings using the 7-point scale, which can be compared 

to the original set using a 5-point scale, shown in Table A2. A few minor changes were made in 

the highest and lowest benchmarks (see highlighted numbers). 

                                                 
4 Under the current AYP rules, student results are reported for all students as well as in 8 subgroups: the 5 race/ethnic 

groups (American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islanders, African American, Hispanic, and White), ELL students, low-income 

students, and students with disabilities. As a result, some students are counted as many as five times, while others are 

counted only once or twice. These 9 groups are measured in terms of their achievement and “participation rate” in 

reading and math, and recent federal regulations required accountability for each of the groups for the graduation rate. If 

any group does not meet the annual grade-level target, the school or district does not make AYP. 
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Table A1: Revised Benchmarks and Ratings (7-pt scale) 

 READING WRITING MATH SCIENCE EXT. GRAD. RATE 

ACHIEVEMENT 

(NON-LOW INC.) 

% MET STANDARD RATING 

90.1 - 100% ............... 7 

80.1 - 90% ................. 6 

70.1 - 80% ................. 5 

60.1 - 70% ................. 4 

50.1 - 60% ................. 3 

40  -  50% .................. 2 

<  40% ....................... 1 

RATE RATING 

> 95 ...................... 7 

90.1 - 95% ........... 6 

85.1 - 90% ........... 5 

80.1 - 85% ........... 4 

75.1 - 80% ........... 3 

70  -  75% ............ 2 

< 70% .................. 1 

ACHIEVEMENT 

(LOW INCOME) 

ACHIEVEMENT 

 VS. PEERS 

DIFFERENCE IN  

LEARNING INDEX RATING 

> .20 ........................... 7 

.151  to .20 ................. 6 

.051  to .15  ................ 5 

-.05  to .05 .................. 4 

-.051  to -.15 .............. 3 

-.151  to -.20 .............. 2  

 < -.20 ........................ 1 

DIFFERENCE 

IN RATE RATING 

> 12 ...................... 7 

6.1 to 12 ............... 6 

3.1 to 6 ................. 5 

-3 to 3 ................... 4 

-3.1 to -6 .............. 3 

-6.1 to -12 ............ 2 

< -12 .................... 1 

IMPROVEMENT CHANGE IN  

LEARNING INDEX  RATING 

> .15 ........................... 7 

.101 to .15 .................. 6 

.051 to .10 .................. 5 

-.05 to .05 ................... 4 

-.051  to -.10 .............. 3 

-.101  to -.15 .............. 2 

< -.15 ......................... 1 

CHANGE 

IN RATE RATING 

> 6 ........................ 7 

4.1 to 6 ................. 6 

2.1 to 4 ................. 5 

-2 to 2 ................... 4 

-2.1 to -4 .............. 3 

-4.1 to -6 .............. 2 

< -6 ...................... 1 

 

Table A2: Initial Benchmarks and Ratings (5-pt scale) 

 READING WRITING MATH SCIENCE EXT. GRAD. RATE 

ACHIEVEMENT 

(ALL STUDENTS) 

% MET STANDARD RATING 

86-100% 4 

70-85.9% 3 

55-69.9% 2 

40-54.9% 1 

< 40% 0 

RATE RATING 

> 95 4 

85-95% 3 

75-84.9% 2 

65-74.9% 1 

< 65% 0  

ACHIEVEMENT 

(LOW INCOME) 

 ACHIEVEMENT 

 VS. PEERS 

DIFFERENCE IN  

LEARNING INDEX RATING 

> .20  4 

 .10  to .20 3 

 -.099  to .099 2 

 -.20  to -.10 1  

 < -.20 0 

DIFFERENCE 

IN RATE RATING 

> 12 4 

 5.01 to 12 3 

 -5 to 5 2 

 -5.01 to -12 1 

 < -12 0  

IMPROVEMENT CHANGE IN  

LEARNING INDEX  RATING 

> .12 4 

 .051  to .12 3 

 -.05  to .05 2 

 -.051  to -.12 1 

 < -.12 0 

CHANGE 

IN RATE RATING 

 > 6 4 

 3.01 to 6 3 

 -3 to 3 2 

 -3.01 to -6 1 

 < -6 0 
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3. Change from 4 initial tiers to 5 initial tiers (before deeper analysis identifies those that 

should enter the Priority tier) and adjust the tier ranges accordingly. 

 

Rationale: These changes provide greater differentiation and is more aligned with the revised 7-

point rating scale. 

 

Effect of the Change: One more tier was added. “Very Good” was placed between “Exemplary” 

and “Good” tiers. The percentage of schools and districts in most of the tiers remained about the 

same (Very Good and Good schools represent roughly the same percentage of Good schools in the 

original rating system). 

 

Tables A3 and A4 show the revised and original set of tiers, their range, and the school results for 

2007. Tables A5 and A6 show the revised and original results for districts for 2007. (The N is 

lower in the revised results because no schools and districts with less than 10 assessed students 

received an index score.) 

 

Table A3: Revised Tier Ranges and 2007 School Results (N=2,011) 

Tier 

Index 

Range 

Number of 

Schools 

Percent of 

Schools 

Exemplary 5.50 – 7.00  81  4.0% 

Very Good 5.00 – 5.49  131  6.5% 

Good 4.00 – 4.99  591  29.4% 

Acceptable 2.50 – 3.99  980  48.7% 

Struggling 1.00 – 2.49  228  11.3% 

Note: Schools averaged 3.71, with 4.00 being the mid-point on a 7-point scale. 
 

Table A4: Original Tier Ranges and 2007 School Results (N=2,046) 

Tier 

Index 

Range 

Number of 

Schools 

Percent of 

Schools 

Exemplary 3.00 – 4.00  72  3.5% 

Good 2.00 – 2.99  664  32.5% 

Acceptable 1.00 – 1.99  1,043  51.0% 

Struggling 0.00 – 0.99  267  13.0% 

 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

 

Table A5: Revised Tier Ranges and 2007 District Results (N=291) 

Tier 

Index 

Range 

Number of 

Districts 

Percent of 

Districts 

Exemplary 5.50 – 7.00  1  .3% 

Very Good 5.00 – 5.49  9  3.1% 

Good 4.00 – 4.99  87  29.9% 

Acceptable 3.00 – 3.99  177  60.8% 

Struggling 1.00 – 2.49  17  5.8% 

 

Table A6: Original Tier Ranges and 2007 District Results (N=296) 

Tier 

Index 

Range 

Number of 

Districts 

Percent of 

Districts 

Exemplary 3.00 – 4.00  3  1.0% 

Good 2.00 – 2.99  102  34.5% 

Acceptable 1.00 – 1.99  175  59.1% 

Struggling 0.00 – 0.99  16  5.4% 
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4. Change the recognition criteria to align with the 7-point rating scale. 

 

Rationale: This change adjusts the recognition criteria to be in alignment with the revised 7-point 

rating scale. The criteria were adjusted to produce similar results as the original criteria based on 

the 5-point scale (in both cases, ratings in the top 20-21% of the scale would receive recogntion). 

 

Effect of the Change: The number of schools and districts being recognized stays about the same. 

 

Tables A7 and A8 show the revised criteria and the original criteria for recognition. Figure A1 

shows the number of recogntions a school would receive using the revised and original criteria and 

rating scales. 

 

Table A7: Revised Minimum Requirements for Recognition (1-7 Scale) 

Indicator Reading Writing Math Science Ext. Grad. Rate Average 

Non-low inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 
Low-inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 
Ach. vs. peers 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 
Improvement 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25 

Average 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 
Any cell of the matrix with a 2-year average rating of 6.00 or above would be recognized “with honor.” 

 

Table A8: Original Minimum Requirements for Recognition (0-4 Scale) 

Indicator Reading Writing Math Science Ext. Grad. Rate Average 

Non-low inc. ach. 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75 
Low-inc. ach. 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75 
Ach. vs. peers 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75 
Improvement 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75 

Average 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.75 
Any cell of the matrix with a 2-year average rating of 3.50 or above would be recognized “with honor.” 

 

 

Figure A1: Number of Schools Receiving Recognition, 5-Point vs. 7-Point Scales 
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5. Propose exempting ELL results in the first 3 years of enrollment or until acquiring 

intermediate proficiency in English, whichever comes first. 

 

Rationale: Results for ELL students who are in their second year of enrollment in a U.S. public 

school are currently included in AYP calculations. OSPI has requested that ELL results be counted 

using the proposed policy. This request is based on research that shows it takes many years for an 

ELL student to acquire “academic” proficiency in English, the state assessments are given entirely 

in English, no translated versions are administered, and the students must be able to read and write 

English in order to understand and respond to the test items. Moreover, testing these students in 

English violates widely-adopted testing standards and ethics because of threats to validity and 

mistreatment of human subjects. However, the U.S. Education Department has denied OSPI’s 

request to change the way ELL students are included in AYP calculations.  

 

Several stakeholders voiced strong concern about including ELL results in the index calculations 

using the current federal requirements. They believe the current policy supports inhumane 

assessment practices, produces invalid results, and has a negative impact on the acquisition of 

English language proficiency. Computations in the state accountability system can exclude the 

results for ELL students who had not achieved intermediate English proficiency (Level 3 

composite) on the WLPT or for three years in a U.S. public school, whichever comes first, 

whenever a test requires reading and writing in only English.5 Although research has shown it 

takes longer than three years to acquire proficiency in English in an academic setting, this time 

period reflects OSPI’s position in its response to the federal regulations, and it provides motivation 

to help ELL students acquire English language skills. WASL testing would still take place after the 

ELL’s first year of enrollment, but the results would not count for accountability purposes until the 

student met one of the two criteria. WLPT results would be made public on the OSPI Report Card 

(this is not current OSPI practice) to provide more accountability for progress among ELL 

students. 

 

Expected Effect of the Change: The effect of this policy will be rather small, and it will increase 

the validity of the index results while proposing sound assessment practices. The results of a very 

large percentage of ELL students will still be included because about 70% of all ELL students 

statewide enter school in kindergarten, and they will have attended school for three years before 

taking the state assessment for the first time in grade 3. Of the ELL students who were enrolled in 

the grades assessed by the WASL/WAAS (grades 3-8 and 10), more than 81% had reached the 

intermediate level of the WLPT in 2008 and would have their scores included in the accountability 

calculations (see Figure A2). Sensitivity analysis using data from a large district with a high 

percentage of ELL students found that this policy created little change (less than .2) in the 

district’s accountability index. So while very few ELL students would have their results excluded, 

this policy would increase both the actual and perceived fairness of the accountability results. 

 

                                                 
5 The Washington Language Proficiency Test (WLPT-II) is currently the only assessment Washington State uses to 

assess English language comprehension for English language learners (ELLs). This holistic test is used to determine one 

composite English language proficiency score. The composite score from the annual WLPT-II reflects proficiency in 

reading, writing, speaking, and listening. 
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Figure A2: WLPT Results in 2008 
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6. Propose using other means for holding alternative schools accountable. 

 

Rationale: Many different types of alternative schools exist throughout the state. More than half 

the “schools” with this designation serve at-risk students in grades 9-12. Some schools are 

considered “alternative” because they do not use a normal school approach. A growing number of 

schools serve students through digital learning via the Internet. Parent Partnership  Programs are a 

type of “school” where parents are the primary instructor and the district provides instructional 

support. Some schools with this designation target special student populations (e.g., special 

education, gifted, ELL), and some are held on college campuses or at night. Given this diversity, 

no “peer” indicator is computed for these schools. 

 

While most of these schools are relatively small (their total 2007 enrollment was less than 4% of 

enrollment statewide), many of them purposely serve student populations facing significant 

challenges. As a result, some alternative schools have a very low index and are more likely to fall 

in the “struggling” tiers. Consequently, alternative schools may need to be held accountable 

through more than just an index score. 

 

 Option 1: Use the regular process for computing the index, then use the in-depth examiniation 

of data for schools in the Struggling tier. OSPI would be responsible for determining if an 

alternative school was following best practices and showing progress and therefore not be 

placed in the Priority tier. The role, status, and available resources of alternative programs 

within the district are important factors to be examined during this process. 

 

 Option 2: Allow the schools that serve high-risk and special populations to use additionial 

measures when determining their tier. This approach is similar to what is used in California. 

Alternative schools in California that serve highly mobile and at-risk students (including those 
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in correctional facilities) can volunteer to be evaluated using three other outcomes over at least 

a 3-year period. For example, a school could choose to be evaluated by the number of credits 

earned, attendance rates, and gains on pre-post tests given during the year. This system has 

become very complex, but it has been approved for federal accountability purposes and is 

viewed as being a more valid system for holding these types of schools accountable. OSPI 

could use concepts in this approach in its analysis of alternative schools that fall in the 

Struggling tier. 

 

Expected Effects: Adopting additional steps when assessing alternative schools would provide 

greater validity and accuracy when making accountability decisions. Option 1 would be simpler 

and easier to implement than Option 2. Also, Option 2 gives schools more chance to pick a narrow 

set of outcomes that could be more easily attained. 

 

7. Propose allowing schools and districts to choose to exclude the improvement indicator 

when they are performing at the highest achievement levels. 

 

Rationale: Schools and districts that perform at very high levels are not able to improve much 

more. The ratings for this indicator would not be included in the index calculations to avoid 

“penalizing” these schools for a lack of improvement when they cannot achieve the maximum 

improvement rating. Specifically, the improvement indicator would not be used to compute the 

accountability index when a Learning Index reaches 3.85 out of 4.00 and remains at or above that 

level for two consecutive years. (A school or district needs to improve by more than .15 to receive 

a rating of 7, which is impossible when the Learning Index is at or greater than 3.85.) The first 

year the Index falls above 3.85, the school/district would get a rating based on their improvement. 

If the Index stays at or above 3.85, the maximum rating is not possible, so the indicator would not 

be calculated if desired. For the extended graduation rate outcome, the improvement indicator will 

not be used to compute the accountability index when the extended graduation rate reaches or 

exceeds 94% and remains at that level for two consecutive years (the graduation rate must improve 

by more than 6 percentage points to earn a rating of 7). 

 

Expected Effects: This policy would affect very few schools and districts. Of the schools and 

districts with reportable data (at least 10 students assessed), two schools reached 3.85 on the 

Learning Index in 2006 (one in both reading and writing and the other in writing), no district 

reached this level in 2006, and no school or district reached this level in any subject in 2007. So 

none would have qualified for excluding assessment results in 2007. Of the schools with 

graduation data, 11% had a rate that was at least 94% in two consecutive years and could have 

chosen to not have this indicator counted. Some schools and districts may decide to include the 

results in the second year, even if the maximum rating is not possible, if the improvement helps 

their accountability index results. Providing this option allows schools and districts performing at 

very high levels to maintain very high index scores. 

 

8. Propose counting the highest grade 10 results through August of grade 10. 

 

Rationale: Schools and districts have the option to allow high school students to take the state 

assessments in grade 9 and to retake the assessments in the spring and summer of grade 10. In 

some cases, 10th graders miss the spring exam, and they usually retake the exam(s) in August. The 

original policy was to count only the high school assessment results that were generated in the 

spring of grade 10 (or earlier if a student passed the test as a 9th grader). However, AYP results are 

now calculated using the results through August of grade 10. This policy would align the 
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accountability system with current practice, give credit for a student’s highest score, and ensure 

that students who did not take the test(s) in the spring would have their August results counted. 

 

Expected Effects: This policy would have little effect on the results. Relatively few students take 

the exam(s) in August of grade 10. Results during grades 11 and 12 will still be considered when 

looking at those in the Struggling tier to recognize the effort that some districts undergo to help 

students who are in danger of not graduating unless they pass the required assessments. 
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CORE 24 IMPLEMENTATION TASK FORCE 
 

 
SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOAL  
 
One key strategy to meet the SBE’s goal to improve student preparation for post-secondary 

education and the 21st century world of work and citizenship is to create a coherent and 

rigorous set of graduation requirements that keeps all options open for all students.  With the 

actions taken in July 2008, the SBE established the CORE 24 High School Graduation 

Requirements Framework.  The CORE 24 Implementation Task Force, part of the SBE’s 

September 2008-August 2009 work plan, is an integral step in moving the work forward.   

BACKGROUND 

The SBE approved the charter for the CORE 24 Implementation Task Force at the November 

2008 meeting.  Applications for the 15-member Task Force were accepted throughout the 

month of November; 155 were received by the December 1 deadline.  Twenty-three 

superintendents and 72 principals applied; the remainder of the applications were from school 

board members, teachers, CTE directors, counselors, and educators in other positions.   

Steve Dal Porto, Jack Schuster, and Kathe Taylor reviewed all of the applications, with input 

from many of the respective professional organizations.  The names of the Task Force 

members will be shared with the Board at the January meeting. 

EXPECTED ACTION 

None 
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2009 LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

2009 Legislative Session Information 
 
The 61st Legislature will start on the Monday, January 12th with the key purpose of 
developing a balanced two-year budget in light of the projected revenue shortfall.  This 
session occurs on an odd year and will therefore last for 105 days. During the session, 
the Senate will develop the first set of budget bills through consideration of the 
Governor’s budget and any economic news. The budget bills will be reviewed by both 
chambers of the Legislature and considered for voting near the end of the session in 
April. 
 
Although there will be some new faces on the Hill this year, Senator Rosemary 
McAuliffe will remain the chair of the Senate Early Learning & K-12 Education 
Committee and Representative Dave Quall will remain chair of the House of 
Representatives Education Committee.  There have been some changes to the 
structure of the finance committees.  The Senate Ways and Means Committee will 
continue to be chaired by Senator Margarita Prentice with two Vice Chairs will be 
Senator Rodney Tom (vice chair - Operating Budget) and Senator Karen Fraser (vice 
chair - Capital Budget).  The House of Representatives has renamed the Appropriations 
Committee to “Ways and Means” and it will be chaired by Representative Kelli Linville.  
The Appropriations Sub-Committee on Education has been provided more authority and 
renamed the Education Appropriation Committee with Representative Kathy Haigh as 
the chair.  
 
The State’s overall revenue is projected to create a $5.7 billion budget shortfall through 
the 2009 - 2011 biennium.  Governor Gregoire released her 2009-11 Budget and her 
Supplemental 2009 Budget on December 18th.  In order to meet the revenue shortfall, 
the Governor proposes cuts across all of state government in her 2009-11 Budget and 
the spending down of the budget stabilization account.  
Budgets aside, here are some additional subjects that may be heard in legislative 
committees during the session: 

 K-12 funding formula and definition of Basic Education proposed by the Basic 
Education Finance Joint Task Force; 

 State Board of Education work on high school graduation requirements, 
accountability, and the continued work with OSPI on math and science 
standards and curriculum; 
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 Professional Educator Standards Board work on the math and science 
teacher shortage, and strategies to assist teachers of English Language 
Learners; 

 Washington Assessment of Student Learning; 

 Closing the achievement gaps; 

 Dropout prevention; 

 Other possible agency rule changes, such as the State Board of Health’s 
proposed changes to the school environmental health and safety rules; 

 Subjects which are ongoing or have been continued from last session, such 
as the need for more data, COLA, interstate compact on military children, 
school transportation, and K-12 school construction; and 

 Potential new subjects, such as online learning. 
 
Governor Gregoire’s Proposed Budgets 

Specific to the Board 
In the Governor’s proposed Supplemental 2009 Budget, the State Board of Education 
received funds to review OSPI’s science curricular menu recommendations.  In the 
Governor’s proposed 2009-11 Budget, the Board received cuts in its operating 
expenses and was not provided funds for its proposal to personalize education for high 
school students.  In addition, the cross-the-board hiring freeze and cuts that have 
already been in effect will carry forward into the next biennium.  

Governor's Proposed Budget       

  

Current 
SBE  

Budget 
Fiscal Year 

'09  

SBE 
Request 

Pre-
Governor's 

Budget initial 
cuts for SBE 

Governor's 
Proposed  
Budget for 

SBE 

2009 Supplemental 
Budget 

$ 815,000 
* $ 

150,000 
$ 75,000 $ 896,000 

2009-11 Maintenance    
$ 

1,895,000 
NA $ 1,630,000 

2009-11 Policy 
enhancement for 
Personalized Education 
for High School Students 

  $ 820,000   $ 0 

 * Review of OSPI 's Science Curricular Menu    
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General Summary 
 
“Because education is the foundation for our future,”1 education received the smallest 
cuts.  The cuts were also less in other programs that affect children, including health 
care and child protective services.  Public safety programs also received smaller cuts.  
The proposed spending of $12 billion for public school programs includes a 5.6 percent 
reduction, specifically I-728 funding is reduced by 21 percent in 2009-10 and 23 percent 
in 2010-11; Local Effort Assistance is reduced by 33 percent each year; the I-732 COLA 
is suspended each year.  
 
Many education programs and allocations are eliminated or changed significantly in the 
proposed budget.  Professional development for math and science education has been 
eliminated; however, the two state-funded Learning Improvement Days are targeted for 
implementing new math and science standards.  The teacher mentorship program 
(Teacher Assistance Program) is suspended and the Professional Educator Standards 
Board is required to redesign the program.  Many other programs are eliminated or 
sustain significant reductions.  The Governor’s proposed Budget is the first step in the 
process of creating a state budget.  The legislature will take the Governor’s proposals 
along with the mid-session economic forecasts and create their own 2009-11 Budget, 
which will be considered for passage near the end of the legislative session. 
 
The Basic Education Finance Joint Task Force Proposal  
 
The Basic Education Finance Joint Task Force recently adopted an amended proposal 
that includes the State Board of Education’s (SBE) proposals for CORE 24 and for 
Accountability.  A final proposal containing a new definition of Basic Education and a 
new K-12 funding formula is expected to be presented to the legislature at the beginning 
of the Legislative Session.  The recommendations from the Task Force will not be the 
only ones considered during the session. It is likely that other proposals, like ones from 
the Full Funding Coalition and Dan Grimm, may be submitted as bills and considered by 
the two Chambers.  

CORE 24  
CORE 24 was integral in the work of the Task Force, as seen in the first bullet of 
the proposal’s Key Draft Recommendations: “Define basic education as the 
opportunity for students to meet proposed new high school graduation 
requirements.”  CORE 24 was used in drafting the instructional elements of the 
new definition of Basic Education and to identify the resources needed for 
districts to provide it.  The elements considered during the drafting included the 
average number of hours of instruction during a year (which requires at least six 
periods per day), the number of teachers required, and additional resources that 
may be needed.  In the proposal, the state would provide resources to enable 
districts to provide supplemental instruction to underachieving students, 

                                                 
1 Governor Gregoire’s Proposed 2009-11 Budget and Policy Highlights, Dec. 2008 
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transitional bilingual instruction for English Language Learners, and special 
education services for students with disabilities, so as to provide the students 
with a reasonable opportunity to meet the graduation requirements.  The Task 
Force’s proposal also requires the legislature to approve any requirements if SBE 
proposes a set of graduation requirements that would have a fiscal impact before 
taking effect. 

Accountability  
The SBE’s work on accountability was also highlighted in the Task Force’s Key 
Draft Recommendations: “Implement the State Board of Education’s proposed 
accountability system principles.”  In the text of the document, it specifies the 
inclusion of the proposed Accountability Index, which uses multiple criteria to 
evaluate school and district performance; that schools with exemplary 
performance will be identified as well as those experiencing problems; that 
voluntary targeted assistance will be provided to struggling schools; that 
timelines for improvement will be established; and that SBE will require districts 
to take specified actions in the event of no improvement.   

180 School Days 
In the proposal, school districts would provide 180 days of instruction unless they 
receive a waiver from SBE.  However, waivers cannot be used for professional 
development or for teacher/parent-guardian conferences, and the total number of 
180-day waivers authorized statewide by SBE cannot impact more than two 
percent of the overall student population.  In a related issue, professional 
development days will be increased from the current two Learning Improvement 
Days to ten days each year. 

Other Elements 
The Task Force’s proposal uses a set of “model schools” in order to provide 
funding. Although, the model schools are not a mandate for how school districts 
should structure their schools.  The model schools used in the proposal will be 
available for review by the public and can be a starting point for discussions 
about the use of resources at the local level.  A state-provided, common 
statewide student information system is also proposed that can connect 
information about students, students’ test scores, teachers, and courses in real 
time.  The system will also include a dropout early warning system. 
The proposal recommends developing an incentive compensation program that 
awards a monetary bonus to all school staff for building-level student academic 
achievement.  Awards will be determined based on multiple measures of student 
performance, including standardized test scores and student retention in 
secondary schools.  Funding will also be added to the Future Teachers 
Conditional Scholarship and Loan Repayment Program for teachers and 
educational staff associates degree candidates in documented shortage areas 
such as math, science, bilingual instruction, and special education. 
The proposal identifies that an oversight/implementation group should be 
appointed to analyze and evaluate progress in implementing the Basic Education 
Finance Joint Task Force recommendations with periodic reports to the 
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legislature and a six-year sunset.  The goal of the proposal is to be ready to 
implement the new funding formulas in 2011-12 in school districts, which requires 
authorization by the 2011 Legislature and budget development beginning in mid- 
2010.   

 
Summary 
During the legislative session, the budget deficit will be a shadow over all issues.  
Although the SBE is not proposing any specific policy legislation of its own, its work will 
be recognized through its connections to reports and recommendations that will be 
presented this session by legislatively created work groups, such as the Basic 
Education Finance Joint Task Force, the Washington Assessment of Student Learning 
Legislative Group, the Professional Educator Standard’s Board math and science 
teacher supply task force, reports on Achievement Gaps from several state boards and 
commissions, OSPI’s data feasibility study, and OSPI’s Interstate Compact on Military 
Children Task Force, just to name a few.  SBE staff will provide weekly updates to the 
Board during the Legislative Session, about issues and bills related to the work of the 
SBE. 
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AMENDED BYLAWS FOR CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION 

 

SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOALS 
 
The Board will consider adopting an amended set of bylaws at the January 2009 Board 
meeting.   

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board’s Bylaws state that the Board should review the Bylaws every two years.  The 
Bylaws were last updated in April of 2006.  At the September 2008 Board Meeting, the Board 
asked staff to create a committee to review the Bylaws.  Amy Bragdon and Warren Smith were 
selected as the Board leads and Brad Burnham has been the supporting staff member for 
review committee.  Bylaws of other boards were reviewed as a part of the updating process. 
 
The committee presented a draft set of Bylaws during the November 2008 Board Meeting.  The 
discussion at the Board meeting and other input from Board members has prompted further 
revision to the Bylaws.  The amended Bylaws are included with this memo.  The document 
shows changes to the 2006 version of the Bylaws using Microsoft’s “Track Changes.”  
 
The changes to the Bylaws include member responsibilities, the Executive Committee and 
officers, the Executive Director’s job description creation, and process for evaluation of the 
executive director.  Some changes offered by Board members and some elements removed 
from the Bylaws in the revision process may be more relevant to the Board’s Procedural 
Manual, which should be subsequently reviewed and revised. 
 
The following is information about some of the changes: 

 The detailed information concerning Board membership is a duplicate of current statute, 
so it has been removed and replaced with information about Board responsibilities; 

 The current practice of both the chair and the executive director making final decisions of 
items to be included in a Board meeting agenda has been incorporated in the Bylaws;  

 The Immediate Past Chair position has been modified to a one-year term in order to 
provide continuity of direction for one year of a new Chair’s two-year term; 

 The automatic inclusion of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI) as an officer 
and member of the Executive Committee has been changed.  The change allows SPI to 
be an equal member of the Board with the possibility of being elected to an officer 
position; 

 The method for creating or modifying the Executive Director’s job description and 
evaluation procedure has been modified. The change will allow more inclusion of the full 
Board with the possible creation of a committee to consider and draft potential changes. 
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POLICY CONSIDERATION 
 
It is appropriate for the Board to periodically review the Bylaws.  As a result of any revisions, the 
Board will need to decide when to conduct its planning meeting. 

 
EXPECTED ACTION 

 
Possible adoption of the amended Bylaws.  The Bylaws may only be amended by a two-thirds 
affirmative vote of the Board members.  
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ARTICLE I 

Name 
 
The name of this agency shall be the Washington State Board of Education. 
 
 

ARTICLE II 
Purpose 

 
The purpose of the Washington State Board of Education is to provide advocacy and strategic 
oversight of public education; implement a standards-based accountability system to improve student 
academic achievement; provide leadership in the creation of a system that personalizes education for 
each student and respects diverse cultures, abilities, and learning styles; and promote achievement of 
the Basic Education Act goals of RCW 28A.150.210. 
 
 

ARTICLE III 
Membership and Responsibilities 

 
Section 1. Board size. The membership of the Washington State Board of Education shall be 
composed of sixteen members who are residents of the state of Washington. 
 
Section 2. Meeting attendance and preparation. Members are expected to consistently attend and 
prepare for board and committee meetings, of which they are members, in order to be effective and 
active participants. Members are further expected to stay current in their knowledge and 
understanding of the board’s projects and policymaking. 
 
Section 3. External communication. Members of the Board should support board decisions and 
policies when providing information to the public. The executive director or a Board designee will be 
the spokesperson for the board with the media.  
 
Section 4. Board responsibilities. The Board may meet in order to review any concerns presented 
to the chair or executive committee about a Board member’s inability to perform as a member or for 
neglect of duty.   
 
 

ARTICLE IV 
Officers 

 
Section 1. Designation. The officers of the board shall be the chair the vice chair, immediate past 
chair, the superintendent of public instruction, and a two members at-large. 
 
Section 2. Term of officers. (1) The chair shall serve a term of two years and may serve for no more 
than two consecutive two -year terms. 
           (2) The vice chair shall serve a term of two years and may serve no more than two consecutive 
two-year terms. 

(3) The members at-large shall serve a term of one-year and may serve no more than two 
consecutive one-year terms. 

(4) The immediate past chair shall serve a term of one-year. 
 

(3) The immediate past chair shall serve a term of one-year. 



 

Draft 4 

 (b) Should the superintendent of public instruction hold the position of chair, vice chair, or 
serve for a term of two years or until a successor has been duly elected.  No more than two 
consecutive two-year terms may be served by a board member as chair, or vice chair, or immediate 
past chair. 
 (2) One-year position. (a) The members at-large office positions shall be elected annually by 
the board at the planning meeting of the board. 
 (b) The person members of the board elected as members at-large shall take office at the end 
of the meeting and shall serve for a term of one year or until a successor has been duly elected. No 
more than two consecutive one-year terms may be served by a board member as a member at-large. 
 (3) Vacancies. Upon a vacancy in any officer position,, except the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, the position shall be filled by election not later than the date of the second ensuing 
regularly scheduled board meeting. The member elected to fill the vacant officer position shall begin 
service on the executive committee at the end of the meeting at which she or he was elected and 
complete the term of office associated with the position.  
 
Section 4. Duties. (1) Chair.  The chair shall preside at the meetings of the board, serve as chair of 
the executive committee, make committee appointments, be the official voice for the board in all 
matters pertaining to or concerning the board, its programs and/or responsibilities, and otherwise be 
responsible for the conduct of the business of the board. 

(2) Vice Chair.  The vice chair shall preside at board meetings in the absence of the chair, sit 
on the executive committee, and assist the chair as may be requested by the chair. When the chair is 
not available, the vice chair shall be the official voice for the board in all matters pertaining to or 
concerning the board, its programs and/or responsibilities. 

 (3) Superintendent of Public Instruction.  The superintendent of public instruction shall sit 
on the executive committee. 

(4) Members At-Large. The members at-large shall carry out duties as requested by the chair 
and sit on the executive committee. 

 (3) Superintendent of Public Instruction.  The superintendent of public instruction shall sit 
on the executive committee. 

 
ARTICLE V 
Meetings 

 
Section 1. Regular meetings.  (1) The board shall hold an annual planning meeting and such other 
regular and special meetings at a time and place within the state as the board shall determine.   

 (2) The board shall hold a minimum of four meetings yearly, including the annual planning 
meeting.  
 (3) A board meeting may be conducted by conference telephone call or by use of 
video/telecommunication conferencing. Such meetings shall be conducted in a manner that all 
members participating can hear each other at the same time and that complies with the Open Public 
Meetings Act. Procedures shall be developed and adopted in the BOARD PROCEDURES MANUAL 
to specify how recognition is to be sought and the floor obtained during such meetings.  
 
Section 2. Agenda preparation.  (1) The agenda shall be prepared by the executive committee in 
consultation with the executive director and other staff, as necessary.   
 (2) Members of the board may submit proposed agenda items to the board chair or the 
executive director. 
 (23) In consultation with the executive committee, the board chair or executive director may 
give final reserves final authority to approveal of all items and changes that will appear on the agenda 
at a board meeting.  
 (4) The full agenda, with supporting materials, shall be delivered to the members of the board 
at least one week in advance of the board meeting, in order that members may have ample 
opportunity for study of agenda items listed for action. 
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(5) Hearings to receive information and opinions, other than those subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 34.05 RCW relating to adoption of rules and regulations or as otherwise provided by law, 
shall be scheduled when necessary on the agenda prior to final consideration for action by the board. 
 
Section 3. Board action. (1) All matters within the powers and duties of the board as defined by law 
shall be acted upon by the board in a properly called regular or special meeting. 
 (2) A quorum of eight (8) voting members must be present to conduct the business of the 
board. 

(3)(a) Subject to the presence of a quorum, the minimum number of favorable votes necessary 
to take official board action is a majority of the members present. There shall be no proxy voting. 

 (b) In order to vote at a meeting conducted by telephone or videotelecommunications 
conference call, members must be present for the discussion of the issue upon which action will be 
taken by vote. 
 (4) The manner in which votes will be conducted to take official board action shall be 
determined by the board chair, unless a roll call is requested and sustained by a majority one quarter 
of the voting members who are present. 

(5) All regular and special meetings of the full board shall be held in compliance with the Open 
Public Meetings Act (Chapter 42.30 RCW). 
 
Section 4. Consent agenda. (1) Non-controversial matters and waiver requests meeting established 
guidelines may be presented to the board on a consent agenda.  
 (2) Items may be removed from the consent agenda upon the request of an individual board 
member. 
 (3) Items removed from the consent agenda shall be referred to a standing committee or shall 
be considered by the full board at the direction of the chair. 
 
Section 45. Parliamentary Authority. The rules contained in the current edition of Robert's Rules 
of Order Newly Revised shall govern the State Board of Education in all cases to which they are 
applicable and in which they are not inconsistent with these bylaws, state law and any special rules of 
order the State Board of Education may adopt. 
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ARTICLE VI 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
 
Section 1. Executive committee.  (1) The executive committee of the board shall serve as the 
planning and agenda-setting committee for the board and shall consist of the chair, the vice chair, the 
immediate past chair, and two members at-large . the superintendent of public instruction, and a 
member at-large. 

   (2) When there is a vacancy of an officer position, excepting the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, , the vacant position shall be filled pursuant to the election process in the Board 
Procedures Manual.  

