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October 24, 2007 
 
 
Dear Board Members: 
 
I hope this letter finds you all well. Our big office news is that Evelyn is a grandmother of 
a little baby girl born on October 18th. Another student in the pipeline!  
 
And hooray for teacher of the year Laura Jones who is a marketing educator from 
Pasco High School (we will try to get her for our January Board meeting). 
 
 Warren, Steve Dal Porto, and I flew back to Philadelphia to attend the NASBE 
conference last week. A highlight for me was walking with Warren around 
Independence Hall, the Liberty Bell, and Ben Franklin’s grave one early evening. 
Warren’s excitement was contagious. Especially as we talked about the Constitutional 
Convention and how all those men came together with very different perspectives to 
create a government for our brand new country. Warren and I felt the parallels with our 
own work at the SBE. NASBE folks were very warm and welcoming to us. I met a 
number of my fellow executive directors and Warren and Steve mingled with fellow 
Board members.  
 
Overall, I found the conference a bit too light on substance although my Board 
members, who attended, may disagree. I think we have all identified the problems, but 
solutions are still pretty scant. We are providing, in your FYI folders, some excerpts from 
the publication “The State’s Role in Improving Low-Performing Schools Through 
Restructuring.” One luncheon speaker, William Brock, a former U.S. Senator, who has 
worked on work force issues and skills for the 21st century, spoke about the significant 
system changes we must undertake in education. In my discussion with the executive 
directors I found that each board has such different responsibilities, it is hard to find a lot 
of common ground. For example, one board spent a lot of time last year on cheer 
leading rules, another on sex education, while another board held hearings with six 
police officers to protect board members from an angry crowd as they talked about 
shutting down a school. At this point, I still feel that the $30,000 dues (plus the cost to 
attend the national conference) would be better spent on other SBE activities. However, 
I am willing to rethink this issue if our state funding situation improves. 
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I did want to mention that I had a chance to visit several “turnaround schools” in 
Philadelphia – a high school and middle school that had been very dysfunctional 
schools where kids did not learn and dropped out. These schools have been completely 
redone and were AMAZING learning places. These kids are taken from wherever they 
are academically (many with 4th grade skills) when they enter and gain the skills and 
knowledge to take the college prep classes offered. Everyone must take one AP class. 
They spend more time on core subjects with two hour classes for humanities and two 
hours for both math and science (there are not fancy science labs with equipment 
although every classroom has computers). There are few electives. Student progress is 
monitored every six weeks through tests. In addition to academics, the students are 
expected to do an internship in the high school (they have to interview for the 
internships). The students also have classes on social emotional learning. The students’ 
behavior is strongly monitored with a lanyard around their necks with cards for staff to 
record good deeds and demerits. The schools have been renovated and are beautiful. 
Inspiring quotes and different college banners decorate the hallways to convey to 
students “You can do it.” All the students I spoke with have plans to go to college.  
 
Golly, we have a Board meeting coming up. Let’s turn to what we have for you all to 
prepare for our two day meeting at Highline Community College. 
 
November 1st (Thursday) 
 
OSPI Math Standards Revision Update 
Math is first on our list. We will get an update from OSPI on the math standards 
revisions. OSPI briefed the Math Panel last week on their work schedule and groups 
who will be doing the work. The Where’s the Math People have sent press releases and 
letters to us and OSPI. They are not happy with the selection of the Dana Center, which 
according to them is too “reform” oriented. When they have contacted me and Steve 
Floyd about this, we have said the Where’s the Math group must let OSPI do the work. 
It is not fair to judge them or the Dana Center when they have not produced anything 
yet for Washington. Our Math Panel will be involved in reviewing the standards 
revisions as they go along. One major piece of feedback they had for OSPI is to do the 
course standards (e.g. Algebra I, etc.) for high school by January 31st. Terry had 
thought about delaying that piece, but folks told her they did not want a delay. Steve 
Floyd, Linda Plattner, and I agree with the Math Panel and would like to urge OSPI to 
do that.   
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This leads into our work with Linda Plattner on reviewing the 3rd credit of math, CTE 
math equivalents, and prescribing content for the three years of math. Please refer to 
the tab and memo I have prepared for you on this. Suffice it to say briefly, that the 
legislature asked us to come up with content on the credits before OSPI is done with its 
work on the standards. This makes no sense, but Linda is sending everything she does 
to OSPI on the content for them to examine. We had a discussion with the Math Panel 
and the Meaningful High School Diploma work session attendees on the types of math 
needed. We had about 30 people from many backgrounds attend the work session on 
math (a lot of CTE folks, trades people, higher education, and school folks). The 
discussions were lively. We will fill you in at the Board meeting. 
 
The bottom line for me is that I think that we need another month beyond the December 
1st deadline that the legislature gave us to adopt the 3rd credit of math and sort out some 
of these content questions. I am recommending to you that we do not have a December 
11th meeting, but that we take this up at our January meeting. If you agree I will talk with 
key legislators about extending the date. Please note the adoption in January would still 
go into effect for the Class of 2012. 
 
Charter Proposals for the System Performance Accountability and Meaningful 
High School Diploma 
Kathe and I have created charters with the accompanying work plans to do our work on 
accountability and the diploma so that we can have you look at final proposals next July 
and get ready for the 2009 legislative session. 
 
Work Plan and Budget 
We covered this briefly last meeting. I want you to see what our work load looks like for 
the next year, the kinds of projects, contracts, and Board decisions that will need to be 
made. While we have our budget from the state, I am writing another Gates grant with 
the help of Kris, to request additional funds to help us with our public relations work as 
well as a few big projects and studies we would like to undertake. The use of a PR firm 
is very critical to our work this year. People from all walks of Washington need to 
understand and provide input into our work. 
 
2007 WASL and NCLB Adequate Yearly Progress Update 
2007 WASL results are mixed. This was the first time high school students had the 
opportunity to take the collection of evidence and other alternatives (which you 
approved last year). As you will recall, students can earn a Certificate of Academic 
Achievement for graduation, by meeting standard in reading and writing. Some issues 
are highlighted and concern all of us such as the leveling off of performance in 4th grade 
and continued achievement gaps between some groups of students. Evelyn has  
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prepared some background information for you. This is a really good, thorough piece for  
those of you who are data junkies to read ahead of time as we will not have time to go 
into a lot of this detail at the meeting. Gayle Pauley, from OSPI will brief you on the 
“whys” of the number of schools now in AYP, which number 750 up from 340 last year 
and possible changes in NCLB. You will have a letter from the Governor and OSPI in 
your FYI folder on changes they recommend. 
 
Update on Collection of Evidence and Cut Scores for SAT and ACT 
We have asked Lesley Klenk, from OSPI, to give us some of her lessons learned on the 
whole COE project. This was a huge piece that OSPI undertook with a tight deadline 
last year. The legislature passed more alternatives for students to meet standard and 
asked the SBE to set the cut scores for reading and writing on the ACT and SAT, which 
will be a crosswalk to WASL equivalent scores. OSPI will have recommendations for 
you. 
 
Trends in Teacher Retention and Mobility 
SBE contracted with The Center for Strengthening the Teaching Profession (CSTP) to 
complete a study on teacher resources in our schools. The study focused on the middle 
schools and high schools in six districts—Highline, Pasco, Seattle, Spokane, Tacoma, 
and Yakima. CSTP has presented some of this information to you last winter. We asked 
them to add to their work and focus on middle schools. Not surprising, they found some 
big disparities in teacher’s length of service in schools within the same district. 
 
I wanted to let you know that we had a meeting with Terry, Jennifer Wallace (PESB), 
and other OSPI staff last week to encourage more movement on the data issues, 
especially with regard to teacher data. OSPI has a budget request in for an additional 
amount next year to address issues. Please see your FYI folder at the meeting for the 
OSPI budget requests. 
 
Public Hearing on Cut Scores and Public Comment 
We are providing public comment on both days so that folks have more opportunity to 
speak with us. 
 
Dinner 
Bernal has arranged for us to eat at Anthony’s in Des Moines with a beautiful view of 
the water.  Please join us! Directions to the restaurant are in your Agenda Packet. 
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November 2nd (Friday) 
 
Higher Education Master Plan 
Ann Daley, the Executive Director for the Higher Education Coordinating Board, would 
like your thoughts on the draft HECB Master Plan. Many of the issues we are 
addressing with our diploma feed into their work. I look forward to continued work with 
the HECB on these issues of joint concern. 
 
Tribal MOA Update 
As you recall, we had set a deadline of December 1, 2007 to address the need for tribal 
history as a graduation requirement. The tribes have had varying opinions about what 
they really want. At one point they just wanted to be sure a model sovereignty 
curriculum would be available to all; now they are interested in a half credit of tribal 
history being required as a graduation requirement with a locally developed history for 
each area where the tribes lived. We are going to ask you to extend the deadline for 
one year as we are taking more time with the other high school requirements and need 
to see how they fit together. 
 
Navigation 101 
Navigation 101 is a life skills and planning curriculum for students in grades 6 through 
12. It aims to help students make clear, careful, and creative plans for life beyond high 
school. We have talked about the need to personalize students’ education in high 
school. OSPI staff, Martin Mueller will give you an update on Navigation 101 as a tool 
for schools. 
 
Defining Opportunity to Learn and Identifying the Weakest Link 
Bunker will present some of her research on opportunity to learn and how this can be 
critical for addressing achievement gap issues. 
 