(3) The board chair shall serve as the chair of the executive committee. 
(4)(a). The executive committee shall be responsible for the management of affairs that are 

delegated to it by way of Board direction, consensus or motion, including transacting necessary 
business in the intervals between board meetings, inclusive of preparing agendas for board meetings.  

 (b) The executive committee shall be responsible for oversight of budget and personnel 
issues.  

(c) The executive committee shall bring to the board recommendations regarding the duties 
and other matters relating to the executive director. 

(6) The executive committee shall assure that the board annually conducts a board review and 
evaluation. 

 
 

ARTICLE VII 
Committees 

 
Section 1.  Designation. (1) Responsibilities of the board may be referred to committee for deeper 
discussion, reflection and making recommendations to the whole board. Rule changes should be 
discussed in committee before recommended language is referred to the board for discussion and 
possible vote. 
 (2) The board chair shall appoint at least two board members to each committee to conduct 
the business of the board. 
 (3) Appointments of non-state board members to a state board committee shall be made by 
the board chair in consultation with the committee chair(s) and the executive director, taking into 
consideration nominees submitted by board members, and identified groups or organizations.  
 (4) Board members of committees of the board shall determine which board member shall 
chair the committee. 
 (5) Each committee will be responsible for recommending to the budget process costs 
associated with responsibilities of the committee. 

 
 

ARTICLE VIII 
Executive Director 

 
Section 1. Appointment. The board may appoint an executive director. 
 
Section 2. Duties. (a) The executive director shall perform such duties as may be determined by the 
boardThe executive director’s job description will be developed by the executive committee and 
approved by the Board. The person thus appointed and shall serve as secretary and non-voting 
member of the board, without any vote in its proceedings, for the purpose of keeping a record. The 
executive director shall house records of the board’s proceedings in the board’s office, which shall be 
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available upon request. of board proceedings which shall be kept in the office of the board.  The 
the office and for staff support of board member duties.  
 (b) The board, or a committee of the board, shall establish or modify a job description for the 
executive director, as needed, The job description or modifications to the job description shall be 
approved by the board at its planning meeting. 
 
Section 3. Annual evaluation. (a) The board, or a committee of the board, shall establish or modify 
the evaluation procedure of the executive director, as needed, which shall be approved by the board 
at its planning meeting. 
 (b) The annual evaluation of the executive director shall be undertaken at the meeting prior to 
the planning meeting. 
 
Section 34.  Compensation and termination of the executive director.  The rate of compensation 
and or termination of the executive director shall be subject to the prior consent of the full board at the 
planning meeting. 
 
 

ARTICLE IX 
Amending Bylaws 

 
Section 1. Amending bylaws.  

(1) These bylaws may be amended only by a two-thirds affirmative vote of the board members. 
(2) All members shall be given notification of proposed amendments to the bylaws at the 

meeting preceding the meeting at which the bylaws are to be amended.   
(3) The board shall review the bylaws every two years. 

 
Section 2. Suspending bylaws. These bylaws may be suspended at any meeting only by a two-
thirds affirmative vote of the voting board members present at the meeting. 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT WITH  

TRIBAL LEADER CONGRESS ON EDUCATION 

SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOALS 
 

The Board was asked formally, through a Memorandum of Agreement with the Tribal Leader 

Congress on Education (TLC), to reach a decision on including Tribal history, culture, and 

government as a graduation requirement by December 1, 2007.  In November 2007, the Board 

extended the deadline to December 2008, in order to allow sufficient time for the Board to 

develop a comprehensive graduation requirements policy framework. 

BACKGROUND 

The Board reviewed two different versions of a resolution regarding the Memorandum of 

Agreement at the November 2008 meeting.  The Board directed staff to make changes, 

combine the two resolutions into one, and meet with the Tribal Leader Congress on Education 

(TLC) in advance of the next meeting to receive feedback on the revised resolution.  A copy of 

the revised draft resolution is included with the packet.  

EXPECTED ACTION 

Four Board members were scheduled to meet with the TLC on December 19, but the TLC 

cancelled the meeting due to weather.  If a meeting can be held prior to the Board’s January 

meeting, a resolution will be brought forward for action.  Otherwise, action will be delayed until 

the Board can get input from the TLC.   
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Tribal History and Government DRAFT Resolution – December 9, 2008 
 

A Response to the Memorandum of Agreement with the Tribal Leader Congress on Education 
 

 
WHEREAS, in the spirit of enhancing government-to-government relationships, the State Board of 
Education (SBE) entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with the Tribal Leaders Congress on 
Education to reach a decision on including Tribal history, culture, and government as a graduation 
requirement; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education has consulted with representatives of the Tribal Leaders 
Congress on Education to determine ways the State Board of Education can most effectively support the 
teaching and learning of tribal history and government; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education has reviewed the state law that encourages the inclusion of 
information on the culture, history, and government of the American Indian peoples, and the state’s social 
studies education standards (essential academic learning requirements and grade level expectations) 
that specify that students should understand tribal treaties, treaty-making, government, territories, 
sovereignty, and growth prior to, and after, encounter; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education rule (180-51-061) requires minimum graduation social studies 
credit requirements to align with grade level expectations at grade ten or above and stipulates that any 
course in Washington state history and government used to fulfill high school graduation requirements 
shall consider including information on the culture, history, and government of the American Indian 
peoples who were the first inhabitants of the state; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the State Board of Education has reviewed the sovereignty curriculum being developed by 
the Office of State Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) and members of the Tribal Leaders 
Congress on Education;   
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the State Board of Education will join with the Tribal Leaders 
Congress on Education in advocating that the legislature provide funding to support the broad 
implementation of the sovereignty curriculum that would include, for districts interested in implementing 
the curriculum, funding for materials, professional development on the curriculum, and evaluation; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED That the State Board of Education encourages OSPI to build upon the 
current social studies essential academic learning requirements and grade level expectations to include 
tribal sovereignty, and take positive steps to ensure that schools are assessing students’ opportunities to 
learn tribal sovereignty; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED That the State Board of Education commits to work with the Professional 
Educator Standards Board and the Higher Education Coordinating Board to encourage teacher education 
preparation programs to introduce pre-service teachers to the sovereignty curriculum.  
 
Adopted:  (date) 
Attest:       _______________________ 
                   Mary Jean Ryan, Chair 
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TRANSCRIPT STUDY 
 

 
SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOAL  
 
The SBE contracted with The BERC GROUP, INC. to perform an analysis of transcripts from 

2008 graduates in order to better understand the course-taking patterns of Washington 

students.  This information, together with the SBE’s 2007 study of district graduation 

requirements, will inform the SBE’s Meaningful High School Diploma work by providing a rich 

picture of current practice.   

BACKGROUND 

The SBE selected The BERC GROUP, INC. from three vendors who responded to the Request 

for Proposals, and contracted with BERC to conduct a transcript analysis of 2008 graduates, 

drawn from a representative sample of approximately 100 school districts.  The sample included 

at least one district (and thus one high school) from every county, and was drawn from a list that 

included any school where the grade span extended through 12th grade.  Almost 15,000 

transcripts were reviewed.  Representatives from The BERC GROUP, INC. provided preliminary 

results at the Board’s November 2008 meeting.   

The full report has now been completed, and the study, including an Executive Summary, is 

included in the packet.  BERC representatives will focus their presentation, at the January 

meeting, on the implications of the results for the CORE 24 graduation requirements framework. 

EXPECTED ACTION 

None 
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Executive Summary 

 
Across the nation, there are growing concerns as to whether public schools adequately prepare 
students to enter a competitive global economy and to achieve financial independence. As reliance 
on knowledge-based industry grows, there are predictions that by 2010 the majority of jobs will 
require education beyond a high school degree. Thus, if schools are to prepare students for the 
future, they must prepare them to enter and to succeed in college. Although the skill sets needed 
for post-secondary success have changed, contemporary high schools look much as they did at the 
beginning of the 20th century, when they prepared students for work in an industrial economy.  
 
Many states across the United States have recognized this need for change, however, the minimum 
total credit requirement for graduating high school in Washington State is among the lowest in the 
country. The majority of states also have higher requirements for individual subject areas than does 
Washington. In addition, few Washington State school districts require specific course sequences 
that include college preparatory classes. Student survey data from a number of schools in 
Washington State show many students aspire to attend college but do not believe their high school 
has prepared them adequately (Baker, Gratama, Peterson, & Bianchi, 2007). 
 
Questions about the preparedness of Washington State high school graduates for college and career 
prompted the current study. The Washington State Board of Education commissioned this research 
to determine the extent to which the state’s high schools are currently providing students the 
academic background necessary for admittance to and success in college. The study also 
investigated the relationship between the numbers of credits required and the level of courses taken 
by students. This information is critical as the State Board of Education considers revisions to state 
regulations around graduation requirements. 
 
To obtain this information, the study examined course-taking patterns for a large number of 
students from the graduating class of 2008 across Washington. The sample consisted of 14,875 high 
school seniors from 100 schools in 100 districts.  
 
Findings from the study indicate that just under half of the high school graduates from 2008 in this 
study took the requisite courses for admission to a Washington four-year college. This pattern 
emerged in spite of the fact that students frequently take more credits than needed for graduation. 
This suggests that the majority of students graduating from Washington State high schools are 
ineligible for college admittance by Washington State Higher Education Coordinating Board 
standards because of deficiencies in specific courses. Overall results indicate that while high school 
graduation requirements meet the state’s minimum for a high school diploma, they do not align 
with college admission requirements.  
 
A closer examination of the course-taking patterns of graduates who failed to meet college entrance 
requirements revealed some important themes. Disaggregating the results by individual subject 
area, students most frequently failed to meet college preparation requirements in math, world 
language, and English. In these three subject areas, state graduation requirements are lower than 
the minimum, public four-year college admission standards identified by the Higher Education 
Coordinating Board by at least one credit. In addition, course-taking patterns showed a lack of 
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overall alignment between students’ courses and a college preparatory curriculum. Specifically, 
students completed college entrance requirements in some subject areas but not in others. 
 
This study also investigated the relationship between the number of credits required and the types 
of courses students take. Findings indicated that higher credit requirements did not ensure students 
completed the specific courses necessary for college admittance, such as advanced math, laboratory 
science, or literature. Further, the number of math and science credits required for graduation was 
not related to the percentage of students graduating college eligible. Some students filled higher 
credit requirements with lower level courses rather than advanced courses. Conversely, in districts 
with lower credit requirements, some students took college preparatory course sequences that 
exceeded district requirements. Thus, requiring a higher number of math or science credits without 
specifying the levels of classes does not ensure students are prepared for college.  
 
This study also found that there is room in students’ schedules for more stringent requirements, 
including higher numbers of credits and more advanced courses. In fact, 34% of the graduating 
seniors took less than a full load of credits. With appropriate planning and sequencing of courses 
throughout secondary school, students can advance through college preparatory course 
requirements. The results for math, in particular, reflected difficulties in planning and executing 
appropriate course sequences: Although a high percentage of seniors took math, one-third did not 
meet math college eligibility requirements. It is noteworthy that students graduating in 2008 who 
do not pass the math WASL are required to take math credits in their senior year, which likely 
resulted in more students taking math in their senior year. These numbers are striking, given that 
one-quarter of the students entered 9th grade high school having previously taken high school math. 
Taken together, these results suggest requirements, schedules, and/or advising do not provide the 
structure necessary for guiding students through college preparatory course sequences. 
 
Disparities in college readiness across ethnic and gender groupings also emerged. Disaggregated 
data showed the percentage of students meeting college entrance requirements across ethnic groups 
varied from 29% to 61%, with Asian and White students most prepared and Black, American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, and Hispanic students least prepared. These findings suggest that current 
approaches to academic preparation may limit access to college along ethnic lines. A smaller 
discrepancy was evident in gender, with somewhat fewer males meeting course requirements for 
admission to a four-year college compared to females.  
 
This study also shows a relationship between college eligibility and student achievement, as 
measured by performance on the Washington Assessment of Student Learning. Not surprisingly, 
students who met college entrance requirements in math and science by 10th grade were more 
likely to meet standard on the WASL in those subject areas. This suggests that participating in a 
college preparatory curriculum from the 9th grade forward raises student achievement. This is a 
particularly important finding when considering steps for closing the achievement gap. 
 
Finally, this study examined the extent to which students are already meeting the CORE 24 
requirements. Findings indicate that only 17% of 2008 graduating students met the CORE 24 
requirements. Students were least likely to meet the requirements in fine arts, science, and world 
languages. These are the areas where the credit requirements are more rigorous than current 
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Washington State and Higher Education Coordinating Board graduation requirements. This 
suggests that if CORE 24 is implemented as adopted, these are the subject areas that warrant the 
most support, particularly in staffing and materials. 
 
If the state is truly determined to establish a world-class education system, college and work 
readiness must take center stage in education policy development. College and career readiness 
must be a priority. The State Board of Education’s intention to revise high school graduation 
requirements is an essential step toward improving outcomes for students. The current study and 
existing research provide critical guideposts for improving college and career preparation for 
Washington State students.  
 

• Raising the number of credits alone does not ensure students will complete the courses 
necessary for admittance to college. However, it does ensure there is room in students’ 
schedules to complete the necessary course sequences, including additional coursework for 
students who need extra support.  

• Requiring specific course levels is necessary to ensure students complete the college 
preparatory course sequences. 

• High school graduation requirements must be considered in their totality if they are to be 
aligned with college entrance requirements across all subjects. In other words, aligning 
individual subject areas does not ensure students graduate prepared for college in all areas. 

• As revisions to graduation requirements are implemented, it will be important to provide 
support to schools and students that will enable students to meet the requirements of more 
rigorous courses. This includes effective advising for planning course sequences in advance. 

• If CORE 24 requirements are implemented as adopted, schools will need more support to 
offer all students additional courses in science, fine arts, and world language, as these are 
the subject areas where the fewest students meet the requirements. Schools may require 
additional resources for staffing and materials. 

• While high school graduation requirements focus on credits earned in the 9th through 12th 
grades, preparing for college and career must be a focus throughout all secondary 
education (7th – 12th grades). Junior highs and middle schools must prepare students for 
high school, and vertical articulation is necessary for this to occur. 

• Education pertaining to the evolving requirements for entering the workforce may be 
helpful for schools and their communities as they implement more rigorous expectations 
for students. 
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0BINTRODUCTION 
 
This report summarizes findings from a transcript study in Washington State. The purpose of this 
study is to gather and to analyze a sample of transcripts from high schools across the state in order to 
provide the State Board of Education (SBE) information about student course-taking patterns in 
relation to district graduation requirements. This study also aims to provide information around the 
proposed new graduation requirements passed by the SBE in July 2008 (CORE 24). The report 
begins by summarizing the research on course-taking patterns and achievement to place the current 
findings in the context of previous research. The introductory section is followed by a description of 
the research design, research findings, and discussion and conclusions. 

5BPreparing Students for a Global Economy 
 
National concerns in education over the last several years have centered on whether schools are 
adequately preparing students to enter a competitive global economy. As reliance on knowledge-
based industry grows, new jobs increasingly require education beyond a high school degree. Some 
researchers estimate that by 2010 approximately two-thirds of all jobs will require a bachelor’s 
degree or at least some post-secondary education (Carnevale & Desrochers, 2003). Similarly, the 
Education Commission of the States (2005) asserts that students need at least two years of post-
secondary education to be successful in a today’s workforce. Thus, for today’s students, there is little 
difference between being “workforce ready” and “college ready”. In addition, current high school 
graduates must possess skills and knowledge to adapt rapidly to the ever-changing landscape of a 
knowledge-based economy. Although the skill sets needed for post-secondary success have changed, 
contemporary high schools look much as they did at the beginning of the 20th century, when they 
prepared students for work in an industrial economy.  
 
In addition to determining employability, college education influences income. Individuals who lack 
college education are often unable to earn a living wage, even in today’s competitive job market. 
Figure 1 displays the median yearly income for Washingtonians by education level. Recent 
information from the U.S. Census Bureau suggests that the wage gap between individuals with 
baccalaureate or advanced degrees and individuals with high school diplomas has been widening since 
the mid-1980s. In 2004, individuals with advanced degrees earned about 2.7 times what high school 
graduates earned, and individuals with baccalaureate degrees earned about 1.8 times what high 
school graduates earned (Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, Research 
Report, 2005). 
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Median Income by Education Level For Washington State
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Figure 1. Median Income by Education Level for Washington State 
Note. Data collected from the U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 
5 Percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) for Washington. 
 
The disconnect between what students need for success beyond high school and what they actually 
learn in high school is illustrated by remediation rates during the first year of college. This has been 
demonstrated in Washington State. The Social and Economic Sciences Research Center (SESRC) at 
Washington State University conducted a follow-up study on Washington State’s graduating class of 
2004. Their 2006 report found that 55% of the class of 2004 attended college the first year after 
graduation. Thirty-seven percent of these college attendees required some form of remediation prior 
to entering college level courses. Students were least prepared in math, with twice as many enrolled 
in remedial math courses (32%) as compared to remedial English courses (16%).  
 
A similar report indicates that 76% of Washington State’s high school graduates enroll in college 
within two years of graduation, but many require remedial classes before admitted to credit-bearing 
courses (Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 2006). This is particularly 
evident at community and technical colleges. For example, 52% of students entering Washington’s 
community and technical colleges in 2005 required remedial classes. These needs were most 
pronounced in math. Unfortunately, remedial courses do not fully compensate for academic 
unpreparedness. A national study has shown that students taking remedial courses (particularly 
remedial reading) are more likely to drop out of college (NCES, 2004). The consequences of 
academic unpreparedness also extend beyond the individual. For example, one study estimated the 
cost of remedial education at $3.7 billion a year (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2006). In 2005, 
the estimated cost of remedial education in Washington State was $64.9 million, which included 
$17.7 million for recent high school graduates and 47.7 million for older adults entering college 
(Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 2006). 
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6BCollege Awareness, Eligibility, and Preparedness 
 
In their 2005 research review, Baker, Clay, and Gratama, asserted that college readiness is composed 
of three elements: college awareness, college eligibility, and college preparation (see Table 1). College 
awareness includes providing students and their parents with timely and accurate information about all 
aspects of attending college. College awareness is an overarching aspect of college readiness that should 
be cultivated by teachers, parents, and students throughout a student’s secondary education. College 
eligibility refers to obtaining a high school diploma and completing the courses necessary for 
admission to a particular college. College admission requirements typically include advanced level 
courses and a specified number of credits across a range of subjects. Finally, college preparation refers 
to providing students the emotional, social, and academic skills necessary for college success. These 
three elements are essential requirements for college readiness, and they must be cultivated 
throughout a student’s secondary educational program.F

1 
 
Table 1. 
CR = CA + CE + CP 
College Readiness = College Awareness + College Eligibility + College Preparedness 
 Students Requirements Emotional 
 Parents Course Selection Social 
 Teachers  Academic 
 
A rigorous and well-planned high school curriculum is fundamental to college success. Indeed, a 
challenging high school curriculum is one of the leading indicators of college readiness (Adelman, 
2006). Not surprisingly, high school students engaged in a rigorous course of study including four 
years of college preparatory English and three years of college preparatory math, science, and social 
studies are less likely to take remedial courses (Abraham & Creech, 2002). In addition, ACT (2005) 
found that taking one or more years of a world language increased achievement and success in 
college-level English composition. In an effort to define a college-preparatory curriculum, ACT 
(2005) has recommended the following minimum core course sequences: four years of English; four 
years of mathematics (algebra 1, geometry, algebra 2, and one additional upper level math course 
such as trigonometry); three years of natural sciences (biology, chemistry, physics); and three years 
of social studies (American history, world history, American government).  
 
Currently, 45 states mandate specific graduation requirements (Achieve, 2008). In a report 
published by Achieve in 2004, however, no state required every student to take a college- and work-
preparatory curriculum to earn a diploma. Recently, some states have begun taking steps in this 
direction. As of 2008, 20 states require students to complete a college and career ready curriculum, 
which includes taking Algebra 2. An additional 10 states are considering increasing graduation 
requirements to better prepare students for college and career.  
 

                                                       
1 The primary inquiries in this study focus on College Eligibility as it relates to course taking patterns that meet the 
minimum college entrance requirements in Washington State. Certainly, there are other entrance “criteria” for college 
such as SAT/ACT scores and GPAs that also play a role in college admissions. We consider these under College 
Prepared: Academic. 
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In a number of recent evaluations of Washington State high schools, The BERC Group and its 
affiliates administered a student survey that includes an assessment of students’ plans for college 
(Baker, Gratama, Peterson, and Bianchi, 2007). Data obtained between 2002 and 2007 showed the 
majority of the students planned to attend a two- or four-year college (Figure 2). Additionally, the 
vast majority believed college is important for a successful job and career. Unfortunately, only 
between 43% and 58% of the students believe high school prepared them for college. 
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Figure 2. Students’ Plans and Perceptions for College 2002-2007 
 
Advanced Course-Taking and Academic Achievement 

Current research demonstrates a relationship between students’ high school course-taking patterns 
and high school academic achievement. In 2000 and 2001, the Southern Regional Education Board 
conducted studies of 51 rural high schools across 12 states to examine the relationship between 
course-taking patterns and academic achievement, as measured by the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP). Results demonstrated that course-taking patterns strongly influenced 
individual and school performance on the NAEP. Students who took the High Schools that Work-
recommended academic core and career/technical or college preparatory courses, including three 
math and three science credits, scored higher on the NAEP reading, mathematics, and science 
sections than students who did not, regardless of race/ethnicity or socioeconomic status (Bottoms & 
Feagin, 2003). These findings were even stronger when students took four math and four science 
credits instead of the recommended three credits.  
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There is particular concern about math and science, given workforce demands and data on student 
outcomes. A recent national study showed that students earned lower Grade Point Averages (GPA) 
in mathematics and science courses compared to 14 other subject areas (NCES, 2004). However, 
advanced math and science courses appear to be correlated with higher GPAs and achievement test 
outcomes. For example, one study found that high school graduates who took Advanced Placement 
(AP) and/or International Baccalaureate (IB) courses in both mathematics and science earned a 
higher GPA than graduates who took AP/IB mathematics courses only or AP/IB science courses 
only. Furthermore, graduates who did not take AP/IB mathematics or science courses earned a 
lower overall mean GPA than the AP/IB course-taking subgroups (NCES, 2004).  
 
Investigations based on transcripts found similar patterns. A study of 17,400 transcripts from 2005 
graduates across the nation revealed that students who took more rigorous math and science courses 
obtained higher NAEP scores (Shettle et al., 2005). Specifically, graduates who completed the math 
sequence through the level of calculus scored at the Proficient level on the NAEP math test, whereas 
those who advanced only through geometry scored below the Basic level. Students who completed 
physics or an advanced science class scored at the Basic level on the NAEP in science, while those 
who completed only biology or chemistry scored below the Basic level. Similarly, findings from a 
report analyzing course-taking patterns of students in Washington, D.C., found that students who 
take college-preparatory courses perform better on the ACT (Council of Great City Schools, 2003). 
Interestingly, even when students’ GPAs decrease because they are taking more rigorous courses, 
these courses appear to result in better performance on college placement or subject assessment 
tests. For example, researchers analyzed transcripts of nearly 20,000 Florida high school students 
and found that students were more likely to pass a mathematics computerized placement test if they 
had taken advanced math courses, even at the expense of lowering their GPA (Roth, Crans, Carter, 
Ariet, & Resnick, 2001). 
 
With the growing concern around preparing students to compete in a global economy and the 
research linking advanced high school courses to improved student achievement, education leaders 
and policy makers have begun to recommend raising graduation requirements in core academic 
subjects for all students. The National Commission of Excellence in Education recommended 
students take at least three courses of math and science. In response to these recommendations, 41 
out of 50 states implemented or increased requirements for the number of high school math and 
science credits needed for graduation (Teitelbaum, 2003). The Council of Chief State School 
Officers (2004) also found that many states increased graduation requirements, particularly in 
mathematics, science, and social studies from 1987 and 2004. This trend continues to the present 
date (Education Commission of the States, 2007). For example, in 2008, 37 and the District of 
Columbia required four credits of English and by 2012, 43 states plan to require four credits in 
English. With these higher credit requirements, policy makers expect students to take additional 
courses, including advanced math and science, which will improve student achievement and college 
eligibility. 
 
Graduation Requirements and College Eligibility 
 
Longitudinal studies can determine whether raising district or state graduation requirements 
increases the percentage of high school students who take advanced courses and become college 
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eligible. One longitudinal study examined a nationally representative sample of 26,000 high school 
transcripts of high school graduates from 1990 and from 2005. The study analyzed the type of 
courses taken, the amount of credits earned, and the grades received (Shettle et al., 2007). 
Researchers found the percentage of students completing course work above the standard level 
(defined as three credits of math including geometry and algebra, three credits of science including 
two lab sciences, and one credit of world language) increased from 31% to 51% from 1990 to 2005. 
Comparisons between 1990 and 2005 graduates also revealed that 2005 graduates earned 
approximately three additional credits in core and academic courses. In 2005, the mean number of 
English credits (4.3) was greater than that of other subjects, with the least credits earned in math 
(3.8) and in science (3.4). The 2005 graduates also earned an additional 0.6 credits in social studies, 
mathematics, and science and 0.2 credits in English. The authors suggested that increases in state 
requirements for earned credits may have contributed to this upward trend.  
 
Teitelbaum (2003) investigated high school graduation requirements in math and science as they 
relate to course-taking patterns and to achievement. Students from the National Educational 
Longitudinal Survey study of 1988 were surveyed again in 1990 and 1992, as they reached their 11th 
and 12th grade years of high school. Students reported their school’s graduation requirements 
influenced them to take more credits in science and math than they would have otherwise taken. 
However, this did not necessarily include additional advanced math and science courses. Rather, 
students often fulfilled the higher graduation requirements in lower-level courses. Other studies 
have reported similar findings, suggesting that states, districts, and schools need to define their 
graduation requirements based on specific courses rather than by specifying only the number of 
credits (Blank & Engler, 1992; Chaney, Burgdorf, & Atash, 1997). For example, the vast majority of 
Washington State school districts do not require a specific level of math for graduation. This further 
suggests that school evaluators, researchers, and education policy makers must consider course level, 
not only credit numbers, when addressing course-taking patterns and graduation requirements. In 
particular, requirements pertaining to course level must be considered if students are to graduate 
college eligible. 
 
Course-Taking Patterns and the Achievement Gap 
 
In efforts to raise academic achievement for all students, many recent studies examined the effect of 
advanced courses on closing the achievement gap. Schiller and Muller (2003) used nationally 
representative longitudinal data to analyze mathematics course-taking patterns and states’ high school 
graduation requirements, assessment, and accountability policies. The researchers found that 
students in states with higher mathematics graduation requirements tended to enroll in higher-level 
mathematics courses as freshmen and to persist in these courses.  
 
In a more recent study by Adelman (2006), students who took advanced math courses were more 
likely to attend college and earn degrees, regardless of race or socioeconomic status. Taking an 
advanced math course was also the best predictor for obtaining a college degree. According to Stern 
and Pavelchek (2006), the strongest predictor for high school graduates to enroll in a college level 
course was high school course work in pre-calculus, calculus, or AP/Honors English. Further, 
advanced high school course work was a stronger predictor of college enrollment than ethnicity. In a 
review of trends in academic progress for The Nation’s Report Card™ (Shettle, 2007), the NAEP 
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analyzed course-taking patterns and academic achievement. Findings showed the percentage of 17-
year olds taking higher-level math classes, such as calculus and second-year algebra, increased 
dramatically between 1971 and 2004, as did their scores on mathematics tests. This trend was 
especially evident for Black and Hispanic students (NAEP, 2005). Evan, Gray, and Olchefske (2008) 
assert that algebra, in particular, is the “gate-keeper” for student access to the upper level high school 
math and science courses, which are drivers of college readiness and completion. The authors found 
that rigorous mathematics and science course work in middle and early high school prepared 
students for these upper level courses and helped close the achievement gap.   
 
In a longitudinal study investigating the effects of compliance with current requirements for high 
standards for all students, Burris, Hebuert, and Levin (2004) investigated the association of advanced 
math courses and the level of student achievement. The authors found an increased benefit for 
studying accelerated math in heterogeneous groups. There was a “statistically significant increase in 
the percentage of all students who took math courses beyond Algebra 2 in high school” (p. 70). 
Percentages increased for students who completed trigonometry for all subgroups, including 
students with low socioeconomic status, African American and Latino students, initial low-achievers, 
initial medium-achievers, and initial high-achievers. Completion rates for pre-calculus and Advanced 
Placement calculus courses also increased. 

7BSummary 
 
As the nature of the nation’s economy and industrial base changes, the skills necessary to enter and to 
be successful in the workforce have also changed. A high school education no longer guarantees 
economic viability, and increasing numbers of jobs will require some college education. This means 
high schools must prepare all students for continuing their education after graduation. Research on 
course-taking patterns and achievement clearly demonstrates the benefits of advanced courses on 
academic achievement for all students. Students who take advanced courses are better prepared for 
college and for career. They are more likely to enroll in college and to earn degrees, regardless of 
race or socio-economic status. Thus, preparing students to succeed in advanced courses ultimately 
contributes to closing the achievement gap and ensures that students graduate from high school with 
the skills and knowledge to succeed in the 21st century. In developing policies that promote more 
rigorous coursework and higher graduation requirements, however, educators will need to ensure 
that students are prepared in middle and early high school for more advanced courses, and that 
students have the support they need to succeed in these courses.  

8BCORE 24 
 
At a minimum of 19 credits, current graduation requirements in Washington State are among the 
lowest in the nation. Compared to other states, requirements are lower within specific content 
areas, as well (Education Commission of the States, 2006). However, districts vary widely in the 
number of credits required. According to Taylor (2007), the majority of districts require 22 credits, 
with a statewide mean of 24.5. Larger districts, which serve the vast majority of students, tend to 
require fewer credits. In math and science, the majority of districts adhere to the minimum state 
requirements of two credits for graduation. In contrast, credit requirements in English and social 
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studies exceed minimum state requirements in the majority of districts. Graduation requirements in 
only four districts include one or more credits in world language.  
 
The credit requirements for students graduating from high schools in Washington State have not 
changed since 1985. Since that time, the skills and knowledge essential for succeeding in an 
increasingly competitive economy have changed substantially. Therefore, the Washington State 
Board of Education is in the process of revising high school graduation requirements to better 
prepare students for career, college, and citizenship. The SBE began creating a draft of new 
graduation requirements called CORE 24. Students, parents, educators, administrators, and business 
and community leaders provided information to the board in order to inform the new requirements. 
According to SBE, “Under CORE 24, all students would be enrolled automatically in college and 
career ready courses that would keep all postsecondary college and career options open unless they 
chose to pursue a college emphasis or a career emphasis only.” (Retrieved December 4, 2008 from: 
HUhttp://www.sbe.wa.gov/mhsd.htmUH). The credit requirements involved in CORE 24 are more 
rigorous than current Washington State and Higher Education Coordinating (HEC) Board graduation 
requirements (see Table 2) and specify not only the number of credits required, but also in some 
cases the level of the courses. The current HEC Board Requirements were used in this study to 
define the minimum, public four-year college admission standards because those are the 
requirements for the class of 2008. 
 
New HEC Board graduation requirements were adopted in May 2007, and the requirements will be 
fully implemented by summer 2012 (Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2007). The SBE 
considered the new HEC Board requirements in developing the CORE 24 framework. 
 
Table 2. 
Graduation Requirement ComparisonF

2 

Subject 

Current Washington 
State Graduation 

Requirements 

Current Higher 
Education Coordinating 

Board Graduation 
Requirements 

CORE 24 
Graduation 

Requirements 
English 3 Credits  4 Credits* 4 Credits 
Math 2 Credits    3 Credits** 3 Credits 
Science       2 Credits***      2 Credits***         3 Credits**** 
Social Studies     2.5 Credits 3 Credits 3 Credits 
Arts 1 Credit 1 Credit 2 Credits 
World Language  0 Credits 2 Credits           2 Credits***** 

*Including 3 years of literature 
**Including advanced math (e.g. Introduction to trigonometry) 
*** Including at least one year of laboratory science 
****Including at least two years of laboratory science 
*****Substitutions are allowed based up on the High School and Beyond Plan 

                                                       
2 Credits required for Career and Technical Education, Physical Education and Health, and electives are not included in 
this list. 
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1BMETHODOLOGY 
 
The purpose of this study was to gather transcripts from a representative sample of high schools 
across the state, to analyze the transcripts, and to provide the SBE general information about student 
course-taking patterns, as well as specific information pertaining to district requirements.  

9BResearch Questions 
 
This project is guided by a series of research questions. These questions call for sophisticated coding 
of transcripts and for descriptive and inferential statistical analysis. The questions are listed below. 
 
1.  What percentage of Washington students are taking courses that meet the minimum, public four-

year Washington college admissions standards set by the Higher Education Coordinating Board? 
 

a. What is the relationship between districts that require more than the state minimum 
requirements in math and science and the number of students who take courses that meet the 
minimum, public four-year Washington college admissions standards? 

 
b. What is the relationship between districts that require only the state minimum credits in math 

and science and the number of students who take courses that meet the minimum, public 
four-year Washington college admissions standards? 

 
c. What required college admissions courses are most frequently not taken? 

 
2.  What does a typical senior schedule look like—how many credits are seniors taking, and what 

types of courses? 
 
3.  How do course-taking patterns differ for students who meet standard on the math, reading, 

writing, and science Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) and for those who 
don’t? 

 
4.  How many students earn high school credits in math and world language prior to entering 9th 

grade? 
 
5.  How many credits in each subject area required for high school graduation (e.g., English, 

mathematics, science, social studies, arts, occupational education) are students actually taking? 
 
6.  What is the relationship between the number of credits required for graduation at the district 

level and the number of credits students actually take? 
 
7.  What courses are students taking in each subject area? 
 
8.  What percentage of honors courses (Advanced Placement, IB) are students taking, and in what 

types of districts are these courses likely to be available? 
 
9. What differences emerge if the responses to each of these questions are cross-referenced by 

gender and ethnicity? 
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10BSampling Procedure 
 
In an effort to represent students across the state, we selected 100 high schools to participate in the 
study, using stratified random sampling procedures. We selected districts for the sample based on 
the percentage of total student enrollment for each county in Washington State (see Table 3). The 
study intended to have, and succeeded to have, at least one district (and one high school) from every 
county represented in the final sample. Washington State has 39 counties, and since there are 100 
schools in the sample, some counties are allocated more districts than others based on student 
enrollment percentages. 