Update on SBE Legislative Tasks 
Kathe and I have revised the End-of-Course and Science Charters, based on your 
discussion at the September Board meeting. We also have a number of studies and 
tasks, many of which are due December 1, 2007. We will let you know their status and 
in some cases, we are recommending a slight delay of six weeks to present the work to 
the legislature so that you can review final products of them at our January Board 
meeting. Please note we are not requesting any funding or policy legislation in the 2008 
session.  
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Public Outreach Update and Role of the Board Liaisons 
As you all know, we will have seven outreach efforts to engage the public in our work on 
the high school diploma this fall. The first one is in Bremerton on October 30th. We hope 
that all of you will attend at least one and I am asking at least one of our Executive 
Committee members to attend each of them. We will talk about the format and framing 
issues with you at the November Board meeting. Linda requested that we go over the 
roles currently assigned for Board liaisons and look for ways to communicate what you 
do when you attend those liaison meetings. A list of “assignments” with updated 
meetings for each group is enclosed. Zac and Lorilyn were able to connect with a 
number of students at the WSAC annual meeting and get some feedback on credits, 
culminating projects, and high school and beyond plans. 
 
Again I would like to give huge thanks to all of our hard working staff: Loy, Ashley, Brad, 
Evelyn and Kathe.  It is really a challenge to put a Board meeting together with so many 
pieces – many of which stay “fluid” up to the last second! 
 
Regards, 
 

 

Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
enc. 
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State Board of Education Meeting
Highline Community College 

Building  #2 
2400 S. 240th St. 

Des Moines, WA 98198 
November 1: 9:00 a.m. — 5:00 p.m. 
November 2: 9:00 a.m. — 3:45 p.m. 

 

 
AGENDA 

 
November 1, Thursday 
 
9:00 a.m. Call to Order and Welcome 
  Pledge of Allegiance   
  Agenda Overview   
  Approval of Minutes from the September 18-19, 2007 Meeting (Action Item) 
  
9:10 a.m. OSPI Update on Mathematics Standards Revision  

Dr. George Bright, Curriculum Specialist, K12 Mathematics, OSPI 
Ms. Jessica Vavrus, Administrator, Teaching and Learning, OSPI 
 
SBE Review of Math Credit Content 

 Mr. Steve Floyd, Board Lead 
Ms. Linda Plattner, Strategic Teaching (via phone) 
 

10:30 a.m. Break 

10:45 a.m. Charter Proposals for Board Work on System Performance Accountability and 
Meaningful High School Diploma and Progress to Date 

  Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director   
Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director 

   
Board discussion 

 
11:30 a.m. Board Work Plan and Budget 
 Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director  

 
Board discussion 

 
12:15 p.m.  Lunch 
 
1:00 p.m. 2007 WASL and NCLB Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Update 
 Ms. Gayle Pauley, Director, Special Programs – Title I/LAP & Title V, OSPI  

Dr. Evelyn Hawkins, Research Associate 
 
1:45 p.m. Update on Collection of Evidence: What is Working?  

Dr. Lesley Klenk, Administrator, Assessment Alternatives & Innovations, OSPI 
 
 



 

Proposal for Cut scores for SAT and ACT as Alternatives to the Washington 
Student Learning Assessment 
Dr. Joe Willhoft, Assistant Superintendent, Assessment and Student Information, OSPI  
 

2:30 p.m.  Break 
 
3:00 p.m.  Trends in Teacher Retention and Mobility in Selected Washington  

Middle and High Schools 
 Dr. Ana Elfers, University of Washington 
 Dr. Marge Plecki, University of Washington  
 
4:00 p.m.        Public Hearing on ACT and SAT as Alternatives to the Washington Student  
  Learning Assessment 
 
 Public Comment on Board Agenda Items 
 
5:00 p.m. Adjourn 
 
November 2, Friday 

9:00 a.m. Higher Education Master Plan 
 Ms. Ann Daley, Executive Director, Higher Education Coordinating Board 
 
9:45 a.m. Tribal MOA Update 
  Ms. Karen Condon, Councilwoman, Colville Confederated Tribe 
 
10:15 a.m.  Break 
 
10:30 a.m. Navigation 101 Presentation 
 Mr. Martin Mueller, Assistant Superintendent, Student Support, OSPI 

 
11:15 a.m.  Business Items 

• SAT and ACT Cut Scores in Reading and Writing for Alternative to WASL  
(Action Item) 

• Meaningful High School Diploma Charter (Action Item) 
• System Performance Accountability Charter (Action Item) 
• Board Work Plan and Budget (Action Item) 
• Tribal MOA Extension (Action Item) 
• Private Schools 2007-08 Approval (Action Item) 

 
12:00 p.m. Lunch  
 
12:45 p.m. Defining Opportunity to Learn and Identifying the Weakest Link   

Ms. Phyllis Frank, Board Member 
 
1:15 p.m. Update on SBE Legislative Tasks 

• End-of-Course Assessment and Charter 
• Science Standards Review and Charter 
• Career and Technical Education Student Pathways 
• Meaningful High School Diploma Purpose 

 Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
 
 



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. Emergency contact number during the meeting is 206-878-3710 x3033. 