F

3
F  

 
Table 3.  
District Distributions 

County % of total student 
enrollment* 

# of districts 
allotted 

Adams 0.38% 1 
Asotin 0.33% 1 
Benton 3.00% 2 
Chelan 1.23% 1 
Clallam 0.97% 1 
Clark 7.33% 6 
Columbia 0.06% 1 
Cowlitz 1.73% 3 
Douglas 0.62% 1 
Ferry 0.10% 1 
Franklin 1.40% 1 
Garfield 0.03% 1 
Grant 1.67% 2 
Grays Harbor 1.20% 1 
Island 0.85% 1 
Jefferson 0.30% 1 
King 25.27% 17 
Kitsap 3.81% 3 
Kittitas 0.50% 1 
Klickitat 0.32% 1 
Lewis 1.19% 1 
Lincoln 0.20% 1 
Mason 0.82% 1 
Okanogan 0.60% 1 
Pacific 0.29% 1 
Pend Orielle 0.18% 1 

                                                       
3 Percent Total Enrollment equals the number of students in the county divided by the number of students in the state. 
Enrollment information was obtained from the State Board of Education High School Graduation Database: 
HUhttp://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/GraduationRequirementsDatabase_000.xls UH.   
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Pierce 12.64% 12 
San Juan 0.16% 1 
Skagit 1.87% 2 
Skamania 0.12% 1 
Snohomish 10.65% 9 
Spokane 7.02% 6 
Stevens 0.59% 1 
Thurston 3.85% 4 
Wahkiakum 0.05% 1 
Walla Walla 0.84% 1 
Whatcom 2.54% 3 
Whitman 0.44% 1 
Yakima 4.83% 5 

 
Once we identified the number of districts allotted in each county, the next step in the sampling 
process involved choosing the districts to be included from a particular county. In some cases, this 
process was very easy, as some counties contain only one district. In order to perform some of the 
analyses required by the study, a relatively even distribution of districts requiring 2.0 credits each of 
math and science and those requiring 3.0 or more credits each of math and science was desirable. 
We selected districts with higher math and/or science credit requirements first because there are 
fewer of these districts in the state. Districts requiring the minimum number of math and science 
credits were then selected using a random number array. The credit requirements of districts in the 
final sample are displayed in Table 4. 
 
Table 4.  
Math and Science Credits Required by Districts in Sample 
 Subject 
Credits Required Math Science 
2.0 54 districts 69 districts 
2.5 2 districts 1 district 
3.0 42 districts 29 districts 
4.0 2 districts 1 district 
 
After choosing the districts within each county, the next step in the process was the selection of high 
schools within each district. We compiled a list of all of the high schools within each of the selected 
districts from the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) website. We included 
schools in this database if the grade span extended through 12th grade. Therefore, some K-12 
schools, some 6-12 schools, and some alternative high schools are represented in the final sample. 
We did not include schools OSPI identified as home-based schools, learning centers, special 
education schools, technical skills centers, parent partnership schools, night schools, and schools 
located in justice centers. After eliminating these schools from the list, we selected high schools 
using a random number array. After selecting all of the high schools for the study, we averaged the 
demographics of the sample to compare them with the demographics of all eligible high schools in 
the state (see Table 5). The sample was deemed to be representative of the state demographics, with 
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a slightly higher percentage of white students represented in the sample and a higher mean 
enrollment compared to the state.F

4
F

,
F

5
F  

 
Table 5. 
Demographics of Schools in Sample 

 Entire Population* 
(n = 504) 

Student Sample 
(n = 100) 

Enrollment Mean =637  
(Range = 5 – 3142) 

Mean = 787 
(Range = 26 – 3142) 

Free/Reduced Lunch 35% 34% 
Amer Ind/Ala Native 3% 3% 
Asian 8% 5% 
Black 6% 4% 
Hispanic 14% 13% 
White 68% 75% 

*Note. Entire Population = all eligible high schools in the state. 
 
Five of the original districts and schools identified in the sample did not participate in the study. One 
district declined to participate; the other four agreed to participate but did not submit the transcripts 
after multiple requests. We identified alternates that matched the original schools. Table 6 details 
the participating districts and schools selected for this study by county. 
 
Table 6. 
Selected Districts and Schools 
County District School 
Adams Othello School District Othello High School 
Asotin Clarkston School District Charles Francis Adams High School 
Benton Kennewick School District Kamiakin High School 
Benton Richland School District Rivers Edge High School 
Chelan Cashmere School District Cashmere High School 
Clallam Quillayute Valley School District Forks High School 
Clark Vancouver School District Columbia River High 
Clark Washougal School District Excelsior High School 
Clark Hockinson School District Hockinson High School 
Clark La Center School District La Center High School 
Clark Evergreen School District (Clark) Legacy High School 
Clark Ridgefield School District Ridgefield High School 
Columbia Dayton School District Dayton High School 

                                                       
4 To explore how the sample would have been different had we drawn a purely random sample, a second sample of 100 
high schools was selected using a random approach. This approach differed from the one described above in that districts 
were selected randomly rather than with consideration to credit requirements. The demographics from this sample were 
very similar to the original sample. The original sample was chosen for the study because there would be no relative 
advantage to the random progress; that is, the analyses would prove more valid with a more equal distribution of districts 
requiring 2.0 credits each of math and science and those requiring 3.0 or more credits each of math and science.  
5 Information was obtained from the OSPI website: HUwww.k12.wa.usUH.  
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Cowlitz Castle Rock School District Castle Rock High School 
Cowlitz Kalama School District Kalama Jr Sr High 
Cowlitz Woodland School District Woodland High School 
Douglas Eastmont School District Eastmont Senior High 
Ferry Curlew School District Curlew Elem & High School 
Franklin Pasco School District Pasco Senior High School 
Garfield Pomeroy School District Pomeroy Jr Sr High School 
Grant Royal School District Royal High School 
Grant Warden School District Warden High School 
Grays Harbor Wishkah Valley School District Wishkah Valley Elementary/High School 
Island South Whidbey School District Bayview Alternative School 
Jefferson Quilcene School District Quilcene High And Elementary 
King Auburn School District Auburn Mountainview High School 
King Northshore School District Bothell High School 
King Riverview School District Cedarcrest High School 
King Enumclaw School District Enumclaw Sr High School 
King Tukwila School District Foster Senior High School 
King Highline School District Global Connections High School 
King Federal Way School District H. S. Truman High School 
King Bellevue School District International School 
King Issaquah School District Issaquah High School 
King Lake Washington School District Lake Washington High 
King Mercer Island School District Mercer Island High School 
King Snoqualmie Valley School District Mount Si High School 
King Seattle Public Schools Rainier Beach High School 
King Renton School District Renton Senior High School 
King Skykomish School District Skykomish High School 
King Tahoma School District Tahoma Senior High School 
King Vashon Island School District Vashon Island High School 
Kitsap Bainbridge Island School District Bainbridge High School 
Kitsap Central Kitsap School District Central Kitsap High School 
Kitsap Bremerton School District Renaissance Alternative High School 
Kittitas Thorp School District Thorp Elem & Jr Sr High 
Klickitat Klickitat School District Klickitat Elem & High 
Lewis Mossyrock School District Mossyrock Middle & High Schl 
Lincoln Davenport School District Davenport Senior High School 
Mason North Mason School District North Mason Senior High School 
Okanogan Brewster School District Brewster High School 
Pacific Willapa Valley School District Willapa Valley Jr Sr High 
Pend Oreille Newport School District Newport High School 
Pierce Bethel School District Bethel High School 
Pierce Sumner School District Bonney Lake High School 
Pierce University Place School District Curtis Senior High 
Pierce Eatonville School District Eatonville High School 
Pierce Fife School District Fife High School 
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Pierce Peninsula School District Henderson Bay Alt High School 
Pierce Clover Park School District Lakes High School 
Pierce Tacoma School District Mt Tahoma 
Pierce Orting School District Orting High School 
Pierce Franklin Pierce School District Washington High School 
Pierce White River School District White River High School 
Pierce Puyallup School District EB Walker High School 
San Juan Orcas Island School District Orcas Island High School 
Skagit Anacortes School District Anacortes High School 
Skagit Sedro-Woolley School District Sedro Woolley Senior High School 
Skamania Stevenson-Carson School District Stevenson High School 
Snohomish Snohomish School District Aim High School 
Snohomish Everett School District Everett High School 
Snohomish Granite Falls School District Granite Falls High School 
Snohomish Lake Stevens School District Lake Stevens High School 
Snohomish Mukilteo School District Mariner High School 
Snohomish Marysville School District Marysville Mountain View High School 
Snohomish Edmonds School District Mountlake Terrace High School 
Snohomish Sultan School District Sultan Senior High School 
Snohomish Arlington School District Weston High School 
Spokane Deer Park School District Deer Park High School 
Spokane East Valley School District (Spokane) East Valley High School & Extension 
Spokane Freeman School District Freeman High School 
Spokane Mead School District Mead Alternative High School 
Spokane Spokane School District North Central High School 
Spokane Central Valley School District University High School 
Stevens Colville School District Colville Senior High School 
Thurston Olympia School District Avanti High School 
Thurston Rainier School District Rainier Senior High School 
Thurston North Thurston Public Schools River Ridge High School 
Thurston Yelm School District Yelm High School 12 
Wahkiakum Wahkiakum School District Wahkiakum High School 
Walla Walla Waitsburg School District Waitsburg High School 
Whatcom Lynden School District Lynden High School 
Whatcom Mount Baker School District Mount Baker Senior High 
Whatcom Nooksack School District Nooksack Valley High School 
Whitman Colfax School District Colfax High School 
Yakima Highland School District Highland High School 
Yakima Yakima School District Stanton Alternative School 
Yakima Sunnyside School District Sunnyside High School 
Yakima Toppenish School District Toppenish High School 
Yakima Wapato School District Wapato High School 
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11BTranscript Collection 
 
Upon selecting the schools, the SBE sent a letter to superintendents and principals briefly describing 
the study. Shortly thereafter, a representative from The BERC Group contacted the principals to 
describe the study in more detail and to address their questions and concerns, if any. We requested 
that each school provide transcripts for their 2008 graduating students, along with gender, ethnicity, 
and WASL results for math and science. In the majority of the schools, the principals were 
supportive of the study and identified a point-person (usually the Registrar) to work with a BERC 
representative. A BERC representative worked with the registrar by phone to obtain this additional 
information and offered to provide technical assistance if needed. 

12BTranscript Sample 
 
A team of researchers and school counselors scored 14,875 graduating students’ transcripts by hand 
from the 100 schools (Range = 3 to 454 per school) to determine student course-taking patterns and 
to determine if districts/schools are creating opportunities for all students to access a college 
preparatory curriculum. This is approximately 25.3% of the total 2008 graduating population, based 
on estimates from the 2007 graduating class size (n = 58,750).F

6 
 
Of the 14,875 students in the sample 47.1% were male, 51.3% female, and 1.6% not reported. The 
ethnic distribution aligns more closely to the state demographics. Table 7 details the demographics of 
the students compared to the state. 
 
Table 7. 
Demographics of Students in Sample 

 Entire Population 
(n = 1,031,846) 

Sample by School 
(n = 14,875) 

Amer Ind/Ala Native 2.7% 1.2% 
Asian 8.4% 6.3% 
Black 5.5% 3.4% 
Hispanic 14.7% 10.5% 
White 66.2% 66.5% 
Other  0.6% 
Not Reported  11.5% 

13BTranscript Analysis 
 
Researchers received training from college admissions specialists from a local college to analyze 
courses and transcripts to determine if the courses align with minimum, public four-year college 
admissions standards as defined by the HEC Board. Along with this training, we consulted course 
catalogs, course information on high school websites, and the National Collegiate Athletic 

                                                       
6 According to the OPSI website 58,750 students graduated in 2007. This information was not available for the 2008 
graduates. 
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Association list of approved courses to determine if the courses aligned with college admission 
standards. After coding the transcripts, we transferred information onto a detailed coding form 
aligned with the research questions, and entered all data into a database.  
 
The analyses include both descriptive and inferential statistics to describe general course-taking 
patterns, to determine if there are differences among students meeting four-year college eligibility 
based on district requirements, and to determine if there are group differences in course-taking 
patterns for students who meet standard on the math and science WASL. 

2BRESEARCH FINDINGS 
 
The following sections provide the results for this study. The results are organized around the 
original research questions identified in the Request for Proposal. 

14BResearch Question #1: What percentage of Washington students are taking courses that meet the 
minimum, public four-year Washington college admissions standards set by the Higher Education 
Coordinating Board? 
 
Of the 2008 high school graduates, 48.5% met the minimum, public four-year Washington college 
admissions standards set by the HEC Board, meaning the majority of students graduating from 
Washington State high schools are not eligible for college admittance by Washington State HEC 
Board standards because of course-taking deficiencies (see Figure 3).F

7
F Overall results indicate that, 

while the graduation requirements meet the state’s minimum requirements for a high school 
diploma, requirements do not align with Washington colleges’ admission requirements.  
 

                                                       
7 See Table 1 for a list of the HEC Board requirements. 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Successfully Completing 
Courses That Meet the Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington 

College Admissions Standards
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Figure 3. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Successfully Completing Courses That 
Meet the Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards 

15BResearch Question #1A and #1B: What is the relationship between district requirements in math and 
science and the number of students who take courses that meet the minimum, public four-year 
Washington college admissions standards? 
 
To determine if the number of course credits required by a district in math and science affect the 
number of students who take and complete courses that meet the minimum, public Washington 
college admissions standards, two analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were conducted; one for math 
and one for science. The dependent variable in both analyses was the percentage of students meeting 
college eligibility requirements and the independent variable was the number of math or science 
credits required for graduation. These analyses also controlled for free or reduced lunch status. The 
overall results for both ANCOVAs were not statistically significant for the number of math or 
science credits required for graduation. However, both ANCOVAs were statistically significant for 
free or reduced lunch status F = 19.6, p < .001 for math and F = 19.6, p < .001 for science. 
 
These analyses suggest that the number of math and science credits required for graduation does not 
have a significant impact on the percentage of students graduating eligible for admittance to a four-
year Washington college. Of the districts requiring two credits in math, 48.5% were college eligible 
compared to 47.0% in the districts requiring more than two math credits. Similarly, in districts 
requiring two science credits, 47.0% were college eligible compared to 53.3% in districts requiring 
more than two credits. These results also confirm that socioeconomic status (i.e. free or reduced 
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lunch status) has a substantial influence on whether a student graduates from high school eligible to 
attend a Washington four-year college. Figures 4 and 5 display the mean number of math and science 
credits, respectively, taken by students based on the number of credits required for graduation. The 
number of credits taken by students in math and science was greater in districts with higher credit 
requirements, but as mentioned above this did not necessarily mean these students were college 
eligible. Oftentimes, the extra credits accumulated were lower level courses, algebra 1 taken for 
two credits over two years rather than in one year, and repeated classes. 
 

Average Number of Math Credits 2008 Graduating Students 
Successfully Complete Based on District Graduation Requirements
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Figure 4. Average Number of Math Credits 2008 Graduating Students Successfully 
Complete Based on District Graduation Requirements 



 

19 T H E  B E R C  G R O U P  

Average Number of Science Credits 2008 Graduating Students 
Successfully Complete on District Graduation Requirements
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Figure 5. Average Number of Science Credits 2008 Graduating Students Successfully 
Complete Based on District Graduation Requirements 

16BResearch Question #1C: What required college admissions courses are most frequently not taken? 
 
Approximately half of all graduates failed to meet college entrance requirements when aggregated 
across all requirements (see Figure 3). Disaggregating the results by individual subject area, 
approximately one-third of all students failed to meet the requisite college preparation requirements 
in math (34.5%) and world language (30.5%), and 21.2% of students failed to meet the requisite 
college preparation requirements in English (see Figure 6). These are the three subject areas where 
state graduation requirements are lower than the minimum, public four-year college admission 
standard identified by the HEC Board by at least one credit. 
 
These results show the importance of aligning credit requirements for college admission in all areas. 
For example, in total, 34.5% did of the graduates did not meet the math requirements. That means 
65.5% of students did complete the advanced math requirements, but only 48.5% completed all 
college admission requirements. This indicates that 17% of the students completed the advanced 
math requirements, but failed to meet admission requirements in another area (e.g. world language 
or perhaps English).  
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students NOT Meeting the Minimum, 
Public Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards in Each 
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Figure 6. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students NOT Meeting the Minimum, Public 
Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards in Each Subject Area 

17BResearch Question #2: What does a typical senior schedule look like—how many credits are seniors 
taking, and what types of courses? 
 
Senior students take a mean of 6.5 credits (median = 6, mode = 6). Approximately 35.0% of 
seniors take less than a full load of credits, 35.5% take a full load, and 29.5% take more than a full 
load (see Figure 7).F

8
F Of those students who take more than a full load, 23.2% are enrolled in 

Running Start. The remaining students are recovering credits for previously failed classes or appear 
to be taking additional elective credits, particularly in fine arts (usually music), career or technical 
education, or physical education. 
 
Further analysis reveals that the majority of seniors take social studies (95.3%) and English (93.5%) 
in their senior year (see Figure 8). This finding is consistent with district graduation policies and 
requirements. For example, the majority of districts schedule students into Current World Problems 
in the senior year. Furthermore, although the state minimum requirement in English is three credits, 
92% of the districts in Washington State require a minimum of four credits (Taylor, 2007). 
Therefore, the majority of seniors take classes in these subject areas. 
 

                                                       
8 The number of credits required for a full load is based upon the student’s schedule. For example, students usually earn 
8 credits in schools with a block schedule, and students usually earn 6 credits in schools with a standard schedule. 
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Conversely, only 40% of the districts require more than the state minimum requirements in math 
(two credits), 19% in science (two credits), and 2% in world language (zero credits). Consequently, 
the majority of students have already met these credit requirements by the end of their junior year, 
and many students do not take these classes in their senior year.  
 
It is noteworthy that the percentage of students taking math in their senior year is likely higher than 
in previous years. Students graduating in 2008 who do not pass the math WASL are required to take 
math credits in their senior year. For example, while 68.7% of students were taking math in the 
senior year, only 55.3% were taking higher-level math that would lead to college admission. 
Approximately 13.4% were taking a math course to meet this graduation requirement, including 
Segmented math and PAS math. The remaining 31.3% of seniors were not taking math in their 
senior. 
 
Generally, students fill their schedules in their senior year with English, social studies, and electives. 
Approximately, 24.3% of seniors earn credits as a Teacher’s Assistant. Only 5.9% of graduates take 
credits in work experience. 
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Figure 7. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Less Than, Equal To, or a Full 
Load of Classes 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Each Subject in Senior 
Year
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Figure 8. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Each Subject in Senior Year 

18BResearch Question #3: How do course-taking patterns differ for students who meet standard on the 
math, reading, writing, and science Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) and those who 
don’t? 
 
The difference in course taking patterns for students who met standard on the math and science 
WASL were examined by grouping students based on their math and science course-taking patterns 
by their second year of high school.F

9
F Students were grouped into three levels based on their math 

and science course-taking patterns (see Table 8). Table 9 shows the percentage of graduates who 
attained each level by their sophomore year. Figures 9 and 10 show the percentage of students at 
each level meeting WASL standards for math and science. 
 
Table 8. 
Levels of Course Taking Patterns by Sophomore Year 
Level Math Course-Taking Patterns Science Course-Taking Patterns 

1 Algebra or below  Less than one credit lab science  
2 Geometry  One credit lab science and less than two 

credits in science  
3 Algebra 2 or above  Two credits of science, including one lab 

credit 

                                                       
9 Analyses for the reading and writing WASL are not included because all students graduating in 2008 were required to 
pass these sections. 
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Table 9. 
Percent of Students Attaining each Level by Sophomore Year 
Level Math Course Taking Patterns Science Course Taking Patterns 

1 26.1% 11.9% 
2 43.6% 15.8% 
3 30.4% 72.3% 

 
Two analyses of variance (ANOVA) were run with Level (Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3) as the 
independent variable and meeting standard on the math or science WASL as the dependent variable, 
respectively. Both ANOVAs were statistically significant for level (F = 1077, p < .001 for math and 
F = 304, p < .001 for science) suggesting that students who reach a higher level of math or science 
by their second year are more likely to pass that subject area in the WASL. 
 

Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Standard on Math 
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Figure 9. Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Standard on Math WASL by 
Level of Second Year Math CoursesF

10 
 

                                                       
10 Level 1 refers to completing Algebra or Below, Level 2 refers to completing Geometry, and Level 3 refers 
to completing Algebra or above by the end of the second year of high school. 
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Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Standard on Science 
WASL by Level of Second Year Science Courses
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Figure 10. Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Standard on Science WASL 
by Level of Second Year Science CoursesF

11 
 
Additional analyses show that students who reach a higher level of math or science by their second 
year of high school are more likely to meet the minimum, public four-year college admissions 
standards. For example, in math, only 8.2% of students who complete Algebra 1 by their second 
year in high school met the minimum, public four-year college admissions standards, whereas 80.6% 
of students completing through Algebra 2 or beyond by their second year met these standards (see 
Figure 11). Similarly, in science, only 6.6% who took less than one credit of lab science by their 
second year in high school met the minimum, public four-year college admissions standards, whereas 
58.9% of students completing two credits of science, including one lab, by their second year met 
these college admission standards. These results suggest that course taking patterns in middle school 
and the first couple of years of high school are important for determining college eligibility. 
 

                                                       
11 Level 1 refers to completing less than one credit of lab science, Level 2 refers to completing one credit of 
lab science and less than two credits of science, Level 3 refers to completing two credits of science, 
including one credit of lab science. 
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Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Minimum, Public 
Four-Year Washington College Admission Standards 

by Level of Second Year Math Courses
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Figure 11. Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Minimum, Public Four-
Year Washington College Admissions Standards by Level of Second Year Math 
Courses 

Percentage of 2008 Graduating Students Meeting Minimum, Public Four-
Year Washington College Admission Standards 

by Level of Second Year Science Courses
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Figure 12. Percentage of Students Meeting Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington 
College Admissions Standards by Level of Second Year Science Courses 
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19BResearch Question #4: How many students earn high school credits in math and world language prior 
to entering 9th grade? 
 
This analysis focused on whether students earned high school credits in math or world language prior 
to entering 9th gradeF

12
F. Results showed that 26.1% and 6.3% of high school graduates earned credits 

in math or foreign language, respectively, prior to entering 9th grade (see Figure 13). In addition, 
approximately 39.9% of students completed Washington State History prior to entering 9th grade. 
However, the majority of these students did not receive credit for the state history class; instead, 
there was documentation on the transcript that the requirement was met in middle school. There is 
no discernable pattern between schools where students met the Washington State History 
requirements in middle schools and in schools where students did not meet this requirement.F

13 
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Figure 13. Percent of Students Completing Key Courses Prior to 9th Grade 

                                                       
12 Students are eligible to start earning credits for graduation starting in the 7th grade in Washington State 
13 The analysis for Washington State History includes only 86.4% (n = 12,845) of the transcripts because this question 
was added after some transcripts had been analyzed and entered into the database. 
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20BResearch Question #5: How many credits in each subject area required for high school graduation 
(e.g., English, mathematics, science, social studies, arts, occupational education) are students actually 
taking? 
 
Figure 14 details the credits taken by subject area. The results show that students, on average, are 
taking more credits than are required for the current Washington State graduation requirements. 
 
Additional analyses show that 47.3% of students failed some credits throughout high school. An 
analysis by year reveals that the percentage of students failing classes by year is roughly the same each 
year (see Figure 15). 
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Figure 14. Number of Credits Successfully Completed in Each Subject 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Failing Credits by Year
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Figure 15.Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Failing Credits by Year 

21BResearch #6: What is the relationship between the number of credits required for graduation at the 
district level and the number of credits students actually take? 
 
Table 10 shows the number of credits students attempt, the number of credits students earn, and the 
number of credits required for graduation at the district level. Using the mean, the results show that 
students attempt approximately 4.0 more credits than required and earn 2.9 more credits than 
required. 
 
Table 10. 
Number of Credits Taken, Earned, and Required 

 Credits Attempted Credits Earned Credits Required 
Mean 27.6 26.5 23.6 
Median 26.5 25.5 23.0 
Mode 24.0 24.0 22.0 

22BResearch Question #7: What courses are students taking in each subject area? 
 
Figure 16 details the mean credits students take in English, math, social studies, and science that 
align with minimum, public four-year college admission standards as defined by the HEC Board 
compared to total credits. Generally, social studies and science courses are more aligned with college 
admission standards than English and math courses.  
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Current minimum college admissions standards in English require students to take a minimum of 
four credits in English, including a minimum of three literature courses. One additional elective 
credit, such as journalism, creative writing, or English as a second language, can be counted towards 
the minimum college admissions standards. The majority of English courses taken by students were 
standard level courses (e.g. English 9) or honors courses (e.g. Honors English 9), and these courses 
meet the minimum college admissions standards. Students also had opportunities to take other 
English courses such as Shakespeare, pop literature, drama as English, journalism, and English as a 
second language. A maximum of one English elective credit was included in the minimum, public 
four-year college admissions standards category, and the remaining credits were included in the 
Total Credits category. In the majority of cases, students completed the required credits. However, 
in some cases, students repeated courses, such as drama as English and journalism multiple times, 
receiving multiple credits for these courses. When this occurred, only one credit was included in the 
minimum college admissions standards category and the remaining credits were included in the Total 
Credits category. Similarly, some students took English as a second language courses throughout high 
school, but only one credit was included in the minimum, public four-year college admissions 
category. The additional credits accumulated for these courses were included in the Total Credits 
category. This resulted in an increase in credits accumulated in the Total Credits category. 
 
In math, courses defined as Algebra 1 or above were included in the minimum, public four-year 
college admission standards category. Pre-algebra, math support labs, segmented math, and business 
math were included in the math Total Credits. This result shows that many students take additional 
support math courses. 
 
There were fewer discrepancies in the social studies and science courses. Most courses were included 
in the minimum, public four-year college admission standards category, except basic courses taken 
by special education students. In addition, courses taken multiple times for credit were given only 
one credit in the minimum college admission standards category. Finally, in science, agriculture and 
horticulture courses were sometimes cross-credited as a science credit. These credits were identified 
as a non-lab general science credit and were included in the Total Credits category.  
 
Finally, approximately 23.0% of the students received credit in one or more subject areas for passing 
a particular section of the WASL. When a school gave credit for passing this section, students usually 
received 0.25 or 0.50 credits in English, math, or science. However, at one school, the number of 
credits the students received appeared to be based upon what they needed to meet minimum district 
graduation requirements in that subject area. 
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Types of Courses Taken by 2008 Graduating Students
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Figure 16. Types of Courses Taken by 2008 Graduating Students 

23BResearch Question #8: What percentage of honors courses (Advanced Placement, IB) are students 
taking, and in what types of districts are these courses likely to be available? 
 
Approximately 35.1% and 13.3% of students take Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate 
(AP/IB) or Running Start courses, respectively (see Figure 17). Of the students who take these 
courses, they take approximately 3.5 (2.0 median, 2.0 mode) Advanced Placement/International 
Baccalaureate courses and 8.4 (7.0 median, 1.0 mode) Running Start Courses (see Figure 18). 
 
Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate and Running Start attendance results were 
disaggregated by district size (see Figure 19). Small districts had less than 700 students in the district, 
medium districts enrolled 700 to 3000 students, and large districts enrolled more than 3000 
students. The results show that the percentage of students taking AP/IB courses increases as district 
size increases (see Figure 19). This finding may be related to the number and variety of AP/IB 
courses that larger districts are able to offer with more students opting to take at least one of these 
courses. There is less difference in the number of courses that students take. In small districts, 
students take a mean of 2.1 courses (2.0 median, 2.0 mode); in medium districts, students take a 
mean of 3.4 courses (2.0 median, 2.0 mode); and in large districts, students take a mean of 3.5 
courses (3.0 median, 2.0 mode). This results shows that a greater proportion of students in large 
districts take AP/IB courses; however, the number of courses that students take is similar. 
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The results also show that a greater proportion of students in medium (14.4%) and large (13.2%) 
districts enroll in Running Start compared to small (6.0%) districts (see Figure 19). This is likely 
because many of the small districts are located in rural areas, where it may be more difficult to access 
a community college. However, there is less difference in the number of Running Start courses that 
students take. In small districts, students take a mean of 7.9 Running Start courses (6 median, 2 
mode); in medium districts, students take a mean of 8.8 Running Start courses (7 median, 2 mode); 
and in large districts, students take a mean of 8.3 Running Start courses (7 median, 1 mode). These 
results indicate that although a greater proportion of students attending medium and large districts 
enroll in Running Start, all students take approximately the same number of courses. 
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Figure 17. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking AP/IB or Running Start 
Courses 
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Mean Number AP/IB and Running Start Courses Passed by 2008 
Graduating Students
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Figure 18. Mean Number of AP/IB or Running Start Courses Passed by 2008 
Graduating Students 
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Figure 19. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Enrolled in Advanced 
Placement/International Baccalaureate Courses by Size of District 
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24BResearch Question #9: What differences emerge if the responses to each of these questions are cross-
referenced by gender and ethnicity? 
 
The findings in this study showed substantial differences by gender and ethnicity. Fewer males 
(44.8%) met course requirements for admission to a four-year college compared to females (51.9%) 
(see Figure 20). Similarly, fewer Black, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Hispanic students met 
the course requirements compared to Asian and White students (see Figure 21). 
 
Figures 22 and 23 show disaggregated results by subject area by gender and ethnicity. Figure 22 
shows that course-taking patterns disaggregated by gender follow the same general pattern in most 
areas. However the largest difference is in world language, where approximately 11.5% more 
females meet requirements in world language compared to males. The results by ethnicity 
demonstrate that the largest differences are in math (29.6% maximum gap) and world language 
(24.8% maximum gap) (see Figure 23). 
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Figure 20. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Courses That Meet the 
Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington College Admission Standards by Gender 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Courses That Meet the Minimum, 
Public Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards by Ethnicity
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Figure 21. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students Taking Courses That Meet the 
Minimum, Public Four-Year Washington College Admissions Standards by Ethnicity 

Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet the Minimum, Public 
Four-Year College Admission Standards for Each Subject by Gender
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Figure 22. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet the Minimum, Public Four-
Year HEC Board Course Requirements for Each Subject by Gender 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet Minimum, Public Four-
Year College Admissions Standards for Each Subject by Ethnicity
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Figure 23. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet the Minimum, Public Four-
Year HEC Board Course Requirements for Each Subject by Ethnicity 

25BCORE 24 Results 
 
The CORE 24 requirements are more stringent than current HEC Board Requirements in science 
and fine arts and are more stringent than current state requirements in English, math, and world 
language. An analysis of the 2008 graduates reveals that 16.8% of graduates met the CORE 24 
requirements (see Figure 24). Additional analyses by subject area reveal that fewer graduates met the 
CORE 24 requirements in Fine Arts, Science, and Foreign Language (see Figure 25). If CORE 24 is 
implemented as adopted, these subject areas may warrant more support to help all students meet 
these requirements. 
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Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet All CORE 24 Requirements
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Figure 24. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet ALL CORE 24 Requirements 
 

Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet CORE 24 Requirements
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Figure 25. Percent of 2008 Graduating Students That Meet CORE 24 Requirements by 
Subject Area 
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3BCONCLUSION/DISCUSSION 
 
Education prepares students for the future in the society in which they live. Upon graduation from 
high school, our nation’s students should have the opportunity to transition smoothly into college 
and careers. For that to occur, schools must provide students with the skills and background 
necessary to make that transition. Research and forecasts pertaining to labor, industry, and the 
economy indicate that college is a prerequisite for the majority of jobs and for financial 
independence. Thus, it could be argued that all high schools need to prepare students to attend 
college if they are to earn a living wage and if our nation is to maintain a central role in the global 
economy. This includes the requisite coursework for college admittance, as well as skills associated 
with college readiness. 
 
Questions about the preparedness of Washington State high school graduates for college and career 
prompted this study. The Washington State Board of Education commissioned this research to 
determine the extent to which the state’s high schools are currently providing students the academic 
background necessary for admittance to and success in college. The study also investigated the 
relationship between the numbers of credits required and the level of courses taken by students. This 
information is critical as the State Board of Education considers revisions to state regulations around 
graduation requirements. 
 
This study examined the course-taking patterns for students of the graduating class of 2008 across 
Washington. The sample consisted of the high school seniors from 100 schools in 100 districts and 
was representative of the state’s student population. Of the 14,875 high school graduates from 2008 
accounted for in this study, 48.5% took the requisite courses for admission to a Washington four-
year college. This pattern emerged in spite of the fact that students frequently take more credits than 
needed for graduation. This suggests that the majority of students graduating from Washington State 
high schools are not eligible for college admittance by Washington State HEC Board standards 
because of specific course-taking deficiencies. Overall results indicate that while high school 
graduation requirements meet the state’s minimum for a high school diploma, they do not align with 
college admission requirements.  
 
A closer examination of the course-taking patterns of those graduates who failed to meet college 
entrance requirements revealed some important themes. Disaggregating the results by individual 
subject area, students most frequently failed to meet college preparation requirements in math 
(35%), world language (31%), and English (21%). In these three subject areas, state graduation 
requirements are lower than the Higher Education Coordinating Board graduation requirements by 
at least one credit. In addition, course-taking patterns show a lack of overall alignment between 
students’ courses and a college preparatory curriculum. Specifically, students complete college 
entrance requirements in some subject areas but not in others. 
 
These findings also call into question the relationship between the number of credits required and 
the types of course students take. Indeed, in this study, higher credit requirements did not ensure 
students completed specific course sequences necessary for college admittance. The number of math 
and science credits required for graduation did not have a significant impact on the percentage of 
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students graduating college eligible. Some students filled higher credit requirements with lower level 
courses rather than advanced courses. Conversely, in districts with lower credit requirements, some 
students took college preparatory course sequences that exceeded district requirements. Thus, 
specifying a higher number of math or science credits without specifying the levels of classes does not 
ensure that students are prepared for college. Similarly, students took on average 4.3 credits in 
English, yet 21% did not take the combination of English courses necessary for college admission. 
Math is particularly interesting because of the various ways students are granted credit: two math 
classes at once, math study lab, credit for passing WASL, etc. 
 
This study also found that there is room in students’ schedules for more stringent requirements, 
including higher numbers of credits and more advanced courses. In fact, 34% of the graduating 
seniors took less than a full load of credits. With appropriate planning and sequencing of courses 
throughout secondary school, students can advance through college preparatory course 
requirements. The results for math, in particular, reflected difficulties in planning and executing 
appropriate course sequences: although a high percentage of seniors took math, one-third did not 
meet math college eligibility requirements. It is noteworthy that students graduating in 2008 who do 
not pass the math WASL are required to take math credits in their senior year, which likely resulted 
in more students taking math in their senior. These numbers are striking, given that one-quarter of 
the students entered 9th grade high school having previously taken high school math. Taken together, 
these results suggest requirements, schedules, and/or advising do not provide the structure 
necessary for guiding students through college preparatory course sequences. 
 