 
2:00 p.m. Public Outreach Update and Role of SBE Board Liaisons 
  Ms. Sara Jones, Manager, APCO  

Ms. Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 

2:45 p.m. Break 
 
3:00 p.m. Public Comment on Board Agenda Items 
 
3: 30 p.m. Next Steps from the Board Meeting 
 
3:45 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. Emergency contact number during the meeting is 206-878-3710 x3777. 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X____ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: November 2, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: MATH STANDARDS REVISION AND SBE REVIEW OF MATH 

CONTENT AND THIRD MATH CREDIT 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 

State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTERS: George Bright, K-12 Mathematics Curriculum Specialist, OSPI 
 Jessica Vavrus, Teaching and Learning Administrator, OSPI  
 
 Steve Floyd, Math Lead, SBE  
 Linda Plattner, Strategic Teaching 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Math Standards Revision 
 
The SBE approved the Math Standards Review report by Strategic Teaching at 
its September meeting and sent a letter to OSPI with the report’s 
recommendations.  These recommendations included: 
 
Recommendations one and two focus on improving math content and rigor, to 
make sure students receive a complete math education that prepares them for 
the work force and college. Specifically, the recommendations call for the new 
standards to: 
 

1) Set higher expectations for Washington’s students by fortifying content 
and increasing rigor. 

2) Make clear the importance of all aspects of mathematics content including 
the standard algorithms, conceptual understanding of the content, and the 
application of mathematical processes within content. 

 
Recommendations three, four and five focus on improving the standards by 
giving teachers better guidance on what math topics to prioritize and when to 
teach them. Specifically, the recommendations call for the new standards to: 
 

3) Identify those topics that should be taught for extended periods at each 
grade level and better show how topics develop over grade levels. 



4) Increase the clarity, specificity, and measurability of the Grade Level 
Expectations (GLEs). 

5) Write Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs) that 
restructure the standards to clarify grade-level priorities and reflect both 
the conceptual and procedural sides of mathematics. 

6) Create a standards document that is easily used by most people.  
 

And finally, the last recommendation is designed to help OSPI successfully take 
on the task of re-writing the standards based on the recommendations. 

 
7) Create small, expert Standards Revision Teams for each grade band and 

systematically collect feedback on the revised standards. 
 

SBE has retained the services of Strategic Teaching to continue to work with the 
SBE and Math Panel to review the OSPI standards rewrite. The Math Panel will 
meet in December and February to discuss the standards rewrite. 
 
OSPI has hired the Dana Center to conduct the work and Dr. George Bright, who 
will serve as the liaison between OSPI and the Dana Center. OSPI has also 
selected members for its teams (standards revision, editorial and articulation) 
that will assist with the work. Dr. Bright and Jessica Vavrus from OSPI will brief 
you on their progress. The standards rewrite is due January 31, 2008.  OSPI 
briefed the Math Panel on October 17 at its meeting.  You will receive a similar 
from them at the Board meeting.  
 
SBE Review of Math Credit and Content 
 

The Legislature asked the SBE to “revise the high school graduation 
requirements…to include a minimum of three credits of mathematics, one of 
which may be a career and technical course equivalent in mathematics, and 
prescribe the mathematic content in the three credits”1  by December 1, 2007.  

Enclosed is a memo that updates you on the Math Credit and Content issues. 
You will have a presentation at your meeting. Staff recommends that you 
complete your public outreach and take action at the January meeting on the 
math credit and content issue. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
1 2SHB1906 SL 2006 











K-12 Mathematics Standards Revision
Process Update

Presented to: 

State Board of Education

November 1, 2007

Introductions and Roles

George W. Bright
Professor Emeritus of Mathematics Education, 
University of North Carolina - Greensboro and 
Special Assistant to Dr. Terry Bergeson

Jessica Vavrus
OSPI Teaching and Learning
Operations and Programs Administrator

K-12 Mathematics Standards 
Revision Process

September 19, 2007
Final report and recommendations completed and 

approved by State Board of Education and 
presented to Dr. Bergeson.

January 31, 2008
Dr. Bergeson presents final draft of revised K-12 

mathematics standards to the WA State 
Legislature.



Contractor Selection

• Competitive Request for Proposal Process publicized August 
10, 2007.

• Due to OSPI September 12, 2007

• Twelve firms were directly sent the solicitation; publicized 
nationally via Education Week periodical

• Three proposals were received: StandardsWork, University 
of Texas – Dana A. Center for Mathematics and Science 
Education, WestEd

• University of Texas – Dana A. Center for Mathematics and 
Science Education was selected as the contractor for the 
standards revision (October 2007 – January 2008).

Contractor Selection – Review and 
Scoring of Proposals

1. Evaluation of Written Proposals

2. Oral Interviews with Firms

3. Reference Checks

4. Determination of Apparent Successful

5. Debriefing Conferences

6. Contract Negotiation

Selection of Contractor:
University of Texas – Dana A. Center for 

Mathematics and Science Education
• Quality, breadth, and balance of proposal

• Extensive and comprehensive team of national 
mathematics expertise

• Strong involvement of Washington State educators, 
mathematics stakeholders, and SBE throughout the 
process

• Clear understanding of Washington context

• Strong project management team with experience with 
mathematics standards, alignment, and assessment



Role of the Dana Center

• Manage and facilitate the standards revision process to 
assure fidelity and alignment with the SBE Review and 
Recommendations report.

• Develop comprehensive drafts of the revised standards 
by compiling the work of the Standards Revision Team, 
Editorial and Articulation Teams.

Mathematics Standards Revision Process: 
October 2007 – January 2008

Standards revision – diverse and representative teams:

• Project Management Team – OSPI, University of Texas -
Dana Center

• Standards Revision Team

• Editorial Team

• Articulation Committee

Public and stakeholder input:

• SBE Math Panel

• Targeted focus groups and conferences (WERA, OSPI 
January Conference, etc.)

• Online public drafts for comment

Standards Revision Team (SRT)
Selection

 Applications disseminated statewide Sept. 21, 2007; Due 
Sept. 27, 2007 

 Selection of SRT members – October 1, 2007

 Representative membership consistent with Strategic 
Teaching’s Recommendations (including mathematicians, 
mathematics educators, teachers from all levels, curriculum 
experts, and business/community representatives, as well as, 
geographic, gender, and ethnic diversity)

Function
 Set broad vision for revision

 Identify “big ideas” by grade level

 Identify some performance expectations

 Provide detailed feedback on drafts



Summary Agenda: First SRT Meeting

Day 1
• Opening remarks: Bergeson, Triesman, Seeley

• Small group analysis of SBE Review and Recommendations 
Report, discussion of Major Recommendations

• Small group analysis of example standards - those used in the 
SBE Recommendation Report and others

Days 2 and 3
• Grade-band discussions and identification of big ideas; writing 

of sample performance expectations

SRT: Progress to Date

• Set broad vision for revision

Acknowledges need to respond to recommendations from 
the SBE Review and Recommendations Report

• Identify big ideas by grade level

Refinement of big ideas will happen at second meeting.

• Identify some performance expectations

Much more of this will happen at second meeting.

Editorial Team Meetings – October Start

• Four teams, by grade band: K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12

• Each team has a member from WA.

• Initial meetings scheduled during Oct 10-28.

• Product will be pieces of initial draft of revised 
standards.

• Format will be explored by Project Management 
and Editorial Teams.



SRT: Second Meeting 
(Oct. 31 – Nov. 2, 2007)

• Members will receive and review a compiled draft, 
created from the products of Editorial Teams.

• Major work includes continuing discussion of critical 
issues (e.g., algorithms, rigor) and analysis of details 
of the compiled draft.

• Product will be refinement of “big ideas” and 
performance expectations, along with directions to 
Editorial Teams on how to finish the first draft.

Creating the First Draft

Editorial Teams will meet again in early November to 
complete their parts of the First Draft.

Project Management Team will compile the First 
Draft, share it with SRT members and others, and 
post it on the project website. 

- The website will allow public comment on all 
aspects of the First Draft.

December 2007 – Continued Work

• December: Comments will be compiled by Project 
Management Team and shared with OSPI and others 
in WA.

• Editing of the First Draft will continue.

• A modified First Draft, along with a summary of 
comments, will be shared with the SRT in 
preparation for the January meeting.



January 2008

• Second Draft: 

Created after the January meeting of the SRT 
(January 7- 8, 2008).

- This draft will be edited and revised before the Final 
Version is submitted to Dr. Bergeson on January 28.

• January 31, 2008: 

Presentation of revised K-12 Mathematics 
Standards to State Legislature

Opportunities for Input and Comment

• Project Website – “live” in November

• Targeted Focus Groups:
• OSPI Curriculum Advisory and Review Committee + ESD 

Mathematics Coordinators, November 30

• WERA Conference, December 6

• OSPI Superintendent’s Advisor Committee

• OSPI January Conference (January 29-31, 2008)

• Additional Project Updates:
• State Board Meeting – November 1

• SBE Math Panel – December 13

• Legislative Staff updates – as requested

• Other?

Thank you!



 

 

 

 

 

October 22, 2007 
 
 
TO: State Board of Education Board Members 
 
FROM: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Third High School Math Credit and Prescribed Content for High 

School Mathematics 
 
During the last session, the legislature requested the State Board of Education to 
"revise high school graduation requirements to include a minimum of three credits of 
mathematics, one of which may be a career and technical course equivalent in 
mathematics, and prescribe the mathematics content in the three required credits." 1  
The Board is supposed to do this work by December 1, 2007. I recommend that you 
review the information presented at the November Board meeting and continue your 
outreach meetings to gather public comment. I think you should wait until your January 
board meeting for a decision. 
 
I read the request this way:  The legislature wants students to take more than two 
credits of math. They would like the third credit to be earned by students graduating in 
the Class of 2012. They want to be sure there are ways to “cross credit” career and 
technical education (CTE) courses with math content that could count as a math credit. 
They also want the SBE to outline the core concepts needed for high school courses 
such as Algebra I, Geometry, and Algebra II (as well as integrated versions such as 
Integrated I, II, and III). 
 