Disparities in college readiness across ethnic and gender groupings also emerged. Disaggregated data 
showed the percentage of students meeting college entrance requirements across ethnic groups 
varied from 29% to 61%, with Asian and White students most prepared and Black, American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, and Hispanic students least prepared. These findings suggest that current 
approaches to academic preparation may limit access to college along ethnic lines. A smaller 
discrepancy was evident in gender, with somewhat fewer males meeting course requirements for 
admission to a four-year college compared to females.  
 
This study also shows a relationship between college eligibility and student achievement, as measured 
by performance on the Washington Assessment of Student Learning. Not surprisingly, students who 
met college entrance requirements in math and science by 10th grade were more likely to meet 
standard on the WASL in those subject areas. This suggests that participating in a college-ready 
curriculum from the 9th grade forward raises student achievement. This is an important finding when 
considering steps for closing the achievement gap. 
 
Finally, this study examined the extent that students are already meeting CORE 24 requirements. 
Findings reveal that on 17% of 2008 graduating students met the CORE 24 requirements. Students 
were least likely to meet the requirements in fine arts, science, and world languages. These are the 
areas where the credit requirements are more rigorous than current Washington State and HEC 
Board graduation requirements. This suggests that if CORE 24 is implemented as adopted, these are 
the subject areas that warrant the most support, particularly in staffing and materials. 
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If the state is truly determined to establish a world-class education system, college and work 
readiness must take center stage in education policy development. College and career readiness must 
be a priority. The State Board of Education’s intention to revise high school graduation requirements 
is an essential step toward improving outcomes for students. The current study and existing research 
provide critical guideposts for improving college and career preparation for Washington students.  
 

• Raising the number of credits alone does not ensure students will complete the courses 
necessary for admittance to college. However, it does ensure there is room in students’ 
schedules to complete the necessary course sequences, including additional coursework for 
students who need extra support.  

• Requiring specific course levels is necessary to ensure students complete the college 
preparatory course sequences. 

• High school graduation requirements must be considered in their totality if they are to be 
aligned with college entrance requirements across all subjects. In other words, aligning 
individual subject areas does not ensure students graduate prepared for college in all areas. 

• As revisions to graduation requirements are implemented, it will be important to provide 
support to schools and students that will enable students to meet the requirements of more 
rigorous courses. This includes effective advising for planning course sequences in advance. 

• If CORE 24 requirements are implemented as adopted, schools will need more support to 
offer all students additional courses in science, fine arts, and world languages, as these are 
the subject areas where the fewest students meet the requirements. Schools may require 
additional resources for staffing and materials. 

• While high school graduation requirements focus on credits earned in the 9th through 12th 
grades, preparing for college and career must be a focus throughout all secondary education. 
Junior highs and middle schools must prepare students for high school, and vertical 
articulation is necessary for this to occur. 

• Education pertaining to the evolving requirements for entering the workforce may be 
helpful for schools and their communities as they implement more rigorous expectations for 
students. 

… 
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ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNER UPDATE FROM THE OFFICE OF 
SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 

 
 
SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOAL  
 
The State Board of Education believes that it is important to shine a spot light on achievement 
gaps on a variety of student subgroups including: race and ethnicity, English Language 
Learners, poverty and special education.  The Board will examine issues related to the students’ 
achievement gaps at its January 2009 meeting.  Howard DeLeeuw, from OSPI, will brief the 
Board on his work with English Language Learners.  One of the Board’s three goals is to 
increase student achievement for all students.   

 
BACKGROUND 

The Board received an update on English Language Learners (ELL), from OSPI, at its January 

2008 meeting.  At that time Superintendent Bergeson had commissioned an external evaluation 

of the Washington State Bilingual Program with Northwest Regional Education Lab.  Howard 

DeLeeuw, from OSPI, and Liz Flynn, from Pasco School District, will address three policy 

questions the study answered: 

1. Is there a clear vision for how ELL learners should be instructed? 

2. Do the districts have adequate state funding for ELL students? 

3. Is there an accountability system to ensure ongoing improvement? 

Howard DeLeeuw and Liz Flynn will also share information with the Board on how ELL students 

who exit from WLPT perform on the math and reading assessments, what programs are most 

effective for instruction, and what changes needed for ELL students under No Child Left Behind. 

EXPECTED ACTION 

None 
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EXTERNAL EVALUATION OF THE  
WASHINGTON STATE BILINGUAL PROGRAM 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
High rates of immigration over the past two 
decades have substantially changed the 
demographic make‐up of the students 
attending schools in the United States.  
Increasingly, schools are faced with the 
challenge of providing high‐quality 
education to children who are linguistically 
and culturally unlike most of their teachers 
and unlike the children most of the teachers 
were trained to teach.   
 
Washington state has seen the same 
demographic shifts that shown up 
elsewhere in the nation.  There has been 
tremendous growth in the percentage of 
Washington’s students who are eligible for 
bilingual services in Washington schools in 
recent years.  Just in the seven years from 
2001‐2002 until 2007‐2008, the number of 
non‐English‐speaking students increased 
nearly 25 percent.  In addition, there are 
many more students who have developed a 
basic English proficiency and are therefore 
no longer included in that count; these 
students may, however, still need extra 
support in order to meet the linguistic 
demands of their classes. 
 
The growth in English language learners 
(ELLs) has not affected all parts of 
Washington state in the same way.  Instead, 
ELLs tend to be concentrated in the I‐5 
corridor on the west side of the state and in 
some but not all rural communities in 
Central and Eastern Washington.  On the 
east side of the Cascades, ELLs tend to be 
predominantly Spanish speakers.  On the 
west side, and in a few eastern locations 
such as Spokane, there is a much larger mix 
of languages.  This means that school 
districts have very different student  
 

populations and therefore different 
approaches to educating their ELL students. 
 
Educating ELLs in Washington 
State 
 
Washington’s Transitional Bilingual 
Instruction Act of 1979 (amended in 1984, 
1990, and 2001) calls for educating ELLs in a 
“transitional bilingual” program.  It defines 
“bilingual” education as the instruction in 
both English and the student’s primary 
language.  As students develop their 
English, instruction should shift to an 
increased use of English and a 
corresponding decline in the use of the other 
language (hence “transitional”).  When it is 
not possible to provide instruction in 
students’ primary language, the law also 
provides that students should receive “an 
alternative system of instruction” that 
develops their English skills. 
 
To support the transitional bilingual or 
alternative program, districts receive 
supplemental funding for each English 
language learner ($905 per student in 2008‐
2009), through the state Transitional 
Bilingual Instructional Program (TBIP).  A 
much smaller amount of supplemental 
funds are also available from the federal 
Title III program.  These additional funds 
can be used toward providing English 
language development services and other 
academic support to ELLs. 
 
The state Bilingual Program is administered 
by the Bilingual Program office at the Office 
of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
(OSPI).  As of the end of August 2008, this 
staff consisted of a full‐time program 
administrator, one program supervisor, an 
empty program supervisor position (due to 
a recent retirement) and an administrative 
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assistant, as well as some part‐time support 
from Research and Evaluation and from 
Assessment.  Together, these staff members 
are responsible for processing over 190 
applications for Title III and state 
Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program 
funding and for interacting with districts 
around those programs.   
 
The core of the work of the Bilingual 
Program office centers on reviewing 
districts’ annual applications for Title III and 
TBIP funding, as well as providing guidance 
on the creation of appropriate plans,1 
approving these plans and working with 
districts to revise plans that do not meet 
federal or state guidelines.  Once plans are 
approved, the Program distributes Title III 
and TBIP funding to districts.  Furthermore, 
the Bilingual Program has the responsibility 
to produce an annual report to the 
legislature, reviewing the overall state 
transitional bilingual instructional program.  
The Bilingual Program office in OSPI is not 
required, however, to provide professional 
development to teachers nor to select 
program models or curricula for districts. 
 
 
This Evaluation  
 
Washington state superintendent Terry 
Bergeson asked the Northwest Regional 
Educational Laboratory (NWREL) to 
conduct an evaluation of the state Bilingual 
Program office at OSPI.  This evaluation was 
designed to gather and synthesize feedback 
from educators and others interested in 
education, focusing on how well the 
Bilingual Program office fulfills its 
responsibilities, as well as what additional 
supports districts and schools might desire 
from the Bilingual Program.  Over the four 
months of the study (April 2008 to August 
2008), NWREL interviewed almost 200 
individuals and, via surveys, collected 

                                                 
1 RCW 28A.180.060 Guidelines and rules 

information from another 137 principals and 
ELL specialist teachers. 
 
Ultimately, the review looked beyond just 
the functioning of the Bilingual Program 
office housed at OSPI in Olympia to 
consider key issues within the larger system 
to educate ELLs in Washington’s public 
schools.  After all, an efficient and well‐
managed Bilingual Program office is of little 
use if it does not work to support the needs 
of districts and schools working with ELL 
students.  Thus the two meanings of 
“Bilingual Program” –the staff in the OSPI 
office and the larger system of educating 
ELLs in Washington—are inextricably 
linked, and both are considered in this 
evaluation. 
 
Findings & Recommendations 
 
To support schools and districts as they help 
ELLs meet state standards even as they 
learn English, the state needs a coherent 
system for supporting districts and schools, 
and the OSPI Bilingual Program office needs 
to be able to provide leadership and 
guidance to this system. 
  
For such a system to succeed, it needs three 
components:  
• A clearly articulated vision 
• High‐quality implementation with 

adequate resources 
• Regular evaluation to ensure on‐

going improvement and 
accountability 

 
While some elements of these necessary 
components already exist in Washington’s 
Bilingual Program, they must be refined and 
strengthened to meet the need of 
Washington’s rapidly growing ELL 
population.   
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Clearly Articulated Vision  
 
To function successfully, the system of 
educating ELLs in Washington needs a 
clearly articulated vision that is understood 
by all who participate in it.  Because of the 
variations in student populations, language 
background and educational needs across 
different districts, this vision must be 
flexible enough to accommodate a variety of 
approaches.  At the same time, it should be 
grounded in the best scientific research 
available on effective instruction for ELLs.  
Finally, it must have enough institutional 
support to sustain itself beyond the tenure 
of any individual program director. 
 
Findings. In previous years, such a coherent 
yet flexible vision of education for ELLs has 
not existed.  Instead, different 
interpretations of the state transitional 
bilingual law have been articulated by 
different program directors.  Some of these 
interpretations have been difficult for some 
districts to implement, which has created 
tremendous frustration and confusion. 
 
Over the past year, the current program 
administrator has articulated a different 
interpretation of the state law and the role of 
the Bilingual Program.  In his view, the 
Bilingual Program should build the capacity 
of districts to make good decisions about 
which program model(s) best fit the needs 
of their district.  But as of summer 2008, this 
interpretation had not trickled down to all 
districts.  Some districts continued to believe 
that they were expected to implement a dual 
language program, even though they  

educated students who had ten or more 
different primary languages.  Furthermore, 
the new vision is not recognized throughout 
other departments in OSPI, and therefore it 
could disappear with another change in 
leadership.   
 
Just as a clearly articulated vision has been 
lacking, there is confusion as well about the 
role of the state Bilingual Program in 
administering and supporting the broader 
system which must be made clear.  
Currently, the role and purpose of the 
Bilingual Program is not well defined: is it 
merely an office to process and approve 
TBIP and Title III funding requests?  Or 
does it provide leadership and guidance to 
districts in the selection and implementation 
of program models and instructional 
materials?  Does it provide technical 
assistance?  Does it provide professional 
development, or help districts select 
appropriate professional development?  
Does it work with other OSPI programs and 
units to share information about the needs 
of ELLs?  The Bilingual Program office’s role 
and responsibilities need to be clarified and 
then broadly communicated. 
 
Recommendations. 
• Clearly articulate the vision of ELL 

education supported by the Bilingual 
Program, and communicate this 
vision to a wide range of 
stakeholders   

• Define the role of the Bilingual 
Program office in implementing that 
vision 

• Ensure that the Bilingual Program 
office has sufficient staff to fulfill that 
role 
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High-quality implementation with 
sufficient resources 
 
It is not enough to have a coherent vision in 
place; the funding and mechanisms for 
successful implementation also need to 
exist.  These include: 
• Sufficient  financial resources to 

adequately fund the program 
• Consistent and clear communication 

between the Bilingual Program office 
and districts 

• A functional process for districts to 
apply for and receive Title III and 
bilingual funding 

• Support for districts to select a 
program model that fits their 
students and schools 

• Appropriate preparation of staff to 
deliver the selected program model 

• Timely access to accurate data, and 
knowledge of how to use data to 
work with students 

• Outreach to ELL families and 
communities 

 
Findings. While all of the implementation 
mechanisms listed above may require some 
strengthening, two stand out as in need of 
urgent attention.  First, current funding 
levels make it difficult for many districts to 
hire sufficient certificated staff.  Second, in 
many instances, school staff members do not 
have adequate preparation to deliver the 
program model adopted in their school.   
 
Although state funding for the Transitional 
Bilingual Instructional Program appears to 
have increased since 2000, when adjusted 
for inflation, funding levels have actually 
decreased.  The per‐student funding 
allocated for 2008‐2009 ($905) is enough to 
provide one full‐time certificated teacher for 
every 110 ELLs.  This means that districts 
have either had to provide additional 
funding for their ELL programs, or as 

occurred in many cases, allowed 
instructional aides to provide the bulk of 
instruction in English language acquisition.  
Districts of all sizes, with various ELL 
populations, all emphasized the need for 
greater funding to support ELL instruction. 
 
The gap between staff preparation and the 
instruction that schools intend to deliver is 
large.  Sheltered instruction is the most 
frequently selected program model for 
instructing ELLs, yet in about a third of 
schools, only two or fewer teachers have 
been trained in sheltered instruction.  In 
some schools offering sheltered instruction, 
principals have not even had an 
introduction to the sheltered instruction 
model, and even some ELL specialists in 
those schools have not had the necessary 
multi‐day training. 
 
Other issues that emerged in this study 
included the needs of some districts for 
additional guidance in how to select an 
appropriate program model and/or 
curricula.  Many districts were unsure about 
appropriate classroom or diagnostic 
assessments for their ELLs, and/or they 
needed assistance in how to use assessment 
data they already collected.  Also many 
districts, especially those who served 
students from multiple language 
backgrounds, asked for advice and 
assistance in their efforts to connect to ELL 
parents and communities.  It is important to 
note that there are also some districts who 
have made tremendous strides in all of these 
areas, and these districts could serve as 
resources to help others. 
 
Recommendations. 
• Ensure that TBIP funding be 

increased to levels that allow 
districts to hire certificated teachers 

• Provide (or facilitate provision of) 
professional development for 
teachers who work with English 
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language learners.  In particular, 
ensure that staff involved in the 
delivery of sheltered instruction have 
some training in this area. 

• Continue and increase provision of 
guidance to districts and schools in 
the following areas: 
1)   selection of appropriate 

program models 
2)   training in the thoughtful use of 

student outcome data 
3)   parent and community outreach 

• Facilitate the sharing of expertise 
developed by some districts for 
selecting program models and 
curricula, using data, reaching out to 
families, and/or providing 
professional development to their 
teachers, especially across districts 
with similar student populations. 

• Encourage districts to revise and 
expand the Home Language Survey 
to collect additional data about ELLs’ 
background that could aid in 
understanding student skills and 
needs.  Provide guidance in how to 
do this so that interested districts 
will collect data in the same way, 
permitting cross‐district data 
analyses  

 
Regular evaluation for on-going 
improvement & accountability 
 
Washington state invests tens of millions of 
dollars to fund instructional programs for 
English language learners.  Schools and 
districts should be accountable for 
implementing the program model(s) they 
selected and ensuring that those models 
produce good outcomes for student 
learning.  Meaningful data should be 
available to help educators and 
policymakers identify success and problems 
and plan future changes. 

Findings. While there are currently some 
mechanisms in place to collect data, 
evaluate programs, or hold districts 
accountable, these are insufficient.  They are 
either not funded, do not apply to all 
funded schools, hold no consequences, 
and/or do not measure the most meaningful 
indicators of program success.   
 
At the same time, schools and districts 
already feel burdened by testing 
requirements and pressured by negative 
sanctions.  Any new accountability system 
should include supportive measures, such 
as technical assistance for districts that are 
repeatedly unable to show the effectiveness 
of their program. 
 
Furthermore, although the state Bilingual 
Program office does report to the legislature 
as required, annual reports have been 
submitted very late.  Like district reporting, 
the data they provide on student learning 
are not the data which could best reveal 
whether programs are successfully teaching 
ELLs English while building their other 
academic skills.  They also do not allow 
readers to distinguish among distinct 
groups of ELLs.  Finally, although about 9 
percent of students receive primary 
language instruction, there is no measure of 
the effectiveness of that instruction in 
building primary language literacy. 
 
Recommendations. 
• Establish and fund an accountability 

system that includes meaningful 
indicators, applies to all districts that 
receive TBIP funds, and that has 
helpful, rather than only punitive 
consequences.   

• Revise reporting measures so that 
they answer meaningful questions 
about student achievement.  This can 
be done using the same assessments 
already employed, but by changing 
the way in which data are analyzed.  
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The focus of analyses should be on 
whether students are making 
progress in learning English and in 
the academic content areas. 

• Encourage districts to revise the 
Home Language Survey to collect 
relevant information about the 
students’ native language skills, 
immigration generation, age of 
arrival in the U.S. school system, 
mobility history, and/or familial 
levels of educational attainment and 
achievement 

• Require the Bilingual Program office 
to submit legislative reports by 
January 1 of each year.  These reports 
should include data from the 
immediately preceding school year.  
They should also address questions 
about student progress in learning 
English, meeting state standards 
once they have learned English, and, 
if applicable, progress in primary 
language literacy 

• To support increased monitoring, 
guidance, technical assistance, and 
professional development, increase 
staffing for the state Bilingual 
Program and/or make use of other 
institutions in the state (ESDs, 
institutions of higher education, etc) 
to do this work 

 
The sum of all of these recommendations, 
across vision, implementation, and 
evaluation is simply this: the Bilingual 
Program office has the potential of 
providing meaningful leadership to districts 
and schools as they help their ELLs develop 
content knowledge and English language 
proficiency at the same time.  Fulfilling that 
potential requires adequate resources, 
increased staffing, and focused efforts, but 
promises, in return, the academic success of 
a growing ELL population.
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OSPI Response to Findings and Recommendations 
 
The Bilingual Program Office requested that this report include an 
update on that current status of the Program, including responses to 
findings and recommendations. In the tables below, this report’s 

recommendations are listed on the left half of the table, while the 
OSPI Bilingual Program responses and updates are on the right.  
These responses are reiterated throughout this report. 

 
Clearly Articulated Vision 
 

Report Recommendations OSPI Update 

Clearly articulate the vision of ELL education supported by the Bilingual 
Program, and communicate this vision to a wide range of stakeholders.   
 
Define the role of the Bilingual Program office in implementing that vision.   
 
Ensure that the Bilingual Program office has sufficient staff to fulfill that role.   

Already in 2008, the Bilingual Program has almost doubled the number of regional 
trainings.  There were 10 total in 2007, and nearly 20 in 2008. These workshops 
have included: 
• Program issues (Jan/Feb 2008) 
• iGrants applications (May 2008) 
• Program implementation (Oct 2008) 

At these trainings, a consistent message of program model options and their 
implementation was communicated to over 120 attending districts.  Because the 
same core Bilingual Program staff conducted all trainings, the message was 
consistent throughout. 
 
To further communicate, Bilingual Program staff also presented about program 
issues at the May 2008 WABE conference (3 sessions) and the Summer Institute 
in Tacoma (2 sessions). 
 
Updated Bilingual Program guidelines were made available in February 2008.  For 
the first time, language about program models was consistent across the 
guidelines, iGrant applications, the legislative report, and materials on the 
Program’s website.  All documents related to the Bilingual Program were delivered 
to participants in fall 2008 Bilingual Program trainings and were made available on 
the OSPI website. 
 
Another initiative to enhance communication has been the Bilingual Program’s 
newsletter, begun in December 2007.  Three issues were released between 
December 2007 and September 2008; the goal is to increase the frequency of 
publication to every other month. 
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High-Quality Implementation with Sufficient Resources 
 

Report Recommendations OSPI Update 
Ensure that TBIP funding be increased to levels that allow districts to hire 
certificated teachers.   
 
Provide (or facilitate provision of) professional development for teachers 
(specialists or mainstream classroom teachers) who work with English 
language learners.  In particular, ensure that staff involved in the delivery of 
sheltered instruction have some training in this area. 
 
Continue and increase provision of guidance to districts and schools in the 
following areas: 
1)  Selection of appropriate program models 
2)  Training in the thoughtful use of student outcome data 
3)  Parent and community outreach 
 
Encourage districts to expand their use of the Home Language Survey and 
provide guidance so this can be done in a consistent fashion. 
 
Facilitate the sharing of expertise developed by some districts for selecting 
program models and curricula, using data, reaching out to families, and/or 
providing professional development to their teachers, especially across districts 
with similar student populations. 

OSPI proposed increased funding for the TBIP program as part of the Basic 
Education Funding Task Force recommendations.  That proposal suggested an 
allocation of one certificated instructional staff member for each 18 full-time 
eligible students, with addition allocations in the following cases: 

• Additional certificated instructional staff for every 36 students in districts 
with 75 percent of their students eligible for Bilingual services or serving 
students from ten or more language backgrounds 

• Additional .25 certificated instructional staff for students in grades 6-8 
• Additional .5 certificated instructional staff for students in grades 9-12 
 
Also as part of the Basic Education Funding Task Force proposal, OSPI 
recommended that for each certificated staff unit allocated using the formula 
above, two additional learning improvement days should be allocated.   
 
In addition, as part of the same proposal, OSPI recommended that all 
certificated instructional staff be allocated additional learning improvement 
days, using the following formula: 

• For districts with 20-49 percent of students eligible for Bilingual services, 
one additional learning improvement day; 

• For districts with 50-74 percent of students eligible for Bilingual services, 
two additional days; 

• For districts with 75 percent or more of students eligible for Bilingual 
services, three additional days. 

 
To promote an increase in the number of bilingual youth or instructional aides 
who become certificated teachers OSPI has contracted with the Latino/a 
Educational Achievement Project (LEAP) to identify and mentor at least 50 
bilingual high school juniors to encourage them to become teachers. OSPI will 
provide funding to coordinate the project and give a small stipend to teacher-
mentors. 
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High-Quality Implementation with Sufficient Resources (continued) 
 

Report Recommendations OSPI Update 
 To improve preservice education for future teachers, the legislature directed the 

Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB) to convene a work group of 
stakeholders from K-12 education, OSPI, higher education, and other groups to 
share findings and provide recommendations to the Governor and the 
legislature regarding revisions to certification requirements (Senate Bill 6673).  
This work group will also make recommendations regarding professional 
development for current teachers.  The report of the work group is due 
December 1, 2008, and OSPI has been participating in the work group. 
 
During the 2007-2008 school year, the Bilingual Program office has increased 
its provision of technical assistance and training to districts, particularly in the 
definition of program models and in the use of data.  Data use was the focus of 
a number of regional trainings, conference presentations and K-20 broadcasts 
throughout 2008.  Sessions focusing on the implementation of different program 
models are planned for the 2009 OSPI Winter Conference.  Those sessions 
include opportunities for districts to share their programs and practices with 
other districts using the same program models. 
 
Recognizing the need for good communication with families, the Bilingual 
Program office, along with other OSPI units, has been collaborating with the 
Center for Improving Student Learning (CISL) at OSPI to explore the feasibility 
of creating a website that would allow districts to share their existing 
translations.  They are also working with CISL to negotiate a reduced state rate 
for translations that districts could use to obtain translations at lower cost. 
 
Finally, while OSPI is involved in multiple initiatives to enhance teacher 
preparation and professional development to improve instruction for ELLs, not 
all efforts need to be state-driven.  Districts may also use federal Title III monies 
for professional development related to the needs of English language learners, 
and in recent years, these funds have been underspent.  For the 2008-2009 
school year, Washington state received more than $12 million, disbursed 
through the Bilingual Office to more than 120 districts.  Although more state 
funding is needed, OSPI also encourages districts to take full advantage of 
available Title III funds. 
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Regular Evaluation for On-Going Improvement and Accountability 
 
Report Recommendations OSPI Update 
Establish and fund an accountability system that includes meaningful indicators, 
applies to all districts that receive TBIP funds, and that has helpful, rather than 
only punitive consequences.   
 
Revise reporting measures so that they answer meaningful questions about 
student achievement.  This can be done using the same assessments already 
employed, but by changing the way in which data are analyzed.  The focus of 
analyses should be on whether students are making progress in learning 
English and in the academic content areas. 
 
Require the Bilingual Program office to submit legislative reports by January 1 
of each year.  These reports should include data from the immediately 
preceding school year.  They should also include data that address questions 
about student progress in learning English, meeting state standards once they 
have learned English, and, if taught in their primary language, progress in 
primary language literacy. 
 
To support increased monitoring, guidance, technical assistance, and 
professional development, increase staffing for the state Bilingual Program 
and/or make use of other institutions in the state (ESDs, institutions of higher 
education, etc) to do this work. 
 

In accordance with WAC 392-160-028, all districts which receive Bilingual 
Program money must include with their application a “description of the district's 
plan for continuous improvement and evaluation of its program to serve English 
language learners.”  Beginning with the 2007-2008 school year, this 
requirement was included in districts’ iGrants applications and has begun to 
receive more attention. 
 
Efforts are underway to ensure timelier reporting.  The delayed 2005-2006 
legislative report was submitted in March 2008.  A draft of the 2006-2007 report 
was completed in October 2008, with a final version due in December 2008.  
The 2007-2008 report is on track to have a completed draft on December 1, 
2008.  This schedule will have the office on schedule for legislative reports.   
 
Two pending reports and future reports will include data on transitioned ELLs 
from that school year and their WASL performance. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Over the past two decades, the United States 
has been experiencing the second largest 
wave of immigration in its history.  This 
immigration has brought large numbers of 
non‐English‐speaking children into 
American schools, including schools 
without a history of teaching English 
language learners.  In this sense, 
Washington schools are like those in many 
other parts of the country, faced with the 
challenge of providing high‐quality 
education to children who are linguistically 
and culturally unlike most of their teachers 
and unlike the children most of the teachers 
were trained to teach.   
 
ELLs in Washington State 
 
Washington’s public schools serve over a 
million students.  Thousands of those 
students face the extra challenge of not only 
learning the content required to meet  

 
 
academic standards, but of learning a new 
language, English, at the same time.  
 
Nearly 8 percent2 of Washington students 
are classified as English language learners 
and eligible for additional Bilingual 
Program services, because they scored at a 
level three or lower on the Washington 
Language Proficiency Test II (WLPT‐II).  In 
addition, many other students are non‐
native speakers of English and may 
continue to need assistance developing 
academic English. However, once those 
students score at a level four on the WLPT‐II 
they are no longer included in the count of 
ELLs.  In that sense, the official count 
understates the true number of non‐native 
speakers of English in the schools. 
 
There has been substantial growth in the 
number of students eligible for bilingual 
services in Washington schools in recent 

                                                 
2 There are two ways that ELL students are 
counted.  The first way counts the total number 
of ELL students served by any school. 
Consequently, students who attend more than 
one Washington school during one school year 
are counted multiple times. The second, used in 
this report, attempts to take multiple enrollments 
into account, and is a lower and more 
conservative percentage. 

Table 1 
Number of students in Washington state eligible for bilingual services 
 
School Year Number of Eligible 

Students1 
Percentage of Eligible 

Students 
2007-2008 76840 7.9% 
2006-2007 77001 7.5% 
2005-2006 74976 7.4% 
2004-2005 72488 7.1% 
2003-2004 70470 6.9% 
2002-2003 66038 6.5% 
2001-2002 61636 6.1% 
Source: Washington State Report Card, OSPI Website.  
Retrieved November 3, 2008, from http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?year=2007-08 
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years (Table 1).  Just in the seven years from 
2001‐2002 until 2007‐2008, numbers 
increased nearly 25 percent. 
ELLs are not spread evenly across all parts 
of the state.  Instead, they are concentrated 
in certain regions.  Immigration in 
Washington has most affected the I‐5 
corridor on the west side of the state and in 
rural areas on the east side of the Cascade 
Mountains in Central and Eastern 
Washington.  On the east side, ELLs tend to 
be predominantly Spanish speakers.  On the 
west side, and in a few eastern locations 
such as Spokane, there is a much larger mix 
of languages.   
 
Consequently, some school districts serve 
many more ELLs than do others.  For 
example, of the 191 school districts, 129 have 
fewer than 1 percent ELLs.  On the other 
hand, 28 districts serve a population of 1,000 
or more ELLs in grades K–12.3  (The 
variations in ELL populations across 
districts are depicted in Figure 1, the map at 
the end of this introduction.)  This means 
that districts have very different student 
populations and therefore different 
approaches to educating their ELL students. 
 
Educating ELLs in Washington 
State 
 
Washington’s Transitional Bilingual 
Instruction Act of 1979 (amended in 1984, 
1990, and 2001) calls for educating ELLs in a 
“transitional bilingual” program.  It defines 
“bilingual” education as the instruction in 
both English and the student’s primary 
language.  The use of the student’s primary 
language is intended to ensure that students 
continue to learn core academic content 
while acquiring English skills.  As a 
student’s English develops, instruction 

                                                 
3 Malagon, H. & De Leeuw, H.  (2008).  Educating 
English Language Learners in Washington State, 
2005‐06. Report to the legislature.  Olympia, WA: 
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

should shift to an increased use of English 
and a corresponding decline in the use of 
the other language (hence “transitional”).  
When it is not possible to provide 
instruction in students’ primary language, 
the law provides that students should 
receive “an alternative system of 
instruction” that develops their English 
skills.4    
 
To support the transitional bilingual or 
alternative program, districts receive some 
funding to supplement basic education 
funding that they already receive for each 
student.  Districts receive additional funding 
for each English language learner ($905 per 
student in 2008‐2009), through the state 
Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program 
(TBIP).  A smaller amount of supplemental 
funds are also available from the federal 
Title III program.  These additional funds 
can be used toward providing English 
language development services and other 
support to ensure that students continue to 
learn the appropriate content for their grade 
level, even as they learn English.   
 
The two types of supplemental funding 
have much in common, but there are a few 
differences in what they require and what 
districts are permitted to use the funding 
for:   

 
Federal Title III funds may be used to 
purchase materials and/or train teachers 
in English language acquisition, as well 
as for ELL curriculum development.  
They may also be used to reach out to 
the parents of ELLs, through parent 
involvement activities or translation of 
materials.  In addition, Title III funds 
may be used for some of the language 
proficiency testing costs and help to pay 
the salaries of teachers and instructional 

                                                 
4 WAC 392‐160‐010 School District Board of 
Director Duties 
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support staff only for extended day or 
extended year programs. 
 
The state’s Transitional Bilingual 
Instructional Program (TBIP) provides 
additional funding to districts for 
services to ELLs.  TBIP funds may be 
used in some of the same ways as Title 
III funds (for example, for professional 
development and instructional materials 
specific to English language acquisition, 
as well as for parent involvement 
activities and some assessment‐related 
costs).  In addition, TBIP funds provide 
salaries for teachers and instructional 
support staff teaching ELLs and for the 
development of curriculum in English 
language acquisition.   

 
The two funding streams also differ in the 
amount of monies provided to districts.  In 
recent years, total Title III funding has been 
equivalent to only about 15‐17 percent of the 
state TBIP funding. 
 
The Bilingual Program Office 
Housed in OSPI 
 
The state Bilingual Program is administered 
by the Bilingual Program office at the Office 
of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
(OSPI).  At the end of August 2008, this staff 
consisted of a full‐time program 
administrator, one program supervisor, an 
empty program supervisor position5 and an 
administrative assistant, as well as some 
part‐time support from Research and 
Evaluation and from Assessment divisions 
of OSPI.  Together, these staff members are 
responsible for processing over 190 
applications for Title III and state 
Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program 
funding and for interacting with districts 
around those programs.   
 
                                                 
5 One program supervisor retired in August 2008, 
and his position is currently unfilled.   

The core of the Bilingual Program office’s 
work centers on reviewing districts’ annual 
applications for Title III and TBIP funding, 
as well as providing guidance on the 
creation of appropriate plans,6 approving 
those plans, and working with districts to 
revise plans that do not meet federal or state 
guidelines.  Once plans are approved, the 
Program distributes Title III and TBIP 
funding to districts. 
 
Furthermore, the Bilingual Program has the 
responsibility to produce an annual report 
to the legislature, reviewing the overall state 
transitional bilingual instructional program.  
These reports are due on or before January 1 
each year.7    
 
The Bilingual Program office in OSPI is not 
required to provide professional 
development to teachers.  Nor is it required 
to select program models or curricula for 
districts. On the contrary, legislation 
specifies that OSPI shall promulgate rules 
that “maximize the role of school districts in 
selecting programs appropriate to meet the 
needs of eligible students.”8 
 
This Review  
 
In December 2007, Washington state 
superintendent Terry Bergeson asked the 
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory 
(NWREL) to conduct an external review of 
the state’s Bilingual Program.  The request 
was prompted at least in part by recent 
turnover in the leadership of the Bilingual 
Program and concerns from educators that 
changes in leadership were accompanied by 
changes in the direction of guidance and 
interpretation of policy.   
 

                                                 
6 RCW 28A.180.060 Guidelines and rules 
7 RCW 28A.180.020 Annual report by 
superintendent of public instruction 
8 RCW 28A.180.060 Guidelines and rules 
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This review was designed to gather and 
synthesize feedback from educators and 
others interested in education, focusing on 
how well the Bilingual Program office 
fulfills its responsibilities, as well as what 
additional supports districts and schools 
might desire from the Bilingual Program.  
Over the four months of the study (April 
2008 to August 2008), NWREL interviewed 
almost 200 individuals and, via surveys, 
collected information from another 137 
principals and ELL specialist teachers. 
 
Ultimately, the review looked beyond just 
the functioning of the Bilingual Program 
office housed at OSPI in Olympia to 
consider key issues within the larger system 
to educate ELLs in Washington’s public 
schools.  Conversations and interviews with 
concerned educators and other stakeholders 
made it clear that it was impossible to fully 
separate the work of the Bilingual Program 
in OSPI from the larger system of ELL 
education that the Program administers.  
After all, an efficient and well‐managed 
Bilingual Program office is of little use if the 
system it oversees and administers does not 
work to support the needs of districts and 
schools working with ELL students.  Thus 
the two understandings of “Bilingual 
Program” –the staff in the OSPI office and 
the larger system of educating ELLs in 
Washington—are inextricably linked, and 
both are considered in this evaluation. 
 
Organization of This Report 
 
This report examines three broad 
components are needed for an effective 
educational systems: a coherent vision, high 
quality implementation with adequate 
funding, and ongoing evaluation for 
continuous improvement and 
accountability. The findings section of this 
report synthesizes information from 
interviews, surveys, and documents to 
address the question: to what degree does 
the state currently have the components of 

such a system?  What is already present, and 
what is needed? 
 
The report makes some initial 
recommendations, specifying the actions the 
state could take to address the identified 
needs. 
 
Finally, following recommendations section, 
this report includes a response from the 
OSPI Bilingual Program Office with an 
update on Program activities related to that 
finding or recommendation.   
 
 
A Clarification of Terminology 
 
The field of English language acquisition 
and the state educational agency are both 
regular users of acronyms and subject‐
specific terms.  In addition, for this report 
we have sometimes had to use a short 
expression to refer to a larger idea.  This 
glossary defines some of those terms. 
 
Bilingual Program:  1) Funding from the 
state legislature to pay for English language 
development support for students who do 
not yet have proficiency in English.  2) The 
group of staff members at the Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction who 
administer both the state funding as well as 
federal funding programs.  Note that 
although both are called “bilingual,” in fact 
the funding does not have to provide 
instruction in two languages; instead, it 
works with a variety of models to educate 
English language learners, including models 
that instruct only in English.   
 
District ELL coordinators:  The individuals 
we refer to as “district ELL coordinators” in 
this report in fact hold many different 
positions.  A few were focused full‐time on 
English language learners, but most wore 
multiple hats.  Many of them were Federal 
Program Directors, meaning they were 
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responsible for a range programs, such as 
Title I, special education, Indian education, 
etc.  Some were Directors of Curriculum or 
of Instruction.  What they held in common 
was that they were the main person in their 
district who interacted with the Bilingual 
Program staff housed at OSPI in Olympia. 
 
ELL:  English language learner, used to refer 
to students whose level of English is low 
enough (Levels 1‐3 on the WLPT‐II) to 
qualify them for Bilingual Program funding. 
 
NCLB:  No Child Left Behind, the federal 
law laying out educational requirements for  
states, including specific testing 
requirements.  Title III is a part of NCLB. 
 
TBIP:  Transitional Bilingual Instructional 
Program, the state funding provided to 
supplement basic education funding and to 
assist ELLs as they acquire academic 
English. 
 
Title III:  A part of the larger federal 
education bill called No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB).  Title III provides supplemental 
funding for the education of English 
language learners. 

WAC:  Washington Administrative Code, 
which lays out how state agencies, including 
the Office of Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, can organize and adopt new 
rules and regulations.   
 
WASL:  Washington Assessment of Student 
Learning, the state assessment of student 
achievement in reading, writing, 
mathematics and science. 
 
WLPT‐II:  Washington Language 
Proficiency Test, the assessment that 
determines whether a student is eligible for 
Bilingual Program funding.  Students who 
do not speak English at home are tested 
when they enter school and again each year 
in the spring.  When students score at level 4 
or higher on the test, they “exit” the 
Bilingual Program. 
 
In practice, most ELLs (91%) are not 
educated in their primary language, so 
although both the Program housed in the 
OSPI office and the state funding stream are 
called “bilingual” in fact they refer to a 
range of approaches to teaching ELLs, 
including English‐only instruction.  (Thus a 
more accurate name for the program would 
be ELL Program.)  
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Figure 1 

 
Map of Washington ELL Rates by District, 2006-2007 
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FINDINGS  
 
There are a few key components that a well‐
functioning program needs, including a 
clearly articulated vision, resources and 
support to implement that vision, and 
regular evaluation, both for accountability 
and continuous improvement.  Findings 
from this study are reported in this section, 
organized around those three broad areas. 
 
The data reported in this section come from 
surveys of principals and ELL specialists, as 
well as interviews with 192 individuals, 
including superintendents, district ELL 
specialists, principals, ELL building 
specialists, mainstream classroom teachers, 
instructional aides, OSPI staff, governor’s 
office staff and community based 
organizations. A detailed description of this 
project methodology and stakeholders 
interviewed can be found in Appendix A. 
 
Clearly Articulated Vision  
 
Need: A coherent vision for the 
education of ELLs, broadly 
communicated, and a clear role for the 
Bilingual Program in implementing that 
vision. 
 
Finding:  An unevenly communicated 
vision and some confusion about the role 
of the Bilingual Program. 
 
For efficient functioning, the Bilingual 
Program needs a clearly articulated vision.  
This vision must fit both the state level (for 
instance, how successfully is the state 
educating its ELL students) as well as at the 
level of the OSPI Program office (asking, for 
example, how well is the office supporting  

the state system?).  Given the diversity of  
ELLs in Washington, and their uneven 
distribution across districts, that vision must 
be flexible to accommodate different student 
populations, district sizes and district  
staffing capacities.  It must also be 
institutionalized, so that it endures beyond 
the tenure of any particular director or 
administrator.  Like other educational 
initiatives, it should be based on scientific 
research on the effective instruction of ELLs.  
Finally, it must be clearly and consistently 
communicated, so that educators around the 
state understand the vision and plan within 
it.  Currently, such a vision does not exist, 
but there are components of it to build 
upon. 
 
In some ways, Washington state seems to 
have a very clear vision of how its ELLs 
should be educated.  As noted in the 
introduction, Washington state law provides 
for the education of ELLs via a transitional 
bilingual instructional program.  This means 
that students should be taught in two 
languages, English and their primary 
language, with a gradual transition into full 
English instruction.  The law also specifies 
that when bilingual instruction is not 
possible, “an alternative system of 
instruction which may include English as a 
second language and is designed to enable 
the pupil to achieve competency in English” 
is acceptable.   
 
Despite the law, there remain many 
questions about what this looks like in 
practice.  What the law does not clarify is 
how much effort should districts make to 
provide bilingual instruction nor what 
constitutes “an alternative system of  
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instruction.”  This latter question is 
particularly important, as fewer than 9 
percent of ELLs in Washington state receive 
instruction in their primary language.9 This 
means that the “alternative system of 
instruction” is in fact the usual system of 
instruction for over 90 percent of ELLs. 
 
It is the role of the state Bilingual Program 
to interpret and implement the state law.  In 
recent years the Program has seen 
substantial turnover in leadership: two 
directors stayed in their position for two to 
four years, and each of these brought a shift 
in interpretation and implementation.  
Currently, the position of Bilingual Program 
director is unfilled and a search is being 
conducted.  In the meantime, a program 
administrator has overseen many of the 
day‐to‐day program activities since 
December 2007.  He also interprets state law 
differently from the two previous directors.   
 
Changes in interpretation at the state 
Bilingual Program office have resulted in 
confusion and frustration from district 
educators, many of whom feel “the rules 
change too often.”  The changes also mean 
that in practice there is no single clearly 
articulated vision for how ELLs in the state 
should be educated.  Neither is there a clear 
understanding of what the role of the 
Bilingual Program office should be in 
implementing that vision. 
 
This is not to suggest that Bilingual Program 
staff do not have defined goals and a sense 
of mission.  The current Program 
Administrator argues that the state should 
not advocate a single program model for 
educating ELLs, but rather should build the 
capacity of districts to use data to figure out 
themselves what is the best program model 

                                                 
9 Malagon, H. & De Leeuw, H.  (2008).  Educating 
English Language Learners in Washington State, 
2005‐06. Report to the legislature.  Olympia, WA: 
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

for their students’ needs, and then to know 
how to evaluate that program’s 
effectiveness.   
 
Office staff members see the mission of the 
Bilingual Program, broadly conceived, as 
transitioning non‐English speakers into 
English at a level where they can succeed in 
a mainstream classroom.  While the mission 
is broad, they see their current role as a 
narrow one: to help districts apply for Title 
III and TBIP funding and to collect required 
data.  Yet Bilingual Program staff would like 
to see a larger role for their office, including 
the provision of technical assistance in 
implementing various program models 
and/or providing professional development 
to teachers and other educators.   
 
But even within other offices in OSPI, there 
is not a clear sense of the broader purpose of 
having a Bilingual Program, nor of the 
specific roles and responsibilities of staff in 
the office.  Staff describe feeling “disjointed” 
and “seldom being at the same meetings.”  
Some of this they attribute to normal 
organizational challenges—everyone is too 
busy, people are on different floors and get 
absorbed with their own work.  Some of it 
they attribute to the small size of the 
Bilingual Program staff and their primary 
focus on administrative issues.  But at the 
same time, they recognize the potential for 
better collaboration and a role that would 
allow the Bilingual Program to provide 
leadership on issues touching ELLs: 
 

 I see HUGE potential [for us to work across 
programs and units].  For example, OSPI 
just revised the math standards and we are 
starting professional development on the  
standards.  We are required now by the 
legislature to do a curriculum review of 
mathematics.  [The Bilingual Program] 
could be in on all of this.  In fact, in every 
place, we should be collaborating with them. 
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I think it’s a mistake to leave bilingual staff 
in the Bilingual Program only.  I think they 
need to have time to come to our meetings so 
that we always have the ELL perspective 
there as we do our work… there are a 
million ways we could work together, if they 
have the time. (OSPI staff) 

 
Communication of the Vision and the 
Bilingual Program’s Role. A vision cannot 
guide educational and programmatic 
decisions if it is not widely known.  Nor can 
the Bilingual Program office provide 
leadership in the implementation of the 
vision if the districts it works with lack a 
common understanding of the office’s role.   
 
The broader vision of the state’s approach to 
ELL education can be communicated 
directly—in presentations, on the Web site 
and in written communications with 
districts.  This has generally not occurred.  It 
can also be communicated indirectly, as the 
Bilingual Program interacts with districts in 
the grant application process and at 
technical assistance and training meetings.  
This has occurred, but not all districts have 
heard or interpreted the message in the 
same way and some confusion remains. 
 
One of the primary confusions is about 
whether the state prefers or even mandates 
dual language instruction.  Under a 
previous director, the Bilingual Program 
told districts around the state that dual 
language programs were the most effective 
way to educate ELLs.  Even districts with 
very small ELL populations or with students 
from multiple language backgrounds felt 
pressure to write on their applications that 
they were “moving toward” dual language 
or native language instruction.  While most 
districts interviewed knew that was no 
longer the case, more than one interviewee 
reported still feeling pressure to develop a 
dual language program, even though it was 
unlikely to work in their district.   
 

Another common confusion centered on the 
acceptability of a pull‐out model to deliver 
instruction in English language 
development.  Under earlier directors, the 
option of providing ESL‐pull‐out instruction 
(taking students out of the regular 
classroom for some time every day to work 
on English language development) was 
discouraged or even removed.   
 
Some districts continue to believe that they 
are not permitted to provide any pull‐out 
instruction.  In seven of the 34 interviewed 
school districts, district ELL coordinators, 
principals, ELL specialists, and/or 
instructional aides complained that ESL 
pull‐out was not on the approved program 
model list, and that the Bilingual Program 
actively discouraged its use in all cases. A 
district ELL coordinator from a small rural 
school district in Eastern Washington said in 
interview: 
 

Selecting an appropriate ESL model has 
become an issue recently with the state 
eliminating the pull‐out model. This is a 
problem for small districts because it is one 
of the few ways we can see every student.  
Theoretically and academically I understand 
the reasons, but practically speaking it’s 
difficult to deal with all students with 
limited staff.  (District ELL Coordinator) 

 
Although only about a fifth of schools 
believed that the Bilingual Program 
prohibited the use of pull‐outs for English 
language instruction, staff members in 
nearly half of districts interviewed were 
concerned over the perceived pressure from 
the state to adopt a dual language program.  
 
Whether the confusion was about dual 
language or pull‐outs, many school and 
district staff members were unsure about 
the current approach of the Bilingual 
Program office.  One ELL specialist reported 
that “policies have changed, and there are 
lots of arguments about what is going on” in 
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the Bilingual Program.  Another was unclear 
about the models, and asked for a list of 
approved program models. 
 

It would be great if the state office could say: 
this is the approved list. We don’t get that 
kind of leadership. They just do standards 
and deadlines. Districts, especially small 
ones, don’t have the capacity to do that 
research. (District ELL Coordinator) 

 
In fact, the iGrants application for 2008‐2009 
does provide a list of acceptable models, 
with their definitions.  And although the 
words “ESL pull‐out” are not on the list, the 
list does include “Newcomer Program,” 
which in practice is often a pull‐out or 
separate English language class for newly 
arrived immigrant students (but only for 
newly arrived students; students who have 
been in the U.S. for longer periods of time 
should be served by other program models).   
 
Also, the state held several grant‐writing 
workshops in 2008 that allocated time for 
districts to work on their application and to 
receive individualized assistance from 
Bilingual Program staff.  At those 
workshops, the Bilingual Program office 
also informed districts of their range of 
options.  However, attendance at the 
workshops was not mandatory, and clearly 
that was not enough to communicate the 
changed position to all districts.   
 
Thus even after a school year characterized 
by better communication than in past years 
(see discussion below), schools continued to 
express their confusion about the broader 
vision: 
 

Guidance would be wonderful, as would 
consistency.  If the state had a consistent 
vision, that would be helpful for everyone 
involved. (Principal) 
 

We are part of a larger system and I 
don’t know if there is a vision, we 
are certainly not equipped with 
vision and could use some 
guidance. (Principal) 
 

Recommendations. Clearly articulate the 
state vision of ELL education.   
 

This vision must fit within the state law 
and incorporate sufficient flexibility to 
accommodate the needs and diverse 
populations of different districts.   

 
Communicate this vision to a wide range of 
stakeholders, including educators, 
policymakers and the communities in which 
ELLs live.   

 
There are many stakeholders above and 
beyond district ELL coordinators.  These 
include the Bilingual Education 
Advisory Committee, regional 
Consortia, institutions of higher 
education, the Governor’s office, 
legislators, professional development 
providers, parents, and community‐
based organizations that work with 
immigrant and migrant populations. 
 
This communication will require 
multiple outreach methods, including 
K‐20 webcasts, Summer Institutes, the 
OSPI Web site, Bilingual e‐mail lists, 
and professional conferences such as the 
Washington Association of Bilingual 
Educators (WABE), Washington 
Association of School Administrators 
(WASA) and others.  In addition, it will 
require short informational memos to 
and personal meetings with 
policymakers and other stakeholders.  
Communication to parents could 
include short notices, translated into 
multiple languages and made available 
to schools via the OSPI Web site.  
Spanish‐language communities in the 
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Yakima Valley also make frequent use 
of Spanish‐language radio as a way of 
sharing information about their 
children’s education.  

 
Define the role of the Bilingual Program 
office in implementing that vision. 
 

Partly due to the very small size of the 
staff in the Bilingual Program office, 
most of the work conducted by staff 
revolves around helping districts put 
together their grant applications and the 
reviewing and approving those 
applications.  But the office could play a 
leadership role.  It could offer guidance 
to districts in the selection and 
implementation of program models and 
instructional materials.  It could provide 
technical assistance in the 
implementation of the models.  It could 
provide professional development, or it 
could help districts select appropriate 
professional development options that 
fit their program model(s) and level of 
staff expertise.  It could consult with 
other OSPI programs and units to 
ensure that the needs and interests of 
ELLs are well‐represented in other OSPI 
initiatives.  To play a leadership role, 
these responsibilities need to be defined 
as part of the work of the Bilingual 
Program office, and they need to be 
broadly communicated. 

 
Ensure that the Bilingual Program office has 
sufficient staff to fulfill that role defined for 
them.  Ensure that the new Bilingual 
Program director supports and implements 
the state vision. 

 
Depending on the way in which the 
Bilingual Program office is defined and 
the level of leadership required, 
different staffing levels may be 
necessary.  Certainly any expansion of 
the Program office role beyond its  

current work on annual grant 
applications will require additional 
staffing. 
 
The new director should accept the state 
vision for educating ELLs and work to 
implement that.  A clear vision and 
definition of the role of the Bilingual 
Program office should help the state 
locate a person who will provide the 
stable leadership districts look for.  

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 
For the past year (2007-2008), the 
Bilingual Program has made substantial 
effort to provide clear and consistent 
communication to districts about 
Program expectations and requirements.  
The Program increased outreach to the 
districts, by almost doubling the number 
of regional trainings and presenting at 
conferences and institutes.   
 
The Program also provided updated 
guidelines in February 2008, and these 
helped to clarify OSPI’s interpretation of 
state law.  At the same time, the 
Program revised iGrant applications, the 
legislative report and materials on the 
website to ensure that the language in 
these documents matched the guidelines. 
 
High-quality implementation with 
sufficient resources  
 
Implementation of a coherent approach 
outlined by the vision requires a number of 
things:  adequate financial resources, a 
functional process for distributing the 
resources, the selection and use of 
appropriate program models and 
instructional materials, the hiring or training 
of staff to implement the selected model, 
timely access to accurate data, and 
communication with parents and 
communities.   
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This section of the report reviews interview 
and survey data as well as program 
documentation to assess the degree to which 
resources and implementation strategies are 
sufficient and to identify the areas most in 
need for change. 
 
Need:  Adequate financial resources to 
fund the delivery of education to ELLs as 
articulated by the vision. 
 
Finding:  State-provided funding, at 
current levels, does not cover the full 
cost of certificated teachers. 
 
As noted earlier in this report, funding to 
instruct English language learners is  
provided by the federal government under  
Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act as 
well as by Washington state through the  
Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program 
(TBIP).  Federal Title III provides only about 
15‐17 percent of the funding provided by 
the TBIP.  In addition, districts can choose to  

 
supplement their state and federal program 
support with funds raised at the local level.   
 
Table 2 reports on funding levels state and 
district sources for the past five years for 
which data were available.  State funding 
increased 38 percent from the 2000‐2001 
school year to 2005‐2006.  This was due to 
both an increase in per‐pupil funding (a 13  

percent increase over the same time period) 
and an increase in the number of students 
served (27%).  District funding increased 8 
percent over the same time period. 
 
The increases in state spending on the TBIP 
were not large enough, however, to keep up 
with inflation.  As Table 3 illustrates, when 
per‐student funding levels are adjusted for 
inflation, real spending on the TBIP has 
varied in recent years, but each year has 
remained below the 2000‐2001 level. 
 
This decline in real funding helps to explain 
one consistent finding from interviews 
across the state: administrators, teachers, 
instructional aides and other stakeholders 
all believed that the state’s Bilingual 
Program remained critically underfunded.  
While the evaluation did not directly ask 
districts about their funding levels, 
budgetary constraints quickly surfaced as 
one of the primary concerns on the part of  

 
almost all staff members and stakeholders  
interviewed.  This made it difficult for 
schools and districts to purchase 
appropriate materials for school‐level ELL 
programs, hire sufficient staff, and provide 
adequate professional development for all 
staff members.  Some districts provided 
additional local funding specifically for the 
instruction of ELLs. 
 

 
Table 2: Funding levels for bilingual (ESL) education in Washington state 
School Year State Funding  

(TBIP) 
Other (District) 

Funding 
TOTAL Funding 

 
 (in millions) 
2005-2006 $58.5 $14.0 $72.5 
2004-2005 $55.9 $11.8 $67.7 
2003-2004 $49.7 $13.3 $63.0 
2002-2003 $48.5 Not reported  
2001-2002 $44.0 $12.7 $56.7 
2000-2001 $42.3 $12.9 $55.2 
Source: OSPI Annual Reports to the Legislature since 2000.  The 2005‐2006 report was the most recent 
report available. 
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The need for additional funding becomes 
clearer when the limits of existing funding  
are examined more closely.  At the rate of 
$905 per ELL student (the funding level for  
2008‐2009), districts need about 110 ELLs to 
fund a single full‐time certificated teacher.  
If that teacher is supposed to provide 
primary language instruction in a Spanish‐
dominant district, it would be ridiculous to 
imagine 110 students in the one teacher’s  
class.  If that teacher were to provide 
English language development in a 
newcomer program, s/he could serve three 
groups of about 33 students each for the two 
periods per day that many newcomer 
programs teach English.  These are class 
sizes that are far too large to provide the 
quality of instruction needed.   
 
The inability of the TBIP funding to cover 
the full costs of specialist teachers helps to 
explain why so many ELLs receive 
instruction from instructional aides, rather 
than from certificated teachers.10  Instead,  

                                                 
10 Instructional aides outnumber teachers paid for 
with TBIP funding by 50 percent.  Malagon, H. & 
De Leeuw, H.  (2008).  Educating English Language 
Learners in Washington State, 2005‐06. Report to 
the legislature.  Olympia, WA: Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

 
 
some districts share certificated teachers 
across multiple schools and use them  
primarily to supervise instructional aides 
and help with planning, rather than to 
instruct students.   
 
Recommendations. Ensure that TBIP 
funding be increased to levels that allow 
districts to hire certificated teachers.   
 

The recently released study of the Basic 
Education Task Force recommended 
increases both in funding for basic 
education, but also specifically for the 
education of ELLs.  This report might 
provide the basis for calculating funding 
levels that would allow districts to 
ensure that ELLs receive instruction 
from highly qualified teachers. 

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 

Table 3 
Per-student funding levels for TBIP 
School Year State Funding  

Per Student 
(TBIP only) 

State Funding Per Student, 
Adjusted for Inflation,  

(2001 dollars) 
2008-2009 $905 CPI not yet available 
2007-2008 $846 $681 
2006-2007 $806 $676 
2005-2006 $805 $702 
2004-2005 $762 $685 
2003-2004 $721 $665 
2002-2003 $713 $669 
2001-2002 $707 $683 
2000-2001 $711 $711 
Source: Per student funding levels from 2000‐2001 through 2005‐2006 came from OSPI Annual Reports to the 
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As part of the Basic Education Funding 
Task Force recommendations, OSPI 
proposed increased funding for the 
Bilingual program.  That proposal 
suggested an allocation of one 
certificated instructional staff member for 
each 18 full-time eligible students, with 
addition allocations depending upon the 
percentage, diversity and grade level of 
students served. 
 
Need: Consistent and clear 
communication between the Bilingual 
Program office and districts. 
 
Finding:  The consistency and clarity of 
communications from the Bilingual 
Program office has increased 
substantially over the past year.  Some 
stakeholders want enhanced use of e-
mail and the OSPI Web site. 
 
Districts, and to a lesser degree schools, look 
to the Bilingual Program office to explain 
federal and state requirements, to inform 
them about professional development 
opportunities, and most of all, to guide them 
in putting together their annual funding 
applications.  Inconsistent or confusing 
messages make the work of district bilingual 
staff much harder, especially since many of 
them juggle their bilingual responsibilities 
with other responsibilities for curriculum, 
instruction and/or other federal programs. 
 
District staff relied primarily on direct 
emails and K‐20 videoconferences from 
OSPI for general information about the  
program, and updates regarding 
requirements or changes. A small number of 
district staff reported receiving much of 
their information from mailed bulletins and 
other hardcopy notices. In addition, a few 
district staff obtained information on 
guidelines and changes on the OSPI Web 
site, although they noted that it was often 
difficult to find information on‐line and that 
the Web site was often not updated to 
include new information. 
 

Nearly all respondents at both the school 
and district level reported significant 
improvements to the Bilingual Program 
office’s organization and communication 
structure during the 2007‐2008 school year.  
These improvements were described as 
necessary and much appreciated.   
 
District ESL coordinators unanimously 
reported that over the year, the Bilingual 
Program’s response time to messages, 
questions and emails has been reliable, 
quick, and showed a “great improvement, 
the response time is way better, before it 
would be 3‐4 weeks and now it is the next 
day.” District staff also felt that the answers 
they received were much more reliable than 
in the past, where multiple responses to 
questions often conflicted with one another. 
It was clear that the state’s “goal is to help 
the schools be successful.” 
 
E‐mail.  With the changes, the majority of 
district staff was pleased with electronic 
communication through e‐mail and 
videoconferences.  However, a few 
complained that the number of emails could 
be overwhelming and they were not always 
clearly labeled. “I don’t have time and 
sometimes skip the important stuff because 
it is poorly labeled.” One new district ELL 
coordinator, reported that it took several 
months and many phone calls to get her e‐
mail address on the Bilingual Program  
distribution list for the bulletins and 
memos.11 
 
Videoconferences.  District staff also 
commented on what they saw as the greatly 
improved organization of the K‐20 
videoconferences.  
 

                                                 
11 NWREL used this same contact list to reach 
stakeholders for the evaluation and also found 
that many names and e‐mail addresses were not 
correct. 
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The K‐20s are now very clear. They even 
send you the relevant information ahead of 
time.  And if they mention something 
during the webcast that they promise to 
send, they actually send it.  Things are 
improving. (District ELL Coordinator) 

 
However, a small number of district staff 
reported in interviews that the K‐20s “are a 
weakness because of technical difficulties 
and seem to be longer than they need to be”. 
In addition, one rural district ELL 
coordinator reported that she was unable to 
access the K‐20s from her district because of 
OSPI’s bandwidth restrictions, which “favor 
the larger districts.” 
 
Phone communication.  In particular, 
respondents praised the newly deployed 
system of logging phone calls.  Under this 
system, first implemented in the fall of 2007, 
all calls to the Bilingual Program go to a 
centralized number, where the 
administrative assistants log the calls before 
passing them on to program supervisors.  
This permits the tracking of individual calls 
and the possibility of ensuring timely 
responses to all callers. 
 
Website.  Although only a few district or 
building staff members reported frequently 
using the OSPI website as a source of 
information on the Bilingual Program, a 
larger number mentioned its potential 
usefulness.  In its current form, many 
district and school staff members who used 
the website reported that navigation was 
confusing and finding information could be 
difficult.  Furthermore, some resources were 
outdated, some links were broken, and 
some sections of the website were not 
updated to reflect the program’s current 
administration.  Some district and school 
staff members thought the website could be 
changed to become more useful.  For 
example, some suggested that the website 
be used as a library for forms translated by 
individual districts.  Currently, three forms 

are available, translated into eight to ten 
languages. Details on the information 
available on the OSPI Bilingual Program 
website are located in Appendix C. 
 
These four methods of communication were 
primarily reported by districts. School staff 
members relied on their districts to 
communicate with the Bilingual Program 
office.  This system tended to work well, 
according to most school staff.  Principals 
appreciated the district serving as a “filter” 
to reduce the amount of information passed 
along.   
 
In some cases, however, ELL and bilingual 
specialist teachers desired a little more 
information directly from the Bilingual 
Program office.  While they also often 
received information from their districts, 
some noted that their district ELL 
coordinator was not always a reliable 
intermediary, and many felt that the 
information should be sent from OSPI 
directly to them. 
 

I might hear something if it is very 
important, but usually I see it just in the 
newspaper. This should come direct from 
OSPI to the teacher. They need to keep our 
names on roster, all the active ELL teachers. 
It needs to be direct to us; this should be a 
new policy. (ELL Specialist) 

 
Recommendations. Build on this year’s 
improvements in communication by the 
establishment of a comprehensive 
communication plan, including: 
• An efficient e‐mail system, with 1) 

annual updating of e‐mail addresses; 2) 
an e‐mail distribution list for ELL and 
bilingual teachers; 3) a consistent system 
for labeling e‐mail subject lines. 

• The continued use of the call logging 
system to ensure prompt responses. 

• Enhanced use of the OSPI Web site, 
updated on a regular basis to include all 
K‐20 and Bilingual Program workshop 
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materials, announcements, instructions 
for completing applications, suggestions 
for efficient submission of student data 
and similar information.   

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 

As part of its work to enhance 
communication with districts, the 
Bilingual Program began to put out a 
newsletter, starting in December 2007.  
Three issues were released between 
December 2007 and September 2008; 
the Program intends to increase the 
frequency of publication to every other 
month. 
 
Need:  A clear and functional process for 
districts to apply for and receive funding. 
 
Finding:  In recent years, the process has 
been characterized by inconsistencies 
and frequent changes.  The application 
process for the 2008-2009 year was 
reportedly much improved, although 
some concerns remain. 
 
Most district ELL coordinators felt that the 
iGrant application process has been 
markedly improved in the past year. District 
ELL coordinators reported that they had 
fewer technical difficulties this year than 
previous years and appreciated the effort 
which had gone into to streamlining the 
application system. Several district ELL 
coordinators praised the Bilingual Program 
office for its provision of professional 
development on how to put together grant 
applications: 
 

During a workshop we were able to go on‐
line and work on our grant while state staff 
were available to answer questions.  That 
was a really great idea and helped me a lot. 
They offered these workshops at various 
places and times through the year, so I was 
able to attend more than one, which was 

helpful in terms of learning the process. I 
could keep building on the previous session 
and have an opportunity to hear it again. 
(District ELL Coordinator) 

 
In addition, most district ELL coordinators 
reported that the guidelines and process for 
applications for the 2008‐2009 school year 
were much more transparent than in the 
past.12 

 
Posted program guidelines were very 
beneficial; previously I had to go to the 
UWA library to see the changes in the WAC 
related to the program; there was no 
guidance posted before. However the state 
office has revamped that quite quickly; their 
responses are more timely and more 
consistent. They are really clear about 
everything they want in the grant; this 
makes it an easy grant to write. (District 
ELL Coordinator) 
 

In spite of these improvements, district ELL 
coordinators voiced four major concerns 
regarding the funding application process.   
 
These included: 
• Slow response time to grant applications 
• Multiple grants due at the same time 
• Data necessary for applications were not 

always available by application due 
date 

• Substantial changes to the application 
forms and processes every year 

 
Many district ELL coordinators complained 
that the long time it took to approve 
applications impinged upon their ability to 
plan for the coming year.  At the extreme 
end, one district coordinator reported that it 
took seven months to receive a response to 
her district’s application.  Most felt that it 
would be most helpful if they received 

                                                 
12 Applications for the 2008‐2009 school year were 
due June 30, 2008. 
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feedback within four to six weeks of 
application.  In fact, state statutes do require 
a 30‐day turnaround.13  Realistically, this 
rapid turnaround of about 190 applications 
by two or three staff members is challenging 
at best and may not be feasible without 
additional staff. 
 
It is not only the Bilingual Program office 
that struggles under the weight of many 
grant applications.  Many district ELL 
coordinators noted that they had multiple 
applications due at the same time, and that 
much of the data which they needed for the 
TBIP applications was unique and not 
always available.  In a summary of many 
concerns, one district ELL coordinator 
stated: 
 

The iGrant is getting better every year, and 
OSPI’s training is great. However there are 
massive amounts of grants all due at the 
same time. ELL requires more information 
than any of the others; it is more detailed 
and the information asked for always 
changes and is unique.  It is not part of our 
regular information gathering. (District 
ELL Coordinator)  

 
Another coordinator reported that she had 
“eight grants all due within a few days of 
each other with no access to data until when 
they are due.  Staggering the due dates of 
these grants would be helpful.”  Another 
possibility is streamlining applications so 
that as many as possible use the same data 
and responses.  This has already occurred 
with the Title III and TBIP applications, 
which were combined into a single form. 
 
Finally, though all district coordinators 
appreciated the improvements which had 
taken place, many reported that they were 
often confused by repeated changes, 

                                                 
13 WAC 392‐160‐029 Program approval 
 

reporting that the “applications have been 
changing every year.” 
 

The changes in new directors has been 
confusing.  They tell us, “I want this 
data, I want that data”.  Every director 
seems to value different things and we 
have to respond differently.  There has 
not been any consistency. (District ELL 
Coordinator)  
 

Recommendations. Modify the iGrants 
application form and review process to 
ensure that the application matches the state 
vision and the timeline and process align to 
state and federal laws and district calendars. 
 

Design application forms (iGrant forms) 
that ask for the best available data and 
include provision for short addenda to 
be submitted after the release of state 
testing data. 
A functional process should ensure that 
district applications receive responses 
within the four weeks specified by 
statute.  This might be facilitated 
through additional staffing in the 
Bilingual Program, short‐term support 
from other Programs at OSPI, and/or 
short‐term contractors with educators 
from ESDs or districts. 

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 
As noted earlier in this report, the 
language of the iGrants application was 
revised to match the language of the 
Bilingual Program guidelines, as well as 
the legislative report and documents on 
the website. 
 
Need: Support for districts to select a 
program model that fits their students 
and schools. 
 
Finding:  There is considerable 
confusion in some (not all) districts 
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around program models and some 
districts require more guidance. 
 
Each year when districts apply for Title III 
and TBIP funding, they are asked to specify 
which program model(s) they have adopted.  
A program model is simply a system for 
educating ELLs.  The 2008 iGrant 
application lists six program models and 
asks districts to indicate which one(s) they 
use: 
• Dual language (also called two‐way 

immersion) 
• One‐way language program 
• Developmental bilingual education 

(also called late‐exit) 
• Transitional bilingual education (also 

called early‐exit) 
• Sheltered instruction (also called 

content‐based ESL) 
• Newcomer program 
 
Another model, not on the list is the “pull‐
out” model, in which ELLs are pulled out of 
their regular classroom and instructed 
separately, most often by an instructional 
aide though sometimes by a certificated 
teacher.  While it is not on the list, it is 
widely used.  At 21 of the 34 schools 
interviewed, principals reported that they 
used pull‐outs, sometimes on their own (10 
schools) and often in combination with 
other program models.  On surveys, more 
principals reported using pull‐outs (58%) 
than any other model—again, often but not 
always in combination with other models.  
Because this option was not on the official 
list of models, many schools described 
something different on their grant 
applications than what they actually 
delivered.   
 
Each of the different program models is only 
appropriate for certain types of populations.  
For example, a dual language program 
includes both native speakers of English and 

native speakers of another language, in 
roughly even numbers.  A one‐way 
language program requires having enough 
students from the same language 
background to fill the entire class.  Such a 
program would be impractical to implement 
in a district with a small percentage of ELLs, 
especially if they were spread across 
multiple grade levels. 
 
Each program model also has particular 
staffing requirements.  Dual language, one‐
way and other bilingual programs require 
staff who are not only conversationally fluent 
in the language of instruction, but who are 
also fluent in the academic language used in 
the classroom. 
 
Because student populations and the 
availability of specially qualified teachers 
vary greatly across districts in Washington 
state, it makes sense that districts should 
consider both factors in their selection of a 
model.  In many cases, it may be 
appropriate for districts to adopt multiple 
models, or even for more than one model to 
co‐exist in the same school.   
 
Over the past year (2007‐2008), the Bilingual 
Program has articulated exactly this 
position: that districts should select the 
model or models that make sense for them.  
In practice, however, not all districts heard 
that message, and only a subset of districts 
attended the grant‐writing workshops that 
shared that message.  Many districts 
continued to work under the presumption 
that the state Bilingual Program expects all 
districts to move toward a dual language 
model.  This understanding dates back to 
guidance provided by an earlier Program 
Director, who argued persuasively that dual 
language provided the best academic 
outcomes for students.  That message was 
heard and reverberated even several years 
later. 
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In general, schools and districts reported 
that the selection of program models took 
place primarily at the district level, although 
some principals reported being involved in 
the decisions. 
 
District ELL coordinators often reported that 
they conferred with the Bilingual Program 
staff at OSPI regarding the choice of a 
program model.  About half of the 
coordinators reported that they received 
assistance from the Bilingual Program office 
in the form of advice or professional 
development, explaining what the program 
models would look like and how they 
should be implemented.  
 