There are two key questions for you to consider and that we have posed to others in our 
work sessions: 
 

1. What should the third credit of math look like? 
2. What are the implications for CTE math courses? 

 

                                                 
1 2SHB 1906 from the 2007 Legislative Session 
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A Third Mathematics Credit 
 
 In our work to examine alignment of high school credits with the requirements to enter 
(and be successful in) postsecondary education, we looked at the kind of math required 
so that students do not need to take remedial courses. Intermediate algebra (Algebra II) 
is the math students must master to place into credit bearing classes. To align with 
postsecondary requirements and success in college, you would need to adopt a math 
credit that was aligned with the grade level expectations (GLEs) for 11th and 12th grade. 
OSPI is currently revising these GLES and they will contain Algebra II. We do not know 
what else the new GLEs will contain nor do we have a way to determine the amount of 
Algebra II that should be a part of a credit . The Higher Education Coordinating Board 
now requires a quantitative course (it can be a math based course in science or math) 
for a high school student’s senior year (unless they have completed math through pre-
calculus) for minimum college admission. You may want to consider requiring the third 
credit of math for the senior year as well so that students do not lose their math skills.  
 
Implications for CTE 
 
One challenge with CTE math courses is how much math is in them and is the math 
aligned to the 9th and 10th grade level expectations. We do not currently have the 
answers to these questions. In addition we believe that none of the current CTE courses 
align with grade level expectations beyond 10th grade, which means new CTE courses 
would need to be created. We have also looked at Career Pathways and CTE courses 
that lead to certificates. What is clear is that the certificates earned at community and 
technical colleges that pay the higher wage jobs (e.g., health, engineering technologies, 
information technology, and protective services) all require Algebra II. The certificates 
from programs with lower wage jobs (e.g., early childhood, culinary arts, and nursing 
assistance) require Algebra I and Geometry. Math needed for jobs requiring only a high 
school education or for apprenticeship programs is highly varied.  
 
Work to Date 
 
The Board has contracted with Linda Plattner of Strategic Teaching to develop the core 
mathematical concepts that are included in commonly taught courses. A draft of these 
core concepts has been developed for Algebra I, Geometry, and Algebra II, and a draft 
of the integrated series is in progress. She is sharing this information with OSPI as they 
rewrite the standards (we are caught in a conundrum since the legislature is requiring 
something more specific than the standards before they have been rewritten). OSPI has 
just begun its work on rewriting the standards and will not be done until the end of 
January.   



 

Linda is examining ways that career and technical education courses may be used to 
meet these requirements. Linda is consulting with OSPI mathematics staff and other 
mathematicians and career and technical education teachers as she prepares this work. 
We have also asked Linda to determine what kind of mathematics is necessary to enter 
an apprenticeship program and to determine what kind of math allows students to begin 
their post high school education with credit bearing courses. We shared this content at 
our meetings on October 17th with the Math Panel and October 18th with the Meaningful 
High School Diploma advisors. There was no clear consensus from those meetings.  
 
The Board will have an overview of the math credit issue and listen to Linda’s 
presentation at its November 1, 2007 meeting on the third credit of math and will receive 
public comment. It will also conduct outreach to listen to the public on math as part of its 
high school diploma discussion this fall across the state. Currently, the Board requires 
that the two high school math credits align with 9th and 10th grade level expectations. As 
part of its pending adoption, the Board will need to decide whether the third credit of 
math must align with 11th and/or 12th grade level expectations and whether it wants to 
require math in the senior year. Attached is a list of the math requirements needed for 
degree and certificate programs at community and technical colleges as well as the 
minimum math requirements needed for admission to four-year public colleges in 
Washington. 
 
Attachments 
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Work Session on the Third Credit of Math and Math Content

THE NEW STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
Accountability | World-Class Math and Science Standards | Meaningful Diploma

Framing the Issues

A Catalyst for Improvement
The New State Board

• Improve student performance dramatically.

• Provide all students the opportunity to 
succeed in postsecondary education, the 
21st century world of work and citizenship.

Our Goals
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Joint Math Action Plan – An
Achievable Vision for 2011

A highly collaborative effort: OSPI, SBE and 
PESB
• Clear, world-class standards

• A new generation of assessments

• Curriculum aligned to standards

• Rigorous graduation course requirements

• Excellent, aligned teacher preparation and 
professional development

Strengthening the Diploma
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

• Purpose of Diploma: Propose revised definition. 
• Report to Legislature: December 1, 2007 

(E2SHB 3098)

• Math: Revise high school graduation requirement to 
include 3 credits, prescribing math content in 
required credits, including a CTE equivalency.  This 
math credit will become effective for the class of 
2012.
• Report to Legislature: December 1, 2007 (2SHB 

1906)

Legislative Requirements for SBE
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Current Context

• Washington State Minimum High School 
Graduation Credits have not changed since 1985

• Employers are looking for higher skilled, better 
trained and educated workers.

• Livable wage jobs in today’s economy require more 
education and higher skills.

• Over one third of students who attend either 2 and 
4 year colleges directly from high school enroll in a 
remediation course; in community and technical 
colleges alone, the percentage is higher.

Meaningful H.S. Diploma

Washington Requires Fewer Credits Than Most States
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

How Do Washington’s Graduation 
Requirements Compare?

• Fourteen states have set their course requirements 
at a level that will prepare high school graduates for 
success in college and the workplace. Another 15 
states are working toward similar alignment.

• Only 8 states, including Washington, require fewer 
than 20 credits; however, Washington districts’ 
requirements average 24 credits.

• 44 states with state level graduation requirements 
have a median number of 3 math credits required, 
some are moving to 4 credits.
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Current Graduation Requirements
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

Subject Current Graduation 
Requirements

English 3
Math 2

Science 2 
(1 lab science)

Social Studies 2.5
World Language 0
Arts 1
Health and Fitness 2
Occupational Education 1
Electives 5.5
Total 19  (13.5 core + 5.5 electives)

Current Graduation Requirements vs. College Math Credit Requirements
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

Subject Current 
Graduation 

Requirements

Two-year and 
Four Year 

Public 
College for 

Credit 
Bearing 
Classes

Math

2 credits 
aligned with 
the 9th and 
10th level 

GLEs

Mastery of 
Algebra I, 
Geometry, 

and Algebra II
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Most Districts Exceed State Minimum in English; Meet Minimums in Math & Science
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

Valuing Public Input
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

• Developed preliminary draft concepts for extensive 
and formative public input and refinement.

• Acknowledged magnitude of the implementation 
challenges that these proposals may present. 

• Recognized the need to be especially sensitive to 
identifying potential implementation barriers as well 
as strategies for dealing with them.

The Board…
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Purposes For A Diploma
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

• Ready for success in postsecondary 
education, gainful employment, and 
citizenship.

• Meet personalized education needs of 
student as well as society’s needs.

One Diploma For All
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

• Send clear message to all students about 
what they need to succeed after high 
school.

• Ensure that diploma means that students 
have met certain standards.

• Give appropriate recognition to special 
education students with IEPs.
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Key Principles and Critical Elements
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

• Overarching expectations/essential skills 
needed for student lifelong learning. 

• Equivalency or competency credits
(cross credits between subjects, ability to 
demonstrate competencies in a variety of 
subjects—world language, Career and 
Technical Education, etc).

Key Principles and Critical Elements
Meaningful H.S. Diploma

• Comprehensive integrated graduation 
requirement package:  
o High school and beyond plan 
o High quality courses
o Application of learning through a 

culminating project
o CAA/CIA

• Alignment with postsecondary education 
minimum entry requirements.
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State Board of Education:  Next Steps

Questions for the Board:

•What should the third credit of math look 
like?

•What are the implications for CTE math 
courses?











STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: ___X___ ACTION 
 
DATE: November 1, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: SYSTEM PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY DRAFT 
CHARTER 
 MEANINGFUL HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA DRAFT CHARTER 
 END OF COURSE ASSESSMENT STUDY REVISED CHARTER  
 SCIENCE STANDARDS REVIEW REVISED CHARTER 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTER: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
 Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
At the August Retreat, the Board discussed strategies for chartering current projects 
and committees. Presented in this section are draft charters for System Performance 
Accountability and Meaningful High School Diploma. The Board will discuss these 
charters, make any modifications desired and approve at the meeting. 
 
Also included are the charters for End of Course Assessment and Science 
Standards Review that were revised to reflect suggestions from Board members 
provided at the September meeting. 
 



 

 

 

 

System Performance Accountability Charter 

 
Project Purpose:  
 

To develop a statewide accountability system with state and local policy makers, educators, 
parents, and citizens working together to ensure no student falls through the cracks and that no 
school fails its students. 

 
Background: 
 
When the legislature reconstituted the State Board in 2005, it transferred the responsibilities for 
creating a statewide accountability system from the A+ Commission to the State Board of 
Education. The requirements1 for an accountability system include: 
 

» Setting performance improvement goals; 
» Setting cut scores on state assessments;  
» Identifying criteria for successful schools and districts in need of assistance and those 

where students persistently fail; 
» Identifying criteria for schools and districts where intervention and appropriate strategies 

are needed; 
» Creating performance incentives;  
» Reviewing the assessment reporting system to ensure fairness, accuracy, timeliness, 

and equity of opportunity; 
» Providing biennial report on progress; and 
» Determining when school districts should choose from a curricular and instructional 

materials menu (2SHB 1906 from the 2007 Legislative Session). 

 
Connection to Board’s Mission, Goals, and Work Plan 
 
The Board adopted two overall goals to frame its work with accountability and the review of high 

school graduation requirements. The goals are: 

» Improve student performance dramatically; and  
» Provide all Washington students the opportunity to succeed in post-secondary 

education, the 21st century world of work, and citizenship. 
 
 
A focus on system performance accountability is one of the top priorities for the Board’s work 
plan in 2007-08. 
 

                                                           
1 RCW 28A.305.130 (4) 



 

Board Role 

Kris Mayer will serve as the Board lead. Board members will participate in work sessions as well 
as regular Board meetings. The Board will adopt a final package of system performance 
accountability measures in July 2008 to prepare for the 2009 Legislative Session. 