I called  OSPI when we first began, and they 
were open to working with us.  [A Bilingual 
Program Supervisor] came and helped with 
assessment of what we had in place; our 
available resources, how to use those 
resources, and bring in a program that 
would work best with our population. 
(District ELL Coordinator) 

 
Another coordinator reported attending 
“helpful” meetings in 2007 that brought 
together ELL staff from around the state to 
define what program models should look 
like and what sort of training and 

certification they required.  But many others 
struggled, and often asked for more 
guidance in this area. 
 
One issue that was a struggle for many 
schools and districts was the question of 
pull‐outs.  As noted above, pull‐outs were 
widely used with ELLs, especially but not 
only in schools with lower numbers of ELLs 
(usually under 10 percent of the student 
body).  In these schools, many staff 
members felt that pull‐out ESL was the only 
model available to them with their limited 
budget and staffing.  At the same time, they 
were sometimes reluctant to label their 
program as pull‐out because they 
understood that it was not considered a 
good or approved means of instructing 
ELLs: 
 

Look, I don’t want to call it pull‐out, but 
that is what it is. We know that pull‐out is 
not very effective, but it may be good for 
new kids.  They need to build confidence and 
get attention. They need to get their 
questions answered.  But I don’t like that 
they miss instruction. (Principal) 

Many of the district and school staff felt that 
the Bilingual Program office discouraged 
pull‐out and felt that they were being 

 
Table 4. 
Instructional & curricular guidance & support 
 Percent of Principals 

Agreeing/Strongly 
Agreeing 

Percent of ELL 
Specialists 

Agreeing/Strongly 
Agreeing 

Our school receives support for working with ELLs 
from staff in our district office. 71 67 

Our school receives support for working with ELLs 
from staff in the state bilingual office. 18 32 

Our school has all the information it needs to make 
informed decisions about the appropriate program 
model and curricular materials to work with our 
ELLs. 

39 46 

I would like our school to receive more direct state 
guidance on instructional and curricular issues for 
ELLs. 

41 70 

Source: NWREL survey of principals and ELL & bilingual specialists, June 2008. 
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forced—unprepared and underfunded—
into other models. A few district ELL 
coordinators said that their districts will 
continue to use ESL pull‐out, even if they 
had to call it something else. 

 
They [the state Bilingual Program] haven’t 
helped, but just told us what isn’t allowed in 
the future.  If we are not going to have ELL 
pull out, what will we use?  These students 
need direct instruction, literacy, and 
language acquisition.  If that is not pull‐out, 
what is it?  We need direction from the 
state. Next year they have forced us to 
choose content‐based sheltered instruction, 
but we will continue to use pull‐out, because 
we don’t have the funding to switch to 
sheltered instruction. (District ELL 
Coordinator)   

 
While the most frequent confusion and 
frustration was related to the use of pull‐
outs, other issues concerned schools as well.  
Overall satisfaction with existing program 
models was mixed.  Almost half (44%) of 
principals said that they would select a 
different program model if they had 
sufficient resources and staff.  They most 
often listed the following reasons for 
selecting a different model: 
• A bilingual or dual language model 

would be preferable 
• A more inclusive model, with less 

pull‐out, would be preferable 
• The current model isn’t working for 

all students 
 
Many schools reported that they needed 
more guidance in selecting program models 
and appropriate curricular materials and 
support in implementing their selections.  
While many received such guidance from 
their districts, and some from the state 
Bilingual Program, fewer than half of 
principals and ELL specialists reported that 
they had all the information they needed.  
Many ELL specialists, although fewer 

principals, also indicated that they would 
like more direct state guidance on 
instructional and curricular issues for ELLs 
(Table 4). 
 
When asked in interviews what the OSPI 
Bilingual Program could provide, district 
ELL coordinators requested the following: 
• A summary of current research on 

program models and instructional 
approaches 

• A list of approved program models 
and/or curricula from the state 

• A list of ELL resources available to 
schools and districts 

 
While not all districts felt they needed 
additional support, and some definitely did 
not want a list of approved models or  
curricula, other district ELL coordinators 
expressed frustration that they had to do 
their own research to design an appropriate 
ELL model. 
 

We need current research, from the 2000s; I 
am tired of 1994 flawed studies using flawed 
population samples. The current research is 
an excellent way for us to understand what 
we are doing. Every district shouldn’t have 
to do their own study to identify current 
research. (District ELL Coordinator) 

 
Lastly, district ELL coordinators asked for a 
list of available ELL resources, including 
information on professional development. 
 

They could provide resources and examples 
of how districts can meet the needs of ELL 
students with limited resources. I would 
love to have a database of certified GLAD 
and SIOP trainers.  Then we could have 
cooperative trainings in our region (District 
ELL Coordinator).14 

                                                 
14 SIOP (Sheltered Instruction Observation 
Protocol) and Project GLAD (Guided Language 
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Recommendations. Continue and expand 
technical support to districts as they select 
program models and put together their 
annual applications for Title III and TBIP 
funding. 
 

Provide schools with clear rationale for 
what program models are appropriate 
to what types of settings.  Inform 
schools about options for curricula that 
are appropriate to the different program 
models.  Facilitate cross‐district sharing 
of resources and experiences, perhaps 
via the OSPI Web site. 
 

Consider permitting pull‐out instruction on 
a limited basis, setting clear guidelines 
about the conditions in which pull‐out 
instruction would constitute an acceptable 
model.  
 

Many districts feel that pull‐outs are 
their only option for instructing small 
numbers of ELLs.  They need 
permission to use that model, without 
calling it something else, and they 
deserve the same support as other 
districts in continuously improving that 
model to be the best that it can be.  If 
some districts feel pull‐outs are their 
best or only option but the Bilingual 
Program office disagrees, those districts 
should receive assistance in identifying 
and implementing alternatives.   
 
If, on the other hand, the state chooses 
not to allow or sanction the use of a 
pullout model, the Bilingual Program 
office should identify a practical 
alternative for districts with small 
numbers of ELLs and provide sufficient 
program design detail and training for 
these districts to ensure successful 
implementation and use of the 
sanctioned model. 

                                                                   
Acquisition Design) are two specific examples of 
sheltered instruction programs. 

OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 

As noted earlier in this report, during the 
2007-2008 school year the Bilingual 
Program office increased the number of 
state, regional, and district trainings and 
amount of technical assistance it has 
provided.  In its presentations, the 
Bilingual Program office communicated a 
consistent message of program model 
options.  It is increasing efforts to help 
districts learn about the implementation 
of different models and will offer several 
sessions on this in the upcoming 
January Conference (2009).   
 
Need: Appropriate preparation of staff to 
deliver the selected program model(s). 
 
Finding: The gap between teacher 
preparation and what schools intend to 
deliver is large.  There is a great need, in 
particular, for teacher training to provide 
sheltered instruction. 
 
To provide appropriate education for ELLs, 
administrators, teachers and instructional 
aides all need to be trained to implement 
their school’s selected instructional 
model(s).  Yet survey and interview data 
repeatedly suggest that in many cases, 
mainstream classroom teachers and even 
ELL or bilingual specialists do not have 
training in their school’s instructional 
model.   
 
Since there are different types of models, of 
course teacher requirements vary by 
program: 
• Primary language instruction (dual 

language, early or late exit bilingual 
instruction) requires teachers that are 
fluent in the academic use of the 
primary language. 

• English language development requires 
that schools have ELL specialists trained 
in second language acquisition.  While 
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any model includes some provision for 
English language development, this 
need is especially great in schools that 
use a pull‐out or newcomer model. 

• Content ESL or sheltered instruction 
models require that teachers are trained 
to deliver sheltered instruction. 

 
Each of these is discussed below. 
 
Primary language instruction.  In schools 
providing dual language or early or late exit 
bilingual instruction, teachers need to be 
able to teach in students’ primary language.  
Furthermore, basic conversational fluency is 
not enough; teachers must know and use 
what is called “academic language.”  It is in 
part due to a shortage of teachers with such 
backgrounds that fewer than 9 percent of 
English language learners in Washington 
receive instruction in their primary 
language.15  Primary language instruction is 
usually in Spanish; instruction in languages 
other than Spanish is extremely rare. 
 
Districts are required to explain in their 
annual applications for Title III and TBIP 
funding how they will ensure that teachers 
in their primary language instructional 
programs are fluent in both Spanish and 
English.  For this study, however, we were 
not able to collect data about the level of 
language proficiency of primary language 
teachers. 
 
What we do know is that, across different 
program models, many schools that could 
not provide primary language instruction 
were able to offer students primary 
language support (provision of some 
explanation or materials in their own 
language), most often from instructional 

                                                 
15 Malagon, H., & De Leeuw, H.  (2008).  
Educating English language learners in Washington 
state, 2005‐06. Report to the legislature.  Olympia, 
WA: Office of Superintendent of Public 
Instruction. 

aides.  About three‐quarters of the 
instructional aides interviewed were able to 
provide work with students in languages 
other than English—most commonly 
Spanish, but also Russian, Ukrainian, Somali 
and Makah.  Only seven of the 27 aides 
interviewed worked with students entirely 
in English.   
 
In general, however, only a few individuals 
in each school knew students’ primary 
languages.  Furthermore, in a third of all 
schools surveyed, principals reported that 
no teachers were fluent in students’ primary 
languages and in 14 percent of schools no 
teachers and no instructional aides spoke 
students’ primary languages.  Even in 
schools with dual language programs, 
principals reported on surveys that at best, 
no more than half the teachers were fluent 
in students’ primary language. 
 
English language development (especially 
newcomer programs). Whether a school 
provides instruction fully, partly or not at all 
in the primary language, ELLs also need 
instruction from a specialist trained in second 
language acquisition.  Here many schools and 
districts, though certainly not all, fall short. 
 
In some cases, the ELL specialists who 
provide or supervise instruction in English 
language development do not hold an ELL 
endorsement.  Because districts reported 
difficulty locating and hiring staff with 
those endorsements,16 they opted to hire 
teachers without the endorsement and to 
train them on the job.  Nearly half of the 
specialist teachers interviewed for this study 
reported that when they were hired they did 
not have an ESL or bilingual endorsement. 
On surveys sent out to specialists, nearly a 
third (30%) of these teachers reported 
having neither an ESL nor a bilingual  

                                                 
16 In interviews with districts, 85 percent of ELL 
coordinators reported difficulties hiring teachers 
with ELL or Bilingual endorsements. 
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certificate (Table 5), though some had many years of 
experience. 
 
Only about half of surveyed ESL specialists in schools 
with newcomer programs  reported having been 
trained to work with newcomer students.  More than a 
third (35%) reported having had no professional 
development in the previous five years on how 
students acquire a second language.  Yet these 
specialists are often the ones others in the school look 
to for assistance in working with ELLs. 

 
Sheltered instruction.  Sheltered 
instruction is an approach to teaching 
content knowledge and academic English at 
the same time.  It can be delivered either by 
an ELL specialist or by a mainstream 
classroom teacher, as long as they 
understand how to adapt materials and 
instruction to support language 
development at the same time.  In some 
schools, ELL specialists play a support role, 
as a coach or resource, to mainstream 
classroom teachers, who deliver the actual 
instruction.  This model is widely used; as of 

2006, the most recent year for which data 
were available, it was the model selected by 
53 percent of Washington districts for some 
or all of their ELLs.17 
 
Despite its widespread use, survey data 
suggests that teachers have not received the 
training needed to provide the model.  As  
 
Table 6 indicates, in 11 percent of schools 
providing sheltered instruction, no teachers 
have been trained to provide it, and in 
another 19 percent, only one or two teachers 
have received training (this was more 
common in schools with smaller ELL 
populations but included some with more 
than 20 and even more than 30 percent 
ELLs).     
 
In these same schools that had sheltered 
instruction as their program model, many of 

                                                 
17 Malagon, H. & De Leeuw, H.  (2008).  
Educating English Language Learners in 
Washington State, 2005‐06. Report to the 
legislature.  Olympia, WA: Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

Table 5. 
Endorsements held by ELL specialists 
Which of the following endorsements do you 
possess?   
(select all that apply) 

Percent of ELL specialists  
reporting having this endorsement 

ESL endorsement 52 
Neither bilingual nor ESL  30 
Both bilingual and ESL endorsement 15 
Bilingual endorsement 3 
Source: NWREL survey of ELL specialists, June 2008.

 
Table 6. 
Training of teachers to deliver sheltered instruction 
About what percentage of your certificated teachers have 
been trained in SIOP, Project GLAD or a similar approach to 
sheltered instruction?* 

Percent of Principals 

All or nearly all. 28 
More than half 19 
Some of them, less than half 22 
One or two of them 19 
None 11 
* Includes only the schools reporting sheltered instruction as their program model. 
Source: NWREL survey of principals, June 2008. 
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the ESL specialists (41%) had not had the 
full, multi‐day training in SIOP, Project 
GLAD or a similar approach to sheltered 
instruction.  This includes a third (30%) of 
specialists who reported that they 
themselves directly provided sheltered 
instruction to students in the classroom.  
Most of those who had not had it said they 
wanted to attend such a training.  Also, at 
these same schools, more than a quarter 
(27%) of principals had no training in 
sheltered instruction. 
 
Given the gap between the program model 
needs and actual teacher preparation, many 
schools expressed a strong desire for 
additional professional development.  On 
surveys, nearly all the bilingual or ELL 
specialists (91%) and most principals (86%) 
reported that they felt mainstream teachers 
needed more training in working with ELLs, 
learning more about second language 
acquisition, cultural competence, and 
working with newcomers.  Many felt  
that full, multi‐day training in sheltered 
instruction was needed.  They also had 
requests for additional professional 
development for themselves (details on 
these requests are provided in Appendix B). 
 
Recommendations. Support projects to 
encourage bilingual youth and instructional 
aides to become certificated teachers and for 
certificated teachers to earn their ELL or 
bilingual endorsements.   
 

To increase the number of teachers who 
speak students’ primary languages and 
make primary language instruction a 
realistic option for schools, the state 
needs to expand the pool of bilingual 
teachers.  Some projects already exist to 
create career ladders for bilingual 
instructional aides and to encourage 
certificated teachers to earn additional 
endorsements.   These deserve support, 
along with evaluation to ensure they 
yield the intended outcome.  Proposals 

exist for projects to encourage bilingual 
youth to go into teaching. 
 
Ensure that all ELL specialists working 
in schools with a sheltered instruction 
model receive full, multi‐day training in 
sheltered instruction.  Provide at least 
introductory training to administrators 
and teachers in these schools.   
 
Students should not be taught in a 
program by teachers unprepared to 
deliver the program, and teachers 
should not be expected to deliver 
instruction using techniques they have 
never been trained to use.  Adequate 
teacher professional development is a 
crucial and pressing need and one of the 
top priorities to come out of this report. 
 
The recently released report of the Basic 
Education Funding Task Force also calls 
for additional professional development 
for teachers of ELLs. 
 

OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 
To promote an increase in the number of 
bilingual youth or instructional aides 
who become certificated teachers OSPI 
contracted with the Latino/a Educational 
Achievement Project (LEAP) to identify 
and mentor at least 50 bilingual high 
school juniors to encourage them to 
become teachers. OSPI will provide 
funding to coordinate the project and 
give a small stipend to teacher-mentors. 
 
To improve preservice education for 
future teachers, the legislature directed 
the Professional Educator Standards 
Board (PESB) to convene a work group of 
stakeholders from K-12 education, OSPI, 
higher education, and other groups to 
share findings and provide 
recommendations to the Governor and 
the legislature regarding revisions to 
certification requirements (Senate Bill 
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6673).  This work group made 
recommendations to the PESB regarding 
professional development for current 
teachers on November 19, 2008; these 
recommendations were accepted.   
 
Finally, OSPI is encouraging districts to 
use federal Title III monies for further 
professional development related to the 
needs of English language learners. In 
recent years, these funds have been 
underspent.  For the 2008-2009 school 
year, Washington state received more 
than $12 million, disbursed through the 
Bilingual Office to more than 120 
districts.  
 
Need:  Timely access to accurate data, 
and knowledge of how to use data to 
work with students. 
 
Finding: Districts and schools have good 
access to and are generally satisfied with 
assessments to determine program 
eligibility.  Schools complain of a lack of 
classroom assessments that could help 
teachers modify instruction.  Because of 
this lack, in some places, educators try 
to use the WLPT-II for purposes it was 
not intended.   
 
Schools and districts need timely access to 
valid student achievement data for three 
primary purposes: 1) to determine student 
eligibility for bilingual services, and 2) to 
place students at the correct level, and 3) to 
assess student learning and determine 
whether changes in classroom instruction 
are needed.  There is also a need to use data 
to evaluate and improve instructional 
program models; this is discussed 
separately in the section on accountability 
and evaluation below. 
 
Overall in recent years, data for placement 
and exiting decisions have become 
standardized, and schools and districts 
report that they work well for those 
purposes.  However, there are very large 
gaps in the availability and use of data to 
shape classroom instruction. 
 

Data for determining eligibility for 
Bilingual Program services.  The 
Washington Language Proficiency Test 
(WLPT‐II) was revised in 2005 but has 
remained essentially the same since then.  
There is an initial placement version, to be 
given to students when they enter a school, 
if they speak a language other than English 
at home.  Another version, given annually in 
the spring, measures student progress in 
learning English.  Both versions determine 
students’ English proficiency level: 
 

Level 1: Beginning/Advanced Beginning 
Level 2: Intermediate 
Level 3: Advanced 
Level 4: Transitional 

 
Students who score at level 1, 2, or 3 are 
eligible to receive Title III and TBIP services. 
These services vary according to their 
school’s program model.  Students who 
score at a level 4 become ineligible for 
bilingual services in the future, and districts 
no longer receive Title III and TBIP funding 
for that student.   
 
Many of the individuals interviewed 
(principals, district coordinators, and 
bilingual teachers) felt the WLPT‐II was a 
useful tool for basic placement and 
eligibility purposes.  Some questioned its 
validity, especially for the youngest 
students.  More than one school complained 
that what was expected for a kindergarten 
ELL to achieve a level 4 on the WLPT‐II 
(including reading and writing in English) 
was more difficult than anything normally 
asked of native English‐speaking 
kindergarten students.  Some other schools 
also found the results difficult to understand 
and a few ELL specialists complained that 
they never saw their students’ WLPT‐II 
results. 
 
Data for appropriate placement.  The 
WLPT‐II, with its assignment of ELLs to 
levels 1, 2, or 3, provides some information 
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about students’ English proficiency.  What it 
does not tell teachers is what ELLs already 
know how to do in their own language.  
While it is difficult to have assessments of 
literacy and all the content areas in every 
language, there are resources that could 
help provide schools with more information 
about what their ELLs can do.  Specifically, 
the Home Language Surveys (HLS) could 
serve as an important resource for schools.  
In their current form, the basic HLS gathers 
data about the students’ primary home 
languages, country of origin, and the 
number of months the student has attended 
school inside and outside the United States.  
Washington’s HLS do not—but could—
collect data about students’ native language 
literacy, immigration generation, or their 
families’ history of educational 
achievement.  Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), 
in their recent work on adolescent ELLs, 
recommend that states revise home 
language surveys to collect this information, 
which could supplement direct assessments 
and improve student placement of these 
students.18  Some districts in Washington 
choose to collect additional data on the HLS.  
This is something that the Bilingual 
Program could encourage; it should also 
provide guidance so that different districts 
can collect data in the same way. 
 
Data for assessing student progress and 
adjusting instruction. In recent years, 
many administrators and teachers have 
learned about the value of valid assessment 
data and the insights into student progress 
and needs good assessments can provide. 
 
At many of the schools where we 
interviewed, administrators, ELL specialists 

                                                 
18 Short, D., & Fitzsimmons, S.  (2007).  Double the 
work: Challenges and solutions to acquiring language 
and academic literacy for adolescent English language 
learners: A report to Carnegie Corporation of New 
York.  Washington, DC: Alliance for Excellent 
Education, p 17. 

and teachers all wanted good assessment 
data to help guide their work with ELLs.  
Most of the time, however, such data were 
lacking.  Few mainstream teachers described 
using multiple sources of data to regularly 
monitor the progress of their ELL students.  
More commonly, teachers said they did not 
know what additional data would be useful 
because they weren’t aware of the 
possibilities—but they wanted something. 
 

I don’t know enough about ELL or bilingual 
instruction to know what data would be 
useful. But I also know that I need more data 
to help these students learn, especially in 
terms of adapting the instructional materials 
to their level. (Mainstream teacher) 

 
Many schools recognized (and complained) 
that the WLPT‐II was not a useful tool for 
diagnosing student‐level needs or for 
determining how to adjust instruction for 
students or classrooms. 
 
In some districts, however, the lack of 
classroom‐based and diagnostic assessments 
led educators to try to squeeze more 
information out of the WLPT‐II than it truly 
offers.19   In interviews, many district ELL 
coordinators described using WLPT‐II data 
for multiple purposes, including some 
which may not have been appropriate: 
• Helping mainstream teachers 

identify the needs of students in their 
rooms  

• Determining if students need more 
diagnostic testing  

• Deciding the appropriateness of 
special education placements  

                                                 
19 For example, the WLPT‐II tests reading, 
writing, speaking and listening, but it does not 
include enough items in each of the four sub‐
areas to provide an accurate description of 
students’ relative strengths and weaknesses.  
Nevertheless, some districts described using 
WLPT‐II results to determine which of the four 
areas students needed to focus on. 
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Recommendations. Provide additional 
professional development in the use of 
assessment data, including the appropriate 
use and limits of WLPT‐II data.   
 

Training and guidance in data use 
provided to districts by the Bilingual 
Program over the past year was well‐
received, and clearly many other 
districts would benefit from similar 
information.  Districts also need 
assistance in understanding how to use 
the data they themselves collect, even 
before state‐level reports are released.  
In addition, some districts may try to 
hard to extract information from the 
WLPT‐II, information the assessment is 
not designed to provide, and they also 
need guidance in understanding those 
limits. 

 
Provide guidance in the selection and use of 
classroom and diagnostic assessments to 
help districts monitor their ELLs’ progress 
over the course of the year.   

 
Many districts have learned to use 
reading and math assessment data to 
help make decisions about instruction 
for their students throughout the school 
year.  They desire similarly helpful 
information about the progress of their 
English language learners.  The 
Bilingual Program office could provide 
leadership by reviewing available 
assessments and providing guidance to 
districts about which tests can be 
helpful for which purposes. 

 
Encourage districts to revise and expand the 
Home Language Survey to collect additional 
data about students’ background. 

 
Schools could collect relevant 
information about the students’ native 
language skills and prior education; this 
information could help inform 
placement decisions.  In addition, 

collecting information about 
immigration generation, age of arrival 
in the U.S. school system, mobility 
history, and familial levels of 
educational attainment and 
achievement provides important data to 
the state and to districts as they analyze 
trends and patterns in student 
achievement. 

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 

The use of WLPT-II data was the focus of 
a number of regional trainings, 
conference presentations and K-20 
broadcasts throughout 2008.  Handouts 
from these trainings were made 
available on the OSPI website.  
 
Need: Outreach to ELL families and 
communities. 
 
Finding:  Communication with ELL 
families and communities was difficult 
and frustrating for some schools.  
Personalized outreach was seen as a 
potential solution, but most schools need 
training and support to accomplish this.     
 
Communication with the parents of ELL 
students is required by state statute, which 
states that school districts “communicate, 
whenever feasible, with parents of students 
in the bilingual program, or alternative 
instruction program in a language they can 
understand.”20  Beyond the legal 
requirements, the parents and communities 
of ELL students are an important and 
largely untapped resource to support and 
improve the education of ELLs.  However, 
many schools found communication with 
parents and community a major challenge. 

                                                 
20 WAC 392‐160‐010, School District Board of 
Directors Duties. Retrieved August 27, 2008, from 
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=39
2‐160‐010 
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This is also one of the areas in which a 
majority of schools members asked for 
additional assistance from the state 
Bilingual Program office. 
 
Written communication with parents.  
Most schools and districts find written 
communication with the parents of ESL 
students to be difficult and frustrating.  This 
was particularly the case in schools that 
served students with many different home 
languages.   
 
Almost all schools and districts report that 
they were able to translate documents into 
Spanish employing local resources. Many 
also were able, with the assistance of an 
instructional aide, ELL specialist, or local 
community based organizations, to translate 
documents into Russian, Ukrainian, Korean, 
and Chinese.  However, schools found it 
very difficult to translate into other 
languages—notably those from Southeast 
Asia, East Africa, the South Pacific, and 
indigenous Mexico.  Consequently, schools 
with high linguistic diversity were much 
more likely to be unable to meet the state 
requirements for all of their families. 
 

We have over 80 languages and that’s the 
problem. We pick our top seven or eight 
languages to translate, but that is bad for 
the other kids. (District ELL Coordinator) 

 
However, while it is true that in Washington 
some districts have as many as 80 languages 
and that there are 190 total languages 
spoken by ELLs, it should be noted that 61 
percent of ELLs speak Spanish, and 85 
percent of all ELLs in Washington speak one 
of seven languages.21  

                                                 
21 Malagon, H. & De Leeuw, H.  (2008).  
Educating English Language Learners in 
Washington State, 2005‐06. Report to the 
legislature.  Olympia, WA: Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

Furthermore, in some districts even when 
translations were obtainable, schools could 
not be sure that parents had the literacy 
skills to access the translations: 

 
We have no problem with translating 
documents but many of our parents are 
illiterate and some parents are hard to 
find. (District ELL Coordinator) 
 
It is ok, especially with Spanish, 
Cambodian, Vietnamese, Russian, and 
Korean. With Arabic, Farsi, or Somali 
we have some difficulties. But 
translating the forms into the home 
language isn’t always very effective. 
The parents may not be literate, may 
not read it, or may need personal 
contact. We have interpreters as needed 
to work with Somali students, but I am 
not sure of the literacy part. (District 
ELL Coordinator) 

 
Despite the challenges, very few school or 
district staff reported turning to the state 
Bilingual Program office for assistance in 
reaching parents. Only a few principals 
reported that they used the pre‐translated 
letters or forms available from the OSPI Web 
site. The “Parent Notification of Student 
Placement in the State Transitional Bilingual 
Program” was translated to nine languages 
and the “Home Language Survey” to eight.22  
Some schools did ask that the Bilingual 
Program office assist their communication 
with parents by providing more translated 
documents on the Web site (this could 
include documents other districts have had 
translated). 
 
Because written communication was 
difficult, and in order to involve parents 
more personally in the school, most schools 
recognized that paper translations were not 

                                                 
22 Retrieved August 27, 2008, from 
http://www.k12.wa.us/MigrantBilingual/Forms.a
spx  



 

   Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment  29 

sufficient, and they needed to facilitate oral 
communication as well. 
 
Oral communication with parents.  School 
staff members report that it is very difficult 
to involve the parents of ELL students in 
school activities, and they rarely attend 
school meetings or parent‐teacher 
conferences.   Although districts turned to 
translators to help with evening events, 
meetings and conferences, they were seldom 
satisfied with their solutions.  They often 
reported poor communication between the 
translators who talk to parents and school 
staff.  In addition, the schools and districts 
that relied on external interpreters, or older 
students, were concerned about 
confidentiality or, in some cases, the cost of 
interpretation. 
 
Other obstacles schools noted included 
cultural barriers (for example, parents’ 
inexperience or discomfort with American 
educational institutions or belief that 
educational authority should not be 
challenged), long working hours, and in 
some cases, frequent migration to follow 
jobs.   
 
A few schools engaged in explicit outreach 
work, particularly home visits.  This was 
seen by the participating schools, and by all 
the community based organizations 
interviewed as the best solution to the 
potential pitfalls of written communication 
and a productive way of encouraging 
parental participation in the school and the 
education of their children.  
Only a small number of district or school 
staff mentioned during interviews that they 
employed outreach workers.  For those 
districts that had them, staff members 
seemed very pleased with success of their 
outreach workers, who were seen to be 
playing a very vital role in the interaction 
between school and home.  Through their 
home‐visits, school outreach workers were 
seen by staff as a means to bridge both the 

cultural and the economic obstacles which 
prevented or inhibited parents of ELL 
students from actively participating in and 
contributing to the schooling of their 
children. 
 
The community‐based organizations (CBO) 
interviewed for this study strongly 
encouraged parental outreach and direct 
contact in the homes of community 
members.  They also recognized that it was 
often difficult for schools to find the time or 
staff to do this, and therefore, in some cases, 
they themselves conducted this work:   
 

There is so much outreach that needs to 
occur and such a large amount of time is 
needed to be spent engaging parents. 
Schools don’t have the capacity to 
understand and interact with these families, 
they don’t have the time or staff to build 
trust and develop relationships. (CBO 
Outreach Worker) 

 
Even in schools that did not conduct parent 
and community outreach, many staff 
members felt that they should.  In fact, a 
majority of principals also thought that 
community outreach training should be a 
priority, as it helped the parents understand 
the goals of the Bilingual Program.  
 

If community training is available from the 
OSPI, that would be very good. The 
program’s development depends on the 
community and their needs. The parents 
don’t really understand what we are doing, 
they sometimes think we are trying to force 
their kids to speak English all the time. We 
really need some community education and 
community outreach. (Principal) 
 

Instructional aides also cited outreach 
training as one of their own priorities.  
Teachers, both mainstream and ELL 
specialists, were less interested in this 
professional development. 
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Recommendations. Provide or facilitate the 
provision of professional development in 
strategies for encouraging parental 
involvement, community outreach, and 
cultural competency.   
 

This need not require the development 
of new expertise within the Bilingual 
Program.  It could be done by working 
with other OSPI staff and/or connecting 
with other agencies and organizations 
that already have expertise in this area, 
including some of the organizations 
consulted for this study and numerous 
others that do this work around the 
state. 

 
Connect schools to community‐based 
organizations that can assist with parent 
outreach and/or translation and 
interpretation.   
 
Use the OSPI Web site as a place for districts 
to share existing translations of parent 
letters and notifications and a place to share 
translation and interpretation strategies. 
 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 

Along with other OSPI units, the 
Bilingual Program has been collaborating 
with the Center for Improving Student 
Learning (CISL) at OSPI to explore the 
feasibility of creating a website that 
would allow districts to share their 
existing translations.  They are also 
working with CISL to negotiate a reduced 
state rate for translations that districts 
could use to obtain translations at lower 
cost. 
 
Regular evaluation for ongoing 
improvement & accountability 
 
Successful programs include mechanisms to 
evaluate themselves, to hold themselves 

accountable for their work, and to evaluate 
themselves honestly so that they can learn 
from experience and continuously improve. 
 
For such mechanisms to function, the 
Bilingual Program, as well as its 
stakeholders, need timely access to accurate 
data.  The Program needs to use data to 
ensure that schools and districts are 
implementing the programs they selected.   
Most of all, the Program needs to use data to 
ensure that ELLs are making progress in the 
acquisition of English, the development of 
content knowledge and academic skills, and 
where relevant, the development of literacy 
in their primary language. 
 
Tens of millions of dollars of state money 
are channeled through the Bilingual 
Program out to districts to support the 
education of ELLs.  There need to be 
systems in place to ensure both that, (1) 
districts use that money to do what they lay 
out in their applications, and (2) their work 
contributes effectively to student learning.  
Such systems require collection of accurate 
and meaningful data about activities and 
outcomes.  Accurate (valid) data measure 
what they are intended to measure; 
meaningful data inform stakeholders about 
important progress.   
 
The same information that is collected for 
accountability purposes can also be used to 
inform ongoing efforts to improve and 
strengthen programs.  For this reason, 
functional procedures for the collecting and 
reporting of accurate, meaningful data are 
crucial to the long‐term health of the 
Bilingual Program. 
 
This section examines existing mechanisms 
for accountability and evaluation of the 
Bilingual Program. 
 
Need: A system for districts to be 
accountable for the monies they receive 
from state TBIP funding 
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Finding: Existing mechanisms for 
holding districts accountable are weak, 
underfunded, and/or the measures they 
use do not address some of the most 
important questions about student 
performance.  
 
Several mechanisms exist that could help 
hold districts accountable for their use of the 
Title III and TBIP funding they receive, as 
well as for the successful learning of the 
ELLs: 
• State law requires districts to include 

a plan for continuous improvement 
and program evaluation in its 
annual application for TBIP funding. 

• Title III, like other federal programs, 
are subject to consolidated program 
reviews every four years. 

• Districts are expected to show that 
they achieved Annual Measurable 
Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) 
in three areas: 1) student progress in 
learning English, 2) increases in the 
percentage of students becoming 
proficient in English, and 3) increases 
in the percentage of ELLs meeting 
state targets in reading and math on 
the WASL. 

 
These mechanisms exist, however overall 
they are weak, underfunded, and/or collect 
data that do not answer many of the 
important questions about educating ELLs.  
This makes it difficult for the public to know 
whether resources are well‐used, and also 
complicates district and state planning for 
the future.  Each of these accountability 
pieces, and their limitations, is discussed 
below. 
 
State‐required plan for continuous 
improvement and evaluation.  When 
districts submit their annual applications for 
TBIP funding, they are required to provide a 
plan for how they will use that funding.  
The plan is also required to include, among 
other things, a “description of the district’s 

plan for continuous improvement and 
evaluation of its program to serve English 
language learner students.”23 
 
If districts were to create and implement 
well‐conceived and comparable evaluation 
plans, the result could yield meaningful 
information about what districts are doing 
and how well it is working.  This would 
allow the identification of especially 
effective districts and might facilitate the 
sharing of knowledge across locales. 
 
In practice, no evaluation of district work 
occurs—nor can it.  There is no funding 
available at the state or district level to 
support the evaluation requirement.  Most 
districts are already stretched financially 
and many already supplement Title III and 
TBIP funds with local funding just to run 
their instructional programs.  These districts 
are not equipped to conduct evaluations on 
top of their current work. 
 
The only state‐level review of district 
programs that takes place is the Bilingual 
Program office’s review of districts’ annual 
applications.  Once the applications are 
approved—and they always are approved 
because the state lacks the authority to 
withhold funds—districts may or may not 
use the funds as laid out in the original 
application.   
 
End‐of‐year reporting requirements ask 
only for the data required by the state 
legislature and the federal government: 
student and staff counts, and student 
performance on the WLPT‐II and WASL.  
Districts also report, elsewhere, on 
professional development offerings, but 
there is no process to check those reports 
against initial plans, and current low 
staffing levels in the Bilingual Program 
make that an unrealistic task.  We do know 
                                                 
23 WAC 392‐160‐028 Content of district 
application 
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that many plans are not fully implemented 
simply from the fact that large amounts of 
Title III funding are routinely rolled over 
from one year to the next.  However, there is 
no single report that pulls together what 
districts have done, whether it corresponded 
to their plan, and was effective. 
 
Title III consolidated program review.  
Every four years, the state conducts 
consolidated program reviews, which are 
basic reviews of the programs that receive 
federal funding (Title I, Migrant Education, 
etc.).  Title III, which provides supplemental 
funding for ELLs, is also included in the 
reviews.  These reviews have the potential 
to provide a source of good information 
about the implementation of ELL programs.  
However, the reviews are paid for by  
federal funding and cover only federal 
programs.  There is no comparable process 
for reviewing or monitoring of the use of 
TBIP (state) funding.   
 
Not only do the reviews focus solely on the 
use of federal monies (which are far less 
than state funding), but the information 
collected provides only a superficial picture 
of how the district functions.  The reviews 
are conducted by a team of OSPI staff, 
including staff from the Bilingual Program, 
who visit districts.  During visits, they ask 
simply for documentation that the 
administrative rules were followed.  For 
example, part of the Title III review asks for 
documentation showing that districts did 
ask parents about the language spoken at 
home.  The reviews do not include an 
examination of the content or effectiveness 
of any instructional program.  Yet, as district 
coordinators confirmed in interviews, this is 
the only sort of monitoring districts 
experienced. 

The inability to effectively monitor district 
programs has been a source of frustration to 
Program staff, who feel districts should be 
held to what they propose in their 
applications.  In an effort to address this 
problem, the Bilingual Program staff 
recently revised the checklist used for 
consolidated program reviews to include a 
little bit of information about what supports 
ELL students receive.  This modified 
checklist will be used beginning in the 2008‐
2009 school year and will begin to provide 
some of the much‐needed data about 
programs.  More comprehensive monitoring 
and data collection about program 
implementation would require a systematic 
process and funding to implement it.   
 
District achievement of AMAOs. The No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act requires that 
the state determine whether districts made 
AMAO in three areas.  The state is then 
required to inform districts of their results, 
and districts in turn need to inform parents.  
Districts that fail to meet one or more 
objectives two years in a row are required to 
create a plan of improvement. 
 
For several years, the Bilingual Program 
office neglected to inform districts of their 
AMAO results.  This resulted in a “finding,” 
the citation of a problem, when the federal 
government reviewed the implementation 
of Title III in Washington state in 2007.  
Since then, Bilingual Program staff members 
have remedied this problem, notifying 
districts of results from the past several 
years.  Districts received notification of their 
2006‐2007 results in February 2008.  Since 
then, the process has been streamlined, and 
districts are expected to receive their 2007‐
2008 results in September 2008.24   

                                                 
24 Note: The tardiness of previous reports has 
been due to multiple causes, only some of which 
are within the control of the Bilingual Program.  
For example, Pearson, the company that compiles  
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Because results were not reported for 
several years, consequences embedded in 
the federal accountability process did not 
officially affect districts until 2008, when for 
the first time those districts not making all 
three objectives were required to create 
improvement plans.  Bilingual Program staff 
provided some guidance in the formation of 
plans, which are due in September 2008. 
 
Even when implemented annually as 
intended, the AMAO process cannot 
provide a satisfactory measure of district 
success with their ELLs.  Most districts that 
did not achieve all three objectives failed to 
meet the third objective, to have a certain 
percentage of ELLs pass the WASL.  But it is 
extremely difficult for many ELLs, 
particularly those who have been in the U.S. 
only a year or two, to pass the WASL; 
research indicates that any test is also a test 
of language.25 Thus districts with large 
numbers of newly arrived students could 
easily “fail” to meet this objective, even if 
they do an excellent job with their ELLs.  
This is why in interviews, many district and 
school staff expressed frustration with the 
WASL requirement for ELLs with low levels 
of English. 
 
Because the goal of the Bilingual Program is 
to transition students to a level of English at 
which they can learn grade‐level content, a 
better measure of success would be the 
WLPT‐II data, provided results on schedule for 
the first time in 2008.percentage of students 
who went through English language 

                                                 
25 For example: Abedi, J., Lord, C., Hofstetter, C. 
& Baker, E. (2000).  Impact of accommodation 
strategies on English language learners’ test 
performance.  Educational Measurements: Issues 
and Practice, 19(3), 16‐26.  Abedi, J., Lord, C., 
Hofstetter, C. (1998).  Impact of selected background 
variables on students’ NAEP math performance. Los 
Angeles, CA: UCLA Center for the Study of 
Evaluation/National Center for Research on 
Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing. 
 

development in a district, transitioned out, 
and then were able to pass the WASL.  This 
would be a more accurate indicator of 
whether the district had done its job of 
preparing students to succeed at school in 
English.  Another alternative measure 
would be the number of years it takes 
districts to move students from level one on 
the WLPT‐II assessment to level four, at 
which point they transition out of bilingual 
services.   
 
Either or both of these measures would be 
preferable to a system that penalizes 
districts when they are unable get their 
students to pass a grade‐level assessment in 
English a year after arriving in the country.  
For the subset of ELLs who arrive in 
Washington with little or no prior education 
in their primary language, this expectation 
is simply unfair.    
 
Not only is the AMAO system a measure 
that does not capture how well districts 
prepare their ELLs to meet standards, but it 
is a system which applies only to federal 
Title III funding.  A district that receives 
TBIP funding but does not request Title III 
funds would not be subject to this 
accountability system at all.  Thus for a 
variety of reasons, there is at present no 
functional system of accountability for TBIP 
funds, nor are the primary measures 
currently collected for federal funding 
purposes appropriate indicators of how well 
districts have served their ELLs.   
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Finally, some districts that taught students 
from multiple language backgrounds 
complained that current ethnicity categories 
only served to obscure data trends.  For 
example, recent Somali immigrants were 
classified as “Black/African American,” and 
real differences in culture and background 
were lost.  New Russian and Ukrainian 
students were hard to identify when they 
were subsumed within the “White” 
category.  It is difficult to use data to make 
decisions about policy and practice when 
some of the potentially relevant student 
characteristics are not available. 
 
Recommendations. Establish and fund an 
accountability system that includes 
meaningful indicators, applies to all districts 
that receive TBIP funds, and that has 
helpful, rather than only punitive 
consequences.   

 
“Meaningful indicators” must include 
questions about student progress, such as 
how long it takes students to achieve 
proficiency in English and whether they 
are able to meet state standards once 
they are proficient in English.  This does 
not require any new data collection but 
only a different use of the data already 
collected. 
 
Also, categories for reporting ethnicity 
could be altered to allow schools and 
districts to make the breakdowns that 
are useful to them. 
“Helpful consequences” might include 

technical assistance, from an ESD, an 
institution of higher education, or other 
experienced technical assistance 
provider. 

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 
In accordance with WAC 392-160-028, 
all districts which receive Bilingual 
Program money must include with their 
application a “description of the district's 
plan for continuous improvement and 
evaluation of its program to serve 
English language learners.”  Beginning 
with the 2007-2008 school year, this 
requirement was included in districts’ 
iGrants applications and has begun to 
receive more emphasis. 
 
Need: A system for the state to report on 
overall achievement of ELL students. 
 
Finding:  Current reporting is often very 
delayed and some of the measures are 
not as informative as they might be.  
 
Not only are districts accountable to the 
state and to local communities for ELLs’ 
learning, but the state also needs to report to 
the legislature and the public on the 
progress of ELLs statewide.  And while 
annual reports to the legislature do exist, the 
utility of current reports is undermined by 
two factors: they often arrive very late, and 
they provide only limited analyses of 
student achievement.   
 

 
Table 7 
Time to report to legislature on Bilingual Program status 
School Year When Report Released Months from End of School 

Year to Report Release 
2005-2006 March 2008 21 
2004-2005 December 2005 6 
2003-2004 May 2005 11 
2002-2003 June 2005 24 
2001-2002 December 2003 18 
2000-2001 January 2002 7 
Source: OSPI Annual Reports to the Legislature since 2000.  The 2005-2006 report is the most recent available.   
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The Bilingual Program office is required to 
submit reports to the legislature by January 
1 each year.26  The last legislative report 
posted on the OSPI Web site on August 25, 
2008 covered the 2005‐2006 school year; the 
2006‐2007 report is not yet available.  In fact, 
going back to 2000, the amount of time it has 
taken the Bilingual Program to report on a 
particular school year has varied widely, 
from six months to two years (Table 7).   
 
The annual reports have followed the same 
format since the 2000‐2001 school year, with 
very few changes from one year to the next.  
Reports cover funding levels, number of 
students enrolled, staffing and other topics.  
In addition, they include analyses of ELLs’ 
performance on the state language test 
(WLPT‐II) and on the state assessment of 
reading, writing and math (WASL).   
 
The reports also provide information about 
the number of ELLs who left the program 
and why they left.  Reasons for leaving the 
Bilingual Program include graduation, 
transitioning out, dropping out of school, 
unknown reasons, other reasons, receiving a 
waiver, and moving into special education.  
Because “other reasons” is by far the largest 
category, followed by “unknown,” this form 
of reporting reveals little about where ELLs 
are going when they leave the program.   
 
There is also some information provided on 
how many years students take to exit the 
program and the number of students who 
score at each level on the WLPT‐II reading 
and writing tests as well as the percent of 
ELLs passing the WASL.  These are 
important pieces of information, but by 
themselves they say nothing about the 
progress of students in acquiring English 
nor in learning academic content.   
 

                                                 
26 RCW 28A.180. Transitional bilingual 
instruction program 
 

The reports could be considerably more 
useful for both state and local planning if 
instead they addressed the following 
questions: 
• What are the “other” and “unknown” 

reasons that ELLs leave the Bilingual 
Program?  How does that vary by 
program model and/or by district? 

• How does the percent of current ELLs 
passing the WASL compare to the 
percent of former ELLs and the percent 
of native speakers? 

• Looking at students who became 
eligible for bilingual services in 2005, 
entering at Level 1:  Where are they 
now?  The target, according to state 
legislation, is for students to exit the 
program after three years.  What 
proportion of students meets that 
target?  How does that vary by student 
demographics, program model, and 
district? 

• How well do exited students (former 
ELLs) perform on the WASL in reading, 
writing and mathematics?  How does 
that vary by student demographics, 
program model, and district? 

 
Finally, even though 9 percent of ELL 
students do receive primary language 
instruction, there is no measure of their 
Spanish‐language achievement, and hence, 
no accountability for the effectiveness of 
districts and the state overall in teaching 
Spanish. 
 
Recommendations. Ensure that legislative 
reports are submitted by January 1 each year 
for the most recently completed school year. 
 
Expand the content of annual reports so that 
they address core questions about longer‐
term student performance.  Conduct 
disaggregated analyses in order to identify 
challenges and successes of individual 
student groups, program models, and 
districts. 
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Core questions about longer‐term 
student performance focus on how long 
it takes students to achieve proficiency 
in English and whether they are able to 
meet state standards once they are 
proficient in English. 
 
The length of time it takes to develop 
proficiency varies by many factors, 
including students’ age at arrival in the 
U.S., and on the level of literacy and 
education in the home language.  While 
it is challenging to disaggregate by all 
relevant factors, some improvements are 
within reach: current, former and never 
ELLs is one example.  Better 
disaggregation by student ethnicity 
would also be helpful. 

 
For students instructed in Spanish, report on 
their progress in learning Spanish.  
 

Given the time and cost involved in 
developing a new Spanish‐language 
assessment, it might be useful to start by 
identifying a few existing instruments 
that schools might choose from to 

monitor their students’ progress in 
Spanish.  Some dual language and 
transitional programs have assessments 
they already use, and they should be 
involved in any decisions about 
Spanish‐language assessments. 

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
 
OSPI provided information about ongoing 
work to address the recommendations in 
this section.   
 
The Bilingual Office has worked over the 
past year to ensure timelier reporting. 
The delayed 2005-2006 legislative report 
was submitted in March 2008.  A draft of 
the 2006-2007 report was completed in 
October 2008, with a final version 
completed in December 2008.  A draft of 
the 2007-2008 was completed in early 
December 2008.  Both reports will be 
submitted to the legislature in January 
2009.  The two pending reports and all 
future reports will include data on 
transitioned ELLs from that school year 
and their WASL performance. 
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Conclusions & Recommendations 
 
The number of English language learners in 
Washington schools has been growing far 
more rapidly than the overall student 
population.  This presents schools and 
districts with the challenge of helping ELL 
students meet state standards in all 
academic subjects at the same time as they 
are learning English.  To make this possible, 
the state needs a coherent system for 
supporting districts and schools, and the 
OSPI Bilingual Program office needs to be 
able to provide leadership and guidance to 
this system. 
 
For such a system to succeed, it needs three 
components: a clearly articulated vision, 
high‐quality implementation with adequate 
resources, and regular evaluation to ensure 
ongoing improvement and accountability.  
While some elements of these necessary 
components already exist in Washington’s 
Bilingual Program, they must be refined and 
strengthened to meet the need of 
Washington’s rapidly growing ELL 
population.   
 
Clearly Articulated Vision  
 
To function successfully, the system of 
educating ELLs in Washington needs a 
clearly articulated vision that is understood 
by all who participate in it.  Because of the 
variations in student populations, language 
background and educational needs across 
different districts, this vision must be 
flexible enough to accommodate a variety of 
approaches.  At the same time, it should be 
grounded in the best scientific research 
available on effective instruction for ELLs.  
Finally, it must have enough institutional 
support to sustain itself beyond the tenure 
of any individual program director. 
 

 

Findings. In previous years, such a coherent 
yet flexible vision of education for ELLs has 
not existed.  Instead, different 
interpretations of the state transitional 
bilingual law have been articulated by 
different program directors.  Some of these 
interpretations have been difficult for some 
districts to implement, which has created 
tremendous frustration and confusion. 
 
Over the past year, the current program 
administrator has articulated a different 
interpretation of the state law and the role of 
the Bilingual Program.  In his view, the 
Bilingual Program should build the capacity 
of districts to make good decisions about 
which program model(s) best fit the needs 
of their district.  But as of summer 2008, this 
interpretation had not trickled down to all 
districts.  Some continued to believe that 
they were expected to build a dual language 
program, even though they educated 
students who had ten or more different 
primary languages.  Furthermore, this 
vision is not recognized throughout other 
departments in OSPI, and therefore it could 
disappear with another change in 
leadership.   
 
At the same time, the role of the state 
Bilingual Program in administering and 
supporting that broader system must be 
made clear.  Currently, the role and purpose 
of the Bilingual Program is not well defined: 
is it merely an office to process and approve 
TBIP and Title III funding requests?  Or 
does it provide leadership and guidance to 
districts in the selection and implementation 
of program models and instructional 
materials?  Does it provide technical  
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assistance?  Does it provide professional 
development, or help districts select 
appropriate professional development?  
Does it work with other OSPI programs and 
units to share information about the needs 
of ELLs?  The Bilingual Program office’s role 
and responsibilities need to be clarified and 
then broadly communicated. 
 
Recommendations. 
• Clearly articulate the vision of ELL 

education supported by the Bilingual 
Program, and communicate this vision 
to a wide range of stakeholders   

• Define the role of the Bilingual Program 
office in implementing that vision   

• Ensure that the Bilingual Program office  
  has sufficient staff to fulfill that role   

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
• The Bilingual Program has 

communicated a consistent message 
of program model options and their 
implementation at an increasing 
number of regional trainings and 
conferences in 2008. 

• Bilingual Program guidelines were 
updated in February 2008, and 
language about program models was 
consistent across the guidelines, 
applications, reports, and the 
Program’s website. 

• The Bilingual Program’s newsletter is 
an initiative to enhance 
communication. 

 
High-quality implementation with 
sufficient resources 
 
It is not enough to have a coherent vision in 
place; the funding and mechanisms for 
successful implementation also need to 
exist.  These include: 
• Sufficient  financial resources to 

adequately fund the program 
• Consistent and clear communication 

between the Bilingual Program office 
and districts 

• A functional process for districts to 
apply for and receive Title III and 
bilingual funding 

• Support for districts to select a program 
model that fits their students and 
schools 

• Appropriate preparation of staff to 
deliver the selected program model 

• Timely access to accurate data, and 
knowledge of how to use data to work 
with students 

• Outreach to ELL families and 
communities 

 
Findings. While all of the implementation 
mechanisms listed above may require some 
strengthening, two stand out as in need of 
urgent attention.  First, current funding 
levels make it difficult for many districts to 
hire sufficient certificated staff.  Second, in 
many instances, school staff members do not 
have adequate preparation to deliver the 
program model adopted in their school.   
 
Although state funding for the Transitional 
Bilingual Instructional Program appears to 
have increased since 2000, when adjusted 
for inflation, funding levels have actually 
decreased.  The per‐student funding 
allocated for 2008‐2009 ($905) is enough to 
provide one full‐time certificated teacher for 
every 110 ELLs.  This means that districts 
have either had to provide additional 
funding for their ELL programs, or as 
occurred in many cases, allowed 
instructional aides to provide the bulk of 
instruction in English language acquisition.  
Districts of all sizes, with various ELL 
populations, all emphasized the need for 
greater funding to support ELL instruction. 
 
The gap between staff preparation and the 
instruction that schools intend to deliver is 
large.  Sheltered instruction is the most 
frequently selected program model for 
instructing ELLs, yet in about a third of 
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schools, only two or fewer teachers have 
been trained in sheltered instruction.  In 
some schools offering sheltered instruction, 
principals have not even had an 
introduction to the sheltered instruction 
model, and even some ELL specialists in 
those schools have not had the necessary 
multi‐day training. 
 
Other issues that emerged in this study 
included the needs of some districts for  
additional guidance in how to select an 
appropriate program model and/or 
curricula.  Many districts were unsure about 
appropriate classroom or diagnostic 
assessments for their ELLs, and/or they 
needed assistance in how to use assessment 
data they already collected.  Also many 
districts, especially those who served 
students from multiple language 
backgrounds, asked for advice and 
assistance in their efforts to connect to ELL 
parents and communities.  It is important to 
note that there are also some districts who 
have made tremendous strides in all of these 
areas, and these districts could serve as 
resources to help others. 
 
Recommendations.  
• Ensure that TBIP funding be 

increased to levels that allow 
districts to hire certificated teachers.   

• Provide (or facilitate provision of) 
professional development for 
teachers (specialists or mainstream 
classroom teachers) who work with 
English language learners.  In 
particular, ensure that staff involved 
in the delivery of sheltered 
instruction have some training in this 
area. 

• Continue and increase provision of 
guidance to districts and schools in 
the following areas: 

1)   selection of appropriate program 
  models;  

2)   training in the thoughtful use of 
  student outcome data; 
3)   parent and community outreach. 
• Since some districts already have 

strong systems in place for selecting 
program models and curricula, for 
using data, for reaching out to 
families, and/or for providing 
professional development to their 
teachers, facilitate the sharing of this 
expertise across districts, especially 
across districts with similar student 
populations. 

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 
• OSPI proposed increased funding for 

the TBIP program to increase 
instructional staff members and 
professional development as part of 
the Basic Education Funding Task 
Force recommendations.   

• OSPI contracted with the Latino/a 
Educational Achievement Project 
(LEAP) to identify and mentor at least 
50 bilingual high school juniors to 
encourage them to become teachers.  

• To improve pre-service and in-service 
education, the legislature directed 
the Professional Educator Standards 
Board (PESB) to convene a work 
group to share findings and provide 
recommendations regarding revisions 
to certification requirements and 
professional development.  OSPI 
served as part of the work group. 

• The Bilingual Program office 
increased its provision of technical 
assistance and training to districts in 
2008, particularly in the definition of 
program models and in the use of 
data.   

• The Bilingual Program office has 
been collaborating with the Center 
for Improving Student Learning (CISL) 
at OSPI to explore the creation of a 
translation sharing website.  They 
are also working to negotiate a 
reduced state rate for translations 
that districts could use to obtain 
translations at lower cost. 

• OSPI is encouraging districts to use 
under-spent federal Title III monies 
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for professional development related 
to the needs of English language 
learners. 

 
Regular evaluation for ongoing 
improvement & accountability 
 
Washington state invests tens of millions of 
dollars to fund instructional programs for 
English language learners.  Schools and 
districts should be accountable for 
implementing the program model(s) they 
selected and ensuring that those models 
produce good outcomes for student 
learning.  Meaningful data should be 
available to help educators and 
policymakers identify success and problems 
and plan future changes. 
 
Findings. While there are currently some 
mechanisms in place to collect data, 
evaluate programs, or hold districts 
accountable, these are insufficient.  They are 
not funded, do not apply to all funded 
schools, hold no consequences, and/or do 
not measure the most meaningful indicators 
of program success.   
 
At the same time, schools and districts 
already feel burdened by testing 
requirements and pressured by negative 
sanctions.  Any new accountability system 
should include supportive measures, such 
as technical assistance for districts that are 
repeatedly unable to show the effectiveness 
of their program. 
 
Furthermore, although the state Bilingual 
Program office does report to the legislature 
as required, annual reports are typically 
submitted very late.  Like district reporting, 
the data they provide on student learning 
are not the data which could best reveal 
whether programs are successfully teaching 
ELLs English while building their other 
academic skills.  Finally, although about 9 
percent of students receive primary 
language instruction, there is no measure of 

the effectiveness of that instruction in 
building primary language literacy. 
 
Recommendation. 
• Establish and fund an accountability 

system that includes meaningful 
indicators, applies to all districts that 
receive TBIP funds, and that has 
helpful, rather than only punitive 
consequences.   

• Revise reporting measures so that 
they answer meaningful questions 
about student achievement.  This can 
be done using the same assessments 
already employed, but by changing 
the way in which data are analyzed.  
The focus of analyses should be on 
whether students are making 
progress in learning English and in 
the academic content areas. 

• Require the Bilingual Program office 
to submit legislative reports by 
January 1 of each year.  These reports 
should include data from the 
immediately preceding school year. 
They should also include data that 
address questions about student 
progress in learning English, meeting 
state standards once they have 
learned English, and, if taught in 
their primary language, progress in 
primary language literacy.  

• Support increased monitoring, 
guidance, technical assistance, and 
professional development, increase 
staffing for the state Bilingual Program 
and/or make use of other institutions in 
the state (ESDs, institutions of higher 
education, etc) to do this work. 

 
OSPI Update Fall 2008 

• All districts which receive Bilingual 
Program money must include with 
their application a “description of the 
district's plan for continuous 
improvement and evaluation of its 
program to serve English language 
learners.” (WAC 392-160-028)  
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Districts are now required to describe 
their evaluation plan on their iGrant 
applications. 

• Efforts are underway to ensure 
timelier reporting.  All delayed 
legislative reports were drafted by 
early December 2008 and set for 
release in January 2009.  The 2006-
2007 and 2008-2009 reports and 
future reports will include data on 
transitioned ELLs from that school 
year and their WASL performance. 

 
 

Summary 
 
The sum of all of the recommendations 
made in this report, across vision, 
implementation, and evaluation is simply 
this: the Bilingual Program office has the 
potential of providing meaningful 
leadership to districts and schools as they 
help their ELLs develop content knowledge 
and English language proficiency at the 
same time.  Fulfilling that potential requires 
adequate resources, increased staffing, and 
focused efforts, but promises, in return, the 
academic success of a growing ELL 
population. 
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Appendix A:  
Evaluation Methods 

 
This evaluation of Washington’s Bilingual Program relied on information from a variety of 
instruments and respondents in an attempt to capture the perspective of a wide range of project 
participants. 
• The data collected and used in this evaluation included the following: 

In‐person and phone interviews with school and district staff–Selected superintendents 
and district English Language Learner (ELL) coordinators were invited to participated in 
extended, open‐ended interviews.  In each selected district, one school was randomly 
selected, and interviews conducted with principals, ELL specialists, mainstream teachers, 
and paraprofessional aides.  

• Interviews with other stakeholders–Phone interviews, and in a few case face‐to‐face 
interviews with state government advisors and staff interested in the education of ELLs, 
state board members, Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) staff, and 
community‐based organizations (CBOs).   

• Surveys–Paper surveys of an ELL specialist and principal from randomly selected schools 
in districts serving at least 5 percent ELLs  

• Parent Focus Group–A focus group with parents of ELL students concentrating on their 
experience in the schools was held in Sunnyside with 25 participants from different school 
districts in the Yakima Valley 

• Document review–Materials from Bilingual Program trainings, past legislative reports, 
Washington Administrative Codes (WACs) and Revised Code of Washington (RCW) and 
other documents were reviewed 

 
The survey and interview instruments were written specifically for this project. 

 
This appendix describes each of the instruments and how they were administered as part of the 
evaluation.  Limitations of the evaluation methods are also discussed.   
 

 
School and District Interviews 
 
School and district level interviews were conducted with 17 district superintendents, 20 district 
ELL coordinators, 32 principals, 24 ELL specialists, 28 mainstream teachers, and 27 instructional 
aides. 
 
District and School Selection. The schools and districts were chosen through stratified selection 
process, sampling 20 high ELL density districts (defined below), and 20 other districts. A large 
number of districts and schools declined to participate, and in the end interviews were conducted 
in 34 schools from 33 districts. Of these, 14 schools and 13 districts were high ELL density. 
 
Statistics on ELL enrollment in 2006‐2007 from the OSPI database determined that average 
Washington state ELL enrollment was approximately 8 percent. The district sampling frame was 
all districts where at least 5 percent of students were ELL or that enrolled at least 500 ELL 
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students.  Ninety‐eight districts met this criterion, and these districts included 91 percent of 
Washington’s ELL students. 
 
High density districts were defined as those enrolling at least 500 ELL students and where ELL 
enrollment was greater than the state average (>8%). There were 34 high density districts.  From 
these a random sample of 20 districts was drawn.  These 20 districts together enrolled 42 percent 
of Washington’s ELL students.  
 
Other districts included those enrolling at least 500 ELL students or districts having greater than 
the 8 percent ELL enrollment, including districts that were small but had relatively large 
percentages of ELL students, and districts that were large but had relatively small percentages of 
ELL students.  There were 64 such districts.  A random sample of 20 districts was drawn from the 
list of 64.  These districts enrolled 7 percent of Washington’s ELL students.  The sample of 40 
districts, thus, includes approximately half of Washington’s ELL students. Schools were 
randomly sampled within districts. 
 
Schools and districts were contacted by e‐mail, followed by a telephone call.  Emailed invitations 
to participate in the study were sent to all forty principals, and copied to their district 
superintendent and ELL coordinator. Follow‐up phone calls were made the following week, if no 
response was received to the e‐mail.  Schools which did not respond were contacted repeatedly 
for three weeks, after which time they were replaced from the original list. Table A‐1 lists those 
districts who agreed to participate in the study.  
 
Figure A‐1 plots the location of surveyed and interviewed schools against the 2006‐2007 district 
density of Washington’s ELL population.
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Figure A-1 

 
Map of Surveyed and Interviewed Schools 
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Table A-1 
Districts Participating in Interviews 
 

Districts Participating in Interviews 

Brewster School District Northshore School District 
Cape Flattery School District Okanogan School District 
Columbia (Walla Walla) School District Oroville School District 
East Valley School District (Yakima) Othello School District 
Edmonds School District Pasco School District 
Ephrata School District* Prescott School District 
Federal Way School District Renton School District 
Franklin Pierce School District Seattle Public Schools 
Grandview School District Soap Lake School District 
Lake Quinault School District Spokane School District 
Lind School District Tacoma School District 
Lynden School District Toppenish School District 
Mabton School District Tukwila School District 
Monroe School District Vancouver School District 
Mount Baker School District* Walla Walla School District 
Mukilteo School District Wahluke School District 
North Franklin School District  
* One or more schools in these districts declined to participate. A replacement within the same district was 
suggested by district staff or randomly selected by NWREL. 
 
All told, 15 schools and 11 districts either declined to participate or never responded to our 
multiple invitations. We contacted the schools and districts repeatedly over three weeks. If they 
did not respond within the allotted three weeks, we randomly chose another school within the 
district and sent invitations to them. In some cases, if an individual school declined to participate, 
the district coordinator or superintendent suggested and arranged replacement schools. In other 
cases we randomly chose a replacement school from within the district and contacted them. 
However, there were 11 districts which either the superintendent directly declined participation 
or NWREL was unable to contact either the original or the replacement school (Table A‐2). If 
entire districts declined to participate, or the replacement schools did not respond, we randomly 
chose another district within the same category; high density or other. 
 
Table A-2 
Districts Not Participating in Interviews 

Districts Not Responding or Declining to Participate in Interviews 

Eastmont School District Quillayute Valley School District 
Finley School District Royal School District 
Kennewick School District South Bend School District 
Kent School District Touchet School District 
Moses Lake School District Yakima School District 
Prosser School District  
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District and school level interviews were conducted with: 
• District Superintendents (17) 
• District ELL Coordinators (20) 
• Principals (32) 
• ELL Specialist Teachers (24) 
• Mainstream Teachers (28) 
• Instructional Aides (27) 

 
Several of the smaller schools and districts did not have individuals filling all of these staff 
positions.   Specifically, schools with low ELL counts often did not employ an ELL specialist in 
the building or an instructional aide who worked with ELLs.  In addition, in several of the 
smaller districts the role of the district ELL coordinator was filled by either the principal or ELL 
specialist.  For example, in one rural district in the Olympic peninsula, the principal of a 
combined middle and high school also filled the roles of ELL specialist and district ELL 
coordinator. 
 
Conduct and content of interviews 
 
Interviews covered a wide range of topics, including the interviewee’s roles in ELL education, the 
demographics of ELL students, ELL program model, professional development, communication 
with and support from the Bilingual Program, support from other building and district staff, use 
of assessment and data, and the iGrant application process. 
 
Principals were given specific directions about the alphabetical criteria to use in selection of the 
mainstream teacher who taught ELL students. If the school had more than one ELL 
paraprofessional or ELL specialists, the alphabetical criteria was applied. These specifications 
were provided in order to insure a randomized selection of teachers. 
 
On‐site interviews were conducted at 14 schools, and phone interviews were conducted with the 
other 20 schools. In addition, 20 district ELL coordinators (5 on‐site, 15 by phone) and 17 district 
superintendents (1 on‐site, 16 by phone) were interviewed. 
 
A team of eight evaluators conducted interviews.  Prior to each site visit, the principal and 
district ELL coordinator were contacted to make arrangements for the visit.   
 
OSPI Staff and Stakeholder Interviews. OSPI staff and stakeholder interviews were conducted 
with six individuals at OSPI, six individuals from the Governor’s office and the state board of 
education, and seven individuals at CBOs.  
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Interviews with the Governor’s Office and State Board of Education. Six interviews were 
conducted with individuals from the Governor’s office and the state board of education in July 
and August 2008.   
• Leslie Goldstein, Early Education Policy Advisor to the Governor   
• Judy Hartmann, Education Policy Advisor to the Governor   
• Uriel Iniquez, Executive Director Hispanic Affairs       
• Rosalind Jenkins, African American Affairs  
• Erin Mundinger, Chair of the ELL Work Group. 
• Adie Simmons, Education Ombudsman   
 
Five evaluators conducted the Governor’s office interviews. Questions were asked about the 
following topics: Organization role; interactions with schools, districts and OSPI; identifying 
primary issues in ELL education, including concerns and suggestions to improve the ELL 
program and student outcomes. An additional five individuals were contacted but declined to 
participate or did not respond.   
 
Interviews With State Legislators. Interviews with eight Washington state legislators occurred 
prior to the start of the evaluation, as the scope of the evaluation was being determine in winter 
2008.  In these interviews, legislators were asked their views on the questions that should be 
addressed and the individuals and documents that should be consulted.  Those interviews 
contributed heavily to the design of the evaluation as well as to the areas of focus in this report. 
 
Interviews With OSPI Staff.  
Interviews were conducted with six OSPI staff members.  Questions covered the vision and 
purpose of the Bilingual Program, its contact and collaboration with other OSPI programs and 
with stakeholders outside of districts and schools, as well as questions specific to the jobs and 
roles of individuals.   
 
Interviews With Community‐Based Organizations. NWREL interviewed staff at seven CBOs.  
Six of the seven CBOs provided an array of direct social and educational services to immigrant, 
refugee, and low income populations throughout Washington State.  They also provided a wide 
range of workshops and classes.  The seventh  CBO, the Latino/a Educational Achievement 
Project (LEAP), was primarily an ELL education policy think‐tank, presenting policy 
recommendations to OSPI, Washington State Legislature, Governor, local school boards, among 
others. 
 
Names of potential organizations were solicited from legislators in the early phase of the study, 
as well as during interviews with schools and district and with OSPI staff.  From a list of 15 
potential CBOs, we proceeded to contact those we could locate.  Generally the organizations put 
us in contact with the education director or outreach worker who had the most contact with 
schools or districts, and concern about the education of ELLs. Of those organizations contacted, 
eight individuals at seven organizations agreed to participate in interview, two declined to 
participate, and the others did not respond.  
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The CBOs interviewed were: 
• Centro Latino 
• Kent Youth and Family Services 
• Latino/a Educational Achievement Project 
• Neighborhood House 
• Refugee Women’s Association 
• Southwest Youth and Family Services 
• Washington State Migrant Council 
 
One evaluator conducted all the CBO interviews.  Questions covered organization role and 
clients; interactions with schools, districts and OSPI; identifying primary issues in ELL education, 
including client concerns, improvement of the ELL program, school performance, and 
professional development needs for schools or teachers.  
 
Interview Method. Interviews were not taped; instead, the interviewer took extensive notes 
during each interview.  Consequently, the quotes provided in this report are not verbatim, but 
they do represent, to the degree possible, the actual wording of the respondents. 
 
Interview questions were deliberately open‐ended.  This provided a good balance to the surveys, 
which pre‐defined the issues for respondents and asked them to express what might be complex 
opinions by checking one of four or five choices.  The interviews, in contrast, allowed 
respondents to answer by talking about the issues or concerns most relevant to them.  Qualitative 
analyses focused on patterns found among respondents, rather than exact counts, because the 
open‐ended nature of the questions permitted respondents to take the conversation in many 
different directions. 
 
Respondents were encouraged to talk candidly about their experience with the BP and promised 
confidentiality.  For this reason, the responses provided are never identified by individual, 
school, or district. 
 
Parent Focus Group 
 
A focus group with 23 parents of ELL students and 2 stakeholders from different districts in the 
Yakima Valley was conducted in Sunnyside on April 5, 2008. The focus group was conducted in 
Spanish and inquired into the experience of the parents in their children’s schools. 
 
The focus group concentrated on questions about the parents’ communication with schools and 
districts; including experience and preferences for information about rights, programs, and 
academic progress of their children. Topics of discussion included: 
• Clarity of information about the academic achievement of their children 
• Sense of welcome in their children’s school 
• Confidence that their children receive all the help he/she needs to be successful in school 
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Surveys 
 

Surveys were sent to a wide range of school principals and building‐level ELL specialists.  While 
the interviews allowed individuals to provide a great deal of detail on their specific situation, the 
surveys were able to elicit more general information from a larger number of schools. 
 
Selection of Schools. We began with a list of the 98 Washington districts with at least 5 percent 
of their students classified as ELLs or serving at least 500 ELLs.  This sampling frame thus 
included districts that, in combination, served 91 percent of Washington’s students.  From this 
list, 300 schools were randomly selected. 
 
Administration and Content Of Surveys. In late May 2008, surveys were mailed to principals at 
300 schools.  The principal survey included 36 items covering the type of students served, 
program models, background in ELLs, teacher training, parent outreach, assessment and data 
use, and interaction with the state Bilingual Program.   
 
Included in the same packet were surveys for ELL specialist teachers.  Principals were asked to 
pass the survey to an ELL specialist working in the building, if there was one.  The specialist 
survey included 32 items covering many of the same questions.   
 
Response Rates and Characteristics. Respondents were asked to return the surveys to NWREL 
by June 15, 2008.  In fact, we accepted late responses through the end of June.  We received 
surveys from 73 principals and 64 ELL specialists, a 24 and 21 percent respective response rate.  
The short time frame and the end of the school year probably contributed to the low response 
rates.  District invitations and responses are illustrated in Table 10. 
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Table A-3 
Survey Invitations and Responses 

Number Responding Number 
Responding District 

 

Number 
of  

Schools 
Invited 

Principa
l 

ELL 
Specialist 

District 
Number 

of  
Schools 
Invited 

Principa
l 

ELL 
Specialis

t 
Aberdeen  2 1 1 Mukilteo 5 2 1 
Auburn  5   Nooksack  3 2 1 
Battle Ground 4 1  North Franklin  2   
Bellevue  9  1 Northshore 8 1  
Bellingham  5   Okanogan  1   
Blaine  1   Oroville 1   
Bridgeport  1 1 1 Othello  1   
Burlington-
Edison  1   Pasco  5 1 1 

Camas 1   Prescott  2 1 1 
Cape Flattery  2   Prosser  1   
Cascade 1 1 1 Quillayute Valley 2   
Cashmere  1 1  Quincy  2 1 1 
Centralia  1   Raymond 1 1  
Chehalis  2   Renton  6 1 2 
Clover Park  8 4 4 Rochester  2   
Everett  4   Royal 1 1 1 
Evergreen 
(Clark) 8 1 1 Seattle  24 3 2 

Federal Way  10 2 2 Sedro-Woolley 2 2 2 
Fife  2   Shelton  2   
Finley  1   Shoreline 4 1  
Franklin Pierce  3   Skykomish 1   
Grandview  2 1 2 Soap Lake  1   
Granger  1   Spokane  16 6 5 
Highland  1 2 1 Sunnyside 2 1  
Highline 11 1 2 Tacoma  15   
Kennewick  6 1 1 Tonasket 1 1 1 
Kent  9 6 6 Toppenish 2   
Kiona-Benton 1   Tukwila  2   
Kittitas 1 1 1 Vancouver  10 3 2 
Lake Chelan  3 2 2 Wahluke 2   
Lake Washington  13 1 1 Walla Walla  3 3 3 
Lind 1   Wapato 2 1 1 
Longview  3 1 1 Warden 1   
Lynden 3  1 Wenatchee  4 1 1 

Marysville 5 1  West Valley, 
Spokane 3   

Meridian  2 1 1 West Valley, 
Yakima 2 1  

Monroe  4 1  White Salmon 
Valley  1   

Moses Lake  3   Winlock 1 1 1 
Mount Adams  1   Yakima  6   
Mount Baker  4 1 1 Zillah 1   
Mount Vernon  3 2  Unidentified  4 7 
          
     Total 300 73 64 
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Despite the low response rates, we believe that the respondent schools are fairly accurate 
representations of schools in Washington, for several reasons: 
• OSPI Bilingual Program’s most recent data (2006‐2007) finds that 50 percent of funded 

districts used sheltered instruction as their program model.27  In our sample, 50 percent of 
principals reported sheltered instruction was their school’s program model. 

• The survey captured the perspectives of schools that served both Spanish‐dominant and 
multilingual populations.  All but four schools had Spanish‐speaking students, and about a 
third of schools surveyed said all of their ELLs were Spanish‐speaking.   

 
On the other hand, the survey sample is not a perfect representation of schools across the state.  
The average percentage of ELLs at survey schools was nearly 19 percent, compared to about 8 
percent across all the schools in the state.28  However, in our initial frame, we already excluded 
districts with fewer than 5 percent ELLs.  Furthermore, the topic of the survey was probably of 
greater to interest, in general, to schools with a higher percentage of ELLs, so they may have been 
more likely to return the survey.  In that sense, the survey data should be understood as the 
perspective of principals and teachers who, in general, serve an above‐average number of ELLs in 
their school. 
 
In addition, large districts were underrepresented among those who returned surveys.  For 
example, no surveys were returned by Tacoma or Yakima schools, and only 3 of the 24 schools 
from Seattle in the sample returned surveys. 
 
Evaluation Team 
 
All are NWREL staff, unless otherwise indicated 

 
Interviewers (alphabetical by last name) 
• Tina Anctil (Washington State University, Pullman) 
• Elizabeth Autio 
• Art Burke 
• Theresa Deussen 
• Jason Greenberg‐Motamedi 
• Kari Nelsestuen 
• Angela Roccograndi 
• Caitlin Scott 
• Victoria Stewart 
 
Survey Sampling & Administration 
• Art Burke 
• Dawn Scruggs 
 

                                                 
27 Data provided by Howard Deleeuw, Bilingual Program office, 8‐28‐2008. 
28 The range was between 0.5% and 67% ELLs. 
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Data Analysts 
• Theresa Deussen 
• Jason Greenberg‐Motamedi 
• Kari Nelsestuen 
• Susan Sather 
• Victoria Stewart  
 
Database and GIS Administration 
• Richard Greenough 
• Matt Lewis 
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Appendix B: Professional Development Requests 
 
Principals 
 
Principals: What professional development have you had related to English language learners 
over the last five years?  What professional development would you like to have [for yourself]? 
(select all that apply) 
 Percent  

Have Had Over the 
Past 5 Years 

Percent  
Would Like to  

Have This 
Cultural competence or cultural differences related 
to education 74 27 

Introduction to sheltered instruction (SIOP, GLAD, 
or others) 66 23 

How to use the WLPT 41 17 
Full multi-day training in sheltered instruction (SIOP, 
GLAD or others) 25 31 

Working with newcomer students 24 38 
Implementing a dual language program 16 19 
Other 12 8 
How students acquire English as a second 
language 7 23 

Source: NWREL survey of principals, June 2008. 
 
Nearly a third of principals felt they would like to receive the full multi‐day training in sheltered 
instruction, and over a third requested professional development for working with newcomers. 
 
Among the schools where more than 10 percent of the student body was ELLs, more than 40 
percent of principals desired full multi‐day training in sheltered instruction. 
 
ELL Specialists 
 
ELL/Bilingual Teachers: What professional development have you had related to English 
language learners over the last five years?  What professional development would you like to 
have [for yourself]? (select all that apply) 
 Percent  

Have Had Over the 
Past 5 Years 

Percent  
Would Like to Have 

Introduction to sheltered instruction (SIOP, GLAD, 
or others) 82 15 

How to use the WLPT 77 15 
How students acquire English as a second 
language 65 22 

Cultural competence or cultural differences related 
to education 59 36 

Full multi-day training in sheltered instruction (SIOP, 
GLAD or others) 54 39 

Working with newcomer students 29 53 
Other 25 29 
Implementing a dual language program 12 14 
Source: NWREL survey of bilingual or ELL specialists, June 2008. 
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Mainstream Classroom Teachers 
 
Nearly all the bilingual or ELL specialists (91%) and most principals (86%) reported on surveys 
that they felt mainstream teachers needed more training in working with ELLs.  The table below 
summarizes their perceptions about what teachers most needed.  More than half of them felt 
teachers needed to learn more about second language acquisition, cultural competence, and 
working with newcomers.  Half of the specialists also felt that full, multi‐day training in sheltered 
instruction was needed. 
 
What professional development would you like teachers in your building to have?  (select all that 
apply) 
 Percent of  

Principals 
Percent of 

ESL/Bilingual Teachers 
How students acquire English as a second language 53 77 
Cultural competence or cultural differences related 
to education 64 69 

Working with newcomer students 54 64 
Full multi-day training in sheltered instruction (SIOP, 
GLAD or others) 47 52 

Introduction to sheltered instruction (SIOP, GLAD, or 
others) 38 45 

How to use the WLPT 21 22 
Implementing a dual language program 17 6 
Other 8 14 
Source: NWREL survey of principals and bilingual or ELL specialists, June 2008. 
 
Besides believing that their teachers needed additional professional development, half of 
principals reported that it was difficult to find appropriately qualified teachers. 
 Percent of Principals 

Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing 
Percent of ESL/Bilingual 

Teachers 
Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing 

I would like teachers in our school to 
receive additional professional 
development in working with ELLs. 

86 91 

It is difficult to find teachers with the 
right qualifications to implement our 
program model for working with ELLs. 

44   

Source: NWREL survey of principals and bilingual or ELL specialists, June 2008. 
 
Teachers themselves requested additional training, but not at the same rate that principals and 
specialists felt they needed it.  Of the teachers interviewed, about a quarter wanted more training 
in sheltered instruction, and another quarter expressed a desire for Spanish or other language 
training.  A few asked for cultural awareness training.  A quarter of teachers said they did not 
desire any further training on working with ELLs. 
 
Some mainstream teachers, when talking about assessment challenges, mentioned that they 
would also appreciate support in 
• Finding and using classroom assessments in writing, listening and speaking; 
• How to understand data and use results to modify instruction. 
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Instructional Aides 
 
Although instructional aides provide a large percentage of instruction and support to 
ELLs, very few of the ELL aides interviewed reported that they had received any ELL‐
specific professional development in the past year.   
 
In interviews, aides wanted professional development on a range of topics, including community 
outreach, cultural awareness, working with newcomer students, Spanish language, and building 
student vocabulary.  Aides were alone among school staff in expressing a desire for training in 
community outreach and cultural awareness.  Like some teachers, a few aides felt that learning 
Spanish would benefit their work with ELL students. 
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   Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment  59 

Appendix C: Bilingual Program Website Content 
 
The Washington State OSPI Bilingual Program website29 provided information on the 
Migrant/Bilingual program, Title III, and the WLPT‐II.  It also provided three forms translated for 
schools and districts. These are detailed below. 
 
Migrant/Bilingual program information, including 
• Program Services and Guidelines 

o Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program Guidelines 
o Accelerated English Language Development Plan 
o Bilingual Education Instructional Models  
o Language Codes  
o Proposed TBIP WAC 392‐160 Changes 

• English Language Development (ELD) Content Standards 
o A description of language proficiency levels 
o Full text of the Washington State English Language Development Standards 

• Program and staff directory 
• Publications and Reports 

o Reports to the Legislature  
o Bilingual End‐of‐Year Report  

• State and federal electronic resources, including websites and listservs. 
• Bibliographies and print resources, on  

o Educational Theory and Strategies 
o Assessment & Evaluation 
o Content Area 
o ESL Standards 

• Legal Precedents and guidelines for the education of ELL and/or undocumented students 
• Schedule for fall 2008 trainings, workshops, and K20 video conference schedule. 
• Bilingual Education Advisory Board (BEAC) 

o Meeting Dates & Locations 
o By Laws 
o Members 

 
Title III program information: 
• ELD Instructional Materials Review (results of a review of curricula conducted in 

September 2005) 
• Washington State English Language Development Scoring Templates for grades 6‐12 
 
Washington Language Proficiency Test II (WLPT‐II) information, including 
• Overview and FAQ 
• Timelines and calendars 

                                                 
29 Most recently accessed on 10/15/2008, http://www.k12.wa.us/MigrantBilingual/default.aspx 
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• Grade specific information 
• Performance levels and score ranges 
• Information for parents, including appeals, resources, and contact information 
• Teacher resources and content area information 
 
Translated Forms for schools and districts, including; 
• Parent Notification of Student Placement in the State Transitional Bilingual Program 

o Translated into 10 languages: Arabic, Chinese, Khmer, Korean, Russian, Somali, Spanish, 
Tagalog, Ukrainian, and Vietnamese 

• Home Language Survey 
o Translated into 9 languages: Arabic, Chinese, Korean, Russian, Somali, Spanish, Tagalog, 

Ukrainian, and Vietnamese 
• Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAO) Notification  

o Translated into 8 languages: Cambodian, Korean, Russian, Spanish, Somali, Tagalog, 
Ukrainian,  and Vietnamese 

 
Although it is beyond the intent or scope of this review to fully test the Bilingual Program 
website, a few problems did emerge: 
• Emergency Immigrant Education Program information page contained no content 
• Some links to internet resources no longer functioned 
• Many of the cited studies, references, and print resources were over 10 years old 
• Language Codes spreadsheet included multiple names for the same language 
• Listserv information was outdated, and did not reflect the current program leadership 
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MATH CURRICULAR ISSUES UPDATE FROM THE OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT 
OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION (OSPI) 

 
 
SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOAL  
 
The State Board of Education has been reviewing OSPI’s work on the development of new 
math standards and curriculum aligned to those standards.  This work is related to the Board’s 
goal of improving achievement for all students. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The legislature requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction to present to the SBE “no more 
than three basic mathematics curricular each for elementary, middle, and high school grade 
spans” (2SHB 2598 section 7 (a) from the 2008 legislative session) within six months of the 
adoption of the math standards.  Within two months after the presentation of the recommended 
curricula, the SBE “shall provide official comment and recommendations to the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction regarding the recommended mathematics curricula.  The Superintendent of 
Public Instruction shall make any changes based on the comments and recommendations from 
the State Board of Education and adopt the recommended curricula” (2SHB 2598 section 7 (b)). 
 
At the special meeting in December, Dr. Bergeson presented the Board with recommendations 
for the new K-8 math curriculum.  At this meeting, the Superintendent’s Office will present the 
Board with its recommendations for up to three high school programs that are best aligned with 
the new 9-12 math standards.  OSPI will solicit feedback from the SBE Math Panel in early 
January on its recommendations.  Then SBE will ask its consultant, Strategic Teaching, to work 
with the SBE Math Panel and review the OSPI recommendations for high school curriculum. 
Strategic Teaching will present its findings to the Board at the March meeting. 
 
Also at the November 2008 meeting, the Board requested OSPI to come back to the January 
meeting to discuss the OSPI review for the supplemental curriculum,  actions OSPI plans to 
take to help districts with unaligned curriculum, and the results of the Request for Information for 
an online curriculum that would be free to school districts.  OSPI will bring materials to the 
January meeting. 

 
EXPECTED ACTION 

None 
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MATH AND SCIENCE TEACHER SUPPLY  UPDATE FROM THE PROFESSIONAL 
EDUCATOR STANDARDS BOARD 

 
 
SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOAL  
 
The State Board of Education realizes a critical part of its success with increasing student 
achievement with its new high school graduation requirements and the Office of Superintendent 
of Public Instruction (OSPI) revising the math and science standards, is the need for increasing 
high quality teachers.  The Professional Educator Standard Board is the state policy board 
responsible for addressing teacher recruitment and retention issues.  The research strongly 
supports that quality teachers are one of the most important factors in increasing student 
achievement.  The Board’s first goal is to improve student achievement. 

 
BACKGROUND 

In November 2006, the State Board of Education and Professional Educator Standards Board, 
in collaboration with OSPI, released a Joint Math Action Plan that included strategies for 
improving teacher recruitment and retention as part of its overall systems approach to improving 
math and science achievement in Washington.  The 2008 legislature charged the Professional 
Educator Standards Board (PESB) with: 
 

• Quantifying, based on school districts’ reports, current and projected supply and 
  demand for math and science teachers; 
• Providing information, based on a Washington State Institute for Public Policy 
  Study, on differential pay for teachers in high-demand subjects like math and 
  science; and 
• Recommendations on how to meet the expected demand, including strategies 
  for improving the rigor and productivity of current teacher preparation programs. 

 
Jennifer Wallace, the PESB Executive Director, will share highlights from her report. 
Recommendations from the report are included behind this memo.  For a full copy of the report 
you may go to the PESB Web site: http://www.pesb.wa.gov/ 
 
EXPECTED ACTION 

None 
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Recommendations for Action 
As we examined efforts in other states, we were struck by the fact that few states have much of a 

coordinated approach – more of a hodge podge of projects.  Although the Task Force and the 

PESB recognize that ensuring an adequate supply of well-qualified math and science teachers 

requires an ongoing commitment on the part of many education stakeholders, we also believe the 

interrelatedness of the various strategies needed to achieve that goal requires centralized 

coordination and oversight.  This was particularly evident as we tried to compare cost to 

potential productivity for the various strategies we considered.  It is crucial to be able to centrally 

track and analyze evaluative data on an ongoing basis, to be able to inform policymakers about 

how various strategies – as a whole – are working to address statewide need.  Whether the 

legislature determines this best the responsibility of the PESB, OSPI or another entity – 

assigning this responsibility we believe a crucial legislative decision.     

The Task Force and PESB also recognize that in tough fiscal times, it is useful to identify the 

best immediate versus longer-term investments of public and private funds.  Below are options 

discussed in this report, identified in terms of anticipated level of cost.  Investments that seem 

appropriate for state funding are indicated with a ””; those that have components appropriate 

for either/both public and/or private funding are indicated with a “”.    

 

NO / LOW COST – Act Now 

 Create an Adjunct Teaching Corps of part-time math and science faculty at community 
colleges and baccalaureate institutions with interest in teaching secondary math and/or 
science part-time in Washington public middle- or high-schools.    

o State Board for Community Colleges, Higher Education Coordinating Board and 
Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB) should coordinate to provide 
information to part-time faculty at community colleges and baccalaureate institutions 
on part-time K-12 secondary math and science teaching opportunities as well as 
information to Washington K-12 public school districts on employing part-time faculty.   

o PESB will work with the U.S. Department of Education to ensure compliance with the 
Highly-Qualified Teacher provisions of the No Child Left Behind Act and amend WAC 
as needed.  

o Legislature should address potential disincentives caused by lack of compatibility 
between the differing benefit and pension systems between K-12 schools and 
college/university systems. 

 

 Remove Unnecessary Entry Barriers to Washington’s Alternative Routes to Teaching 
Program.  Based on PESB’s six years of experience implementing this successful program, 
we recommend removing some of the entry requirements established at the program’s 
creation that are proving unnecessary in light of careful candidate screening; and that further 
serve as unnecessary barriers for some outstanding candidates.  We therefore request 
legislation amending RCW to remove the five year work experience requirement for 
Alternative Routes 3 and 4 and reduce the paraeducator work experience requirement for 
Routes 1 and 2 to one year.  



 

Professional Educator Standards Board 

 Ensure Math and Science Teacher Preparation Adequately Prioritized by Public 
Institutions.  We recommend that Governor Gregoire convene, per PESB budget request to 
OFM, a Task Force of Public Higher Education Institution Leadership, along with other key 
K-12 stakeholders, to examine the place of educator preparation in public institutional 
mission and how institutional leaders may better prioritize and support it.  The Task Force 
would consider:  

o Increasing high need enrollments in shortage teaching areas and shifting 
enrollments from surplus to high-need areas; 

o Providing more innovative program designs, such as:  
 Requiring all four-year public institutions to offer a fully field-based post-

baccalaureate certification-only program in partnership with one or more 
schools in a school district;  

 Converting School Improvement Focused Assistance Schools into 
Professional Development Schools with high concentrations or 
saturations levels of teacher candidates; and/or 

 Creating teaching “fellowships” or “residencies” focused on shortage 
subject areas and/or on training needs of a particular community / student 
population that emphasis a “grow our own” model to recruit, train and 
retain teachers within a community.  

o Legislative and institutional support to implement programs that establish unique 
and strong partnerships between the colleges of liberal arts and the colleges of 
education, including building stronger pipelines for candidates transitioning from 
community colleges to baccalaureate and teacher preparation programs; and 

o Higher education institution reporting, such as performance agreements, as a 
means of measuring and reporting the production of highly qualified teachers.   

 

 Target Information on Alternative Routes to Teaching for Math and Science 
Professionals Facing Layoff from Current Employment.  PESB and the Employment 
Security Department’s Work Source program will work together to connect employers and 
their employees anticipating layoffs with information, guidance, and financial support related 
to opportunities to transition to a career in teaching through the Alternative Routes to 
Teaching and other programs. 

 

MAINTAIN CURRENT INVESTMENTS 

 Washington’s Educator Retooling Program, already enormously well-supported and 
successful in its first year, is the only source of scholarship support (up to $3,000/year for 
two years) for teachers to “retool” from elementary education or other non-shortage teaching 
areas, into fully-qualified math or science teachers.  Scholarship support is in the form of 
loan forgiveness, with two years of teaching service required for each year of scholarship 
support.   

 

 Pipeline for Paraeducators Program should be continued, with expanded eligibility to 
include all community college students pursuing Direct Transfer Associate Degrees in Math 
or Science followed by commitment to baccalaureate in math and science and Alternative 
Route Program to gain teaching credentials.  Since roughly half of our teachers begin 
postsecondary education at a community college, ensuring a strong pipeline through 
baccalaureate degree and into teaching is critical.   
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 The Alternative Routes Partnership Grant Program is entering its seventh year.  When it 
began in 2002, in addition to its mission to prepare paraeducators and midcareer 
professionals for teaching careers in shortage areas, its innovative program design was also 
intended to increase the existence of truly field-based preparation models statewide.  The 
challenge for the PESB is to continue with this goal, while incorporating new and emerging 
high-quality alternative preparation models as well.  With continued support from the 
legislature, the PESB will: 

o Cultivate residency and fellowship-type models, akin to existing Route 4, but better 
reflecting role of district in determining workforce needs and incorporating 
preparation programs as part of learning improvement strategies;    

o Collaborate with Teach for America, The New Teacher Project, and other national 
non-profit recruitment and preparation organizations entering Washington State; and 

o Create quality standards and reporting requirements for online programs approved in 
other states. 
 

 The Future Teacher Conditional Loan Scholarship Program is an important pipeline 
support in that it sustains future teachers through their pursuit of degree and preparation 
program requirements in a state-identified shortage area.     

NEW SMALL / MEDIUM INVESTMENT 

  Pilot data-driven rural regional hiring collaboratives in two Educational Service 

Districts serving rural and remote school districts.  Based on two model initiatives operated 

by California’s Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning, regional collaboratives build 

the collective capacity of rural and remote districts to: 

o Maintain clear and accurate understanding of their teacher workforce needs; 
o Implement effective recruitment and hiring strategies that meet their collective needs, 

rather than competing with one another; 
o Leverage dialogue and planning with higher education institutions for new “grow your 

own” preparation programs serving the region. 

A program coordinator for both sites would draw upon emerging data systems within OSPI 

to facilitate dialogue and planning related to improving district recruitment and hiring 

practices, and broker site-based teacher preparation options in partnership with approved 

preparation programs.  While scope and scale for a Washington-based program may differ, 

for reference, the Stuart Foundation has provided $250,000 annually in support of the Kern 

County initiative in California.   

 Create tighter, more formal collaboration between colleges of education and liberal 
arts and sciences.  Modeled after the nationally-renowned U-Teach program at University 
of Texas and a similar program at University of Colorado, Washington institutions should 
implement:  

o Compact degrees that allow most students to graduate with a degree and 
certification in math or science in four years; 

o New strategies and guidance aimed at recruiting math and science majors into 
the program; 
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o True partnerships with schools focusing on not only enhanced field-based 
preparation, but also professional development of existing teachers, and 
furthering K-12 student improvement goals; 

o Partnerships with community colleges as pipeline into the program; and 
o Early and intensive field experiences throughout the program – including early 

opportunities for math and science majors to tutor high school students for work-
study pay and/or credit toward later teacher preparation coursework. 

U-Teach started with 25 prospective math and science teachers and has grown to 450 in its 

tenth year.  While the PESB would like to fund this model at all Washington institutions, a 

more modest approach would be to pilot at U-Teach or similar model at 2 Washington public 

baccalaureate institutions, with preference for largest producers of math and science teachers.  

An evaluation component should be built into the pilots focusing on impact and what would 

be required for eventual statewide implementation.  The U-Teach Institute was established to 

assist in replication of the U-Teach model.  Their model replication operating budget 

assumes a start-up budget of roughly $300,000 in the planning year and $438,000 in the first 

year of operation.  U-Teach is funded by a combination of public and private funds. 

 Restructure enrollment funding for colleges of education to encourage and support 
greater production in shortage areas and less in surplus teaching areas.  High-need 
enrollment funding should support both the enrollment shift at the higher education 
institutions and the district partner role in ensuring high-quality field placements, and 
recruiting and screening candidates in anticipation of hiring needs.   

 Particularly appropriate for private sector support, create Corporate-to-Classroom 
Programs aimed at either supporting individuals transitioning into the teaching profession, 
or funding assistance for interested school districts to contract with corporate employees on 
a short-term conditional certificate to serve as “adjunct” teachers for one or more math or 
science classes.  IBM’s Transition to Teaching program provides financial and other support 
to mid- to late-career IBMers with bachelor's degrees or credentials in math, science, 
engineering and related fields pursuing a second career in teaching.  Up to $15,000 in 
financial assistance is available to program participants to defray the costs of training, and a 
stipend for the period participants are on a leave of absence for student teaching. 

 Fund analysis of multi-district hiring practices, with implications for improved statewide 
practices, by The New Teacher Project (TNTP).  This would mirror reports and analysis 
conducted nationally and in numerous states and districts by TNTP.  Estimated cost = 
$300,000. 

Larger Investments - Long-Term for State Funding or Potential for More Immediate 

Implementation with Private Funding 

 Produce and operate an aggressive, sustained public awareness, marketing and 
communications strategy aimed at encouraging talented math and science students to 
commit to a career in math and science teaching.  Linking private sector expertise in this 
area with specific options and requirements identified and coordinated by the PESB, this 
initiative would encompass: 

o Campaign emphasis that stresses incentives, professional respect and career ladder 
opportunities to enhance public image of teaching profession as career choice; 
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o Improved web presence linking campaign to clear, accurate information on options: 

o Region-specific marketing and preparation options; 

o Employer incentives to council retiring and exiting employees; 

o Coordination with STEM programs at colleges and universities; 

 Create the Washington Teacher Cadet Program, modeled after the South Carolina 
teaching cadets program, in multiple Washington districts statewide, to enhance the future 
teacher pipeline in all regions and demographics.  Middle- and High-School students that 
pursue math and science degrees and enter teaching could be provided loan forgiveness.  
South Carolina’s program operates in 175 high schools.  Since the program began in 1987, 
40% of the 2,400 cadets have become teachers. 

 Fund Teacher Residency and Fellowship programs, with oversight by the PESB, 
operated by Teach for America or The New Teacher Project, in which teaching interns earn 
significant stipends or salary. 

 Fund completion and full implementation of E-cert and CEDARS data systems at 

OSPI.  Accurate teacher workforce data is an important foundation of many of the 

recruitment strategies discussed in this report and the extremely outdated nature of our 

current state system by which individuals apply for licensure is a significant barrier and 

disincentive. 

 Increase scholarship support for future STEM scholars overall; with targeted loan 

forgiveness for those who commit to specified years of teaching. 

 Address the primary barrier to interest and entry into the teaching profession – 

adequate compensation.  Allow pay recognition for past professional experience in math 

and science and provide adequate compensation for teachers supervising teaching interns / 

student teachers. 
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REPORTS ON THE ACHIEVEMENT GAPS 
 

SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOALS 
 

The results of the research on the achievement gaps and the recommendations of the 
groups listed below will inform the continuing work of the SBE in providing leadership in 
the creation of a system that personalizes education for each student and respects 
diverse cultures, abilities, and learning styles; and promotes achievement of the goals of 
the Basic Education Act (28A.305.130). 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

The 2008 Legislature provided funds for conducting several analyses of the 
achievement gaps that exist for students in Washington State.  The final reports are to 
be given to the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the State Board of Education, the 
Governor, the P-20 Council, and the education committees of the Legislature in 
December 2008.   
 
The Center for the Improvement of Student Learning (CISL) and the Advisory 
Committee were recipients of funds and were tasked with crafting a strategic plan to 
address the achievement gap for African-American students to examine the extent to 
which current initiatives address the needs of African-American students; craft a 
strategic plan with school and community-based strategies to improve educational 
outcomes for African-American students; and develop performance improvement 
measures and benchmarks to monitor progress.  
 
The Commission on Asian Pacific American Affairs, the Commission on Hispanic 
Affairs, and the Governor's Office of Indian Affairs were also provided with funds and 
were tasked with conducting a detailed analysis of the achievement gaps and to 
recommend a comprehensive plan for closing the achievement gaps, at least by No 
Child Left Behind Act’s goal of 2014.  Their recommendations will also identify 
performance measures for determining adequate yearly progress.  The Governor's 
Office of Indian Affairs was additionally tasked with analyzing the progress in developing 
effective government-to-government relations and identification and adoption of 
curriculum regarding tribal history, culture, and government.  The last task is related to 
work of the Washington State School Directors' Association, which began in 2006 under 
the authority of RCW 28A.345.070. 
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Achievement Gap Analysis for: Conducted by: 

African-American students 
Center for the Improvement of Student Learning (CISL) and the Advisory 
Committee 

Native American students Governor's Office of Indian Affairs 

Asian American students Commission on Asian Pacific American Affairs 

Pacific Islander American 
students 

Commission on Asian Pacific American Affairs 

Hispanic students Commission on Hispanic Affairs 

 
The Board’s consultant, Pete Bylsma, will present an overview of Washington’s achievement 
gap prior to the Commissions’ presentations.  His PowerPoint is included in this packet.  At this 
point, we do not have the Commissions’ reports, which are due December 30, 2008. 

 
EXPECTED ACTION 

 
No expected action. This is an informational presentation. 
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Washington's Achievement Gap

Pete Bylsma
Consultant to the State Board of Education

January 14, 2009

1

Ways to Look at the Achievement Gap

• Distance from a standard
• Distance separating groups of students

– By income level
– By gender
– By race/ethnicity
– By program type
– By grade level in different subjects

• Changes over time

Some caveats
2

General Trends
• Achievement gaps exist and persist among 

various groups regardless of the grade, content 
area, or outcome measure (e.g., WASL, graduation 
rates, NAEP, etc.)
– No group has all its members meeting standard
– Socioeconomic status is main determinant of gap
– Females usually outperform males
– Whites and Asians outperform other groups

• Improvement has occurred but at about the 
same rate, so the gaps have not closed much

3
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Grade 4 by Income Level
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Meets
standard

Black Males Black Females

African-American Scale Scores for Math
by Grade and Gender (2007)
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Level 2, 
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WA Graduation Rates, Class of 2006

Source: OSPI
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On-Time Graduation Rates by Race/Ethnicity

Source: OSPI
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On-Time Graduation Rates by Income Status

Source: OSPI
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BASIC EDUCATION PROGRAM COMPLIANCE BY SCHOOL 

DISTRICTS 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Minimum Basic Education Compliance reporting by Washington State school districts gives 
assurance to the State Board of Education that the districts are in compliance with the minimum 
requirements of the Basic Education Act, as well as related requirements such as the State High 
School Graduation Minimum Requirements.  
 
To conserve expenses, the memorandum and Form SPI 1497 were posted on the SBE Web 
site and were emailed using established list serves.  The school districts were required to 
complete the form and mail one original copy with signatures of the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction and Board chair, to the State Board of Education by November 3, 2008.   
 
Categories of Reporting for the 2008-09 School Year: 

 Total Instructional Hour Offering (RCW 28A.150.220/WAC 180-16-200) Kindergarten 
offering of 450 hours.  Grades 1–12 offering of a district-wide annual average of 1,000 
hours linked to the Essential Academic Learning Requirements and other district-
determined subjects/activities (not tied to grade spans). 

 K–3/4–12 Students to Classroom Teacher Ratio (RCW 28A.150.250/WAC 180-16-210).  
The district ratio of students per classroom teacher in grades kindergarten through three 
is not greater than the ratio of students per classroom teacher in grades four and above. 

 Minimum 180-Day School Year (RCW 28A.150.220(3)/WAC 180-16-215).  The 180-day 
program is accessible to all legally eligible students, including students with disabilities, 
five years of age, and under 21 years of age who have not completed high school 
graduation requirements. 

 State High School Graduation Minimum Requirements (RCW 28A.230.090) (WAC 180-
51-061) minimum state credits (19) in all subject areas are aligned with the high school 
standards at a minimum, to grades 9/10 grade level expectations or state essential 
academic learning requirements at Benchmark three (high school).  District high schools 
meet all state minimum graduation requirements. 

 
At the Board Meeting, a handout will be provided listing the school districts and their compliance 
status.  
 
EXPECTED ACTION 
 
Board certification of school district compliance with Basic Education allocation entitlement 
requirements, pursuant to WAC 180-16-191 through WAC 180-16-225, for the 2008–09 school 
year.  
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BASIC EDUCATION PROGRAM REQUIREMENT WAIVERS 

 
SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC 
PLAN GOALS 
 
The Board may grant waivers to school districts from the Basic Education Act Program 
Requirements (RCW 28A.150.200 through 28A.150.220) on the basis that such waiver or 
waivers are necessary to implement successfully a local plan to provide for all students in the 
district an effective education system that is designed to enhance the educational program for 
each student (RCW 28A.305.140).  
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Board will be considering two applications for waivers from the Basic Education Act 
requirements at the Board Meeting:   
 
1. Granger School District is requesting a waiver of five days from the 180 day minimum 

school year requirement for three years (2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12 school years) for 
the purpose of professional development.  This is a new application.  The District would like 
to restructure its professional development scheduling to lessen the number of early release 
days and design more productive staff development opportunities for teachers,  
para-educators, and administration.  The waiver would allow the District to eliminate 36 early 
release days each year.  The District plans to incorporate Professional Learning 
Communities into their professional development model.  A three-year waiver would provide 
the District with “the means to ‘stick to it’… and establish long-range continuity.”  Granger, 
Washington is located in the south central region of the state.  Granger is in Yakima County 
near Yakima, and their October 2007 student count was 1,501. 
 

2. South Bend School District, is requesting a waiver of three days from the 180 day 
minimum school year requirement for three years (2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12 school 
years) for the purpose of professional development.  This is a renewal application.  The 
District would like to continue to have no half days and three full-day professional 
development opportunities.  The use of waiver days is directly driven by the District and 
school improvement plans, which are developed by administrators and staff.  The plans are 
created using student data, building and district needs, and staff needs for professional 
development.  Since their first waiver three years ago, the District has seen improvements in 
their 10th grade reading and writing WASL results.  This renewal of their current waiver will 
allow the District layout a longer timeline and help make meaningful change occur.  South 
Bend is in Pacific County, near Willapa Bay, and their October 2007 student count was 582. 
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POLICY CONSIDERATION 

 
Both applications for waivers meet the State Board of Education’s criteria for the purpose and 
use of a waiver.  Therefore, approval of the applications should not have any policy implications. 

 
EXPECTED ACTION 

 
Approval of both applications. 
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