 
Scope of Work 

The Board adopted a preamble to its motions on key concepts for the system performance 
accountability work to provide direction to staff as they develop proposals for the State Board of 
Education’s future review. The Board wants to be clear that these are preliminary, draft 
concepts that will receive extensive and formative public input and refinement. The Board, in 
advancing these concepts, is not endorsing specific details at this point. In addition, the Board 
acknowledges the magnitude of the implementation challenges that these proposals may 
present and asks our staff to be especially sensitive to identifying potential implementation 
barriers as well as strategies for dealing with them as they bring forward proposals for our 
review. 
 
The three draft concepts are: 
 

1. Performance Improvement Goals and Indicators to Measure System Progress 
   

2. A Tiered System of Continuous Improvement for All Schools 
 

3. Targeted Strategies for Chronically Underperforming Schools  
 

Deliverables 
 

 Revisions to school and district improvement plans through SBE rules and guidelines 

 Proposed accountability index to identify schools and districts 

 Case studies and video on selected issues 

 Development of tiers with detail for continuous school and district improvement  

 Proposal on when school districts must adopt a state curricular menu 

 Proposal on strategies for chronically underperforming “Summit Schools” 

 Legislative package on final proposals for school and district support  

 Proposals on revision and adoption of performance goals 

 SBE report card 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Draft Timeline for Input Process and Board Deliverables 
October 22, 2007 Board work session with advisors on school and district 

improvement plans 

November 1, 2007 SPA Charter and discussion of teacher distribution study 

November-December 2007 Consultant expert review of accountability index 

January 9-10, 2008 Board meeting to discuss staff recommendations on WAC rule 
revisions and other changes for school improvement plans 

January-March 2008 Video and case studies on schools (if additional funding is 
available) developed to examine real life stories and issues to 
be ready for spring outreach 

February  26, 2008 Board work session with advisors on tiers for continuous 
school and district improvement, a performance reward 
system, and draft report card 

March-June  2008 National Consortium assistance on specific proposals for 
chronically underperforming schools and districts with draft 
product due in May and final product due in June 

March 26-27, 2008 Board meeting to discuss staff recommendations on tiers, 
accountability index, and report card 

March 27, 2008 
 

Symposium hosted by SBE with national experts on 
chronically underperforming schools (if additional funding 
available) 

Spring 2008 Public outreach on system performance accountability 
concepts at seven community meetings across the state 

May 14-15, 2008 Board meeting to discuss outreach and chronically 
underperforming schools 

June 19, 2008 Board work session with advisors on chronically 
underperforming schools  

July 23-24, 2008 Board meeting to adopt full proposal package for 2009 
session on accountability  

September 30, 2008 Submit legislative and budget proposals to the Governor 

Fall 2008 Continued Board outreach to key stakeholders and community 
on proposed legislative and budget package  
Board work session and meetings on performance 
improvement goals 

Fall 2009 First SBE Report Card produced 

 

Communication Plan 

The communication plan includes work sessions and public outreach meetings to be 

held periodically throughout the year (see Timeline) with relevant stakeholders such as 

educators, legislators, parents, and business representatives.  A symposium with 

national experts focused on improving chronically-underperforming schools is 

considered for March 27, 2008. 

Staff Project Managers 
Edie Harding, Executive Director and Evelyn Hawkins, Research Associate 
 



    

 

 

 

 

 

End of Course Assessment Study Final Charter  

 

Project Purpose 
 
The project purpose is to conduct the study requested by the Governor and legislature from the 
2007 legislative session on the following research questions:  
 
1. What are the strengths and weaknesses of Washington moving in the direction of End of 

Course Assessments (EOCs), which may be used in conjunction with the WASL or in place 
of the WASL at the high school level, including: experiences in other states with a specific 
focus on lessons learned and how those lessons would apply to Washington for end-of-
course alternatives and detailed information on what it would take in terms of steps and 
schedule to implement math and science EOCs if Washington decides to pursue that 
direction? What states are using EOCs in all subject areas now and what are their 
purposes? 
 

2. What role do norm reference tests have as alternative tests for graduation? 

 
Background 
 
Currently 25 states, including Washington, require, or plan to soon require, students to pass exit 

tests for high school graduation. Seven of these states use a series of “end-of course” (EOC) 

assessments, where students take the test(s) after completing a course(s). Senate Bill ESSB 

6023 directed the Washington State Board of Education (SBE) to examine and recommend 

changes to high school assessments with a limited series of end-of-course assessments. The 

Governor vetoed the language (see Attachment A for actual language) because she felt that the 

study should not predetermine that end-of-course assessments would be implemented. What 

are the implementation issues, costs, and lessons learned? 

In addition, The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) is directed to request 
that vendors bidding on its upcoming new testing contract address cost and technical aspects of 
implementing EOC assessments. 
 
An additional section of the law passed, directs the SBE to examine opportunities for approved 
alternatives for the CAA assessment system to include one or more standardized norm-
referenced student achievement tests and the possible use of reading, writing, or mathematics 
portions of the ACT ASSET and ACT COMPASS tests and how they relate to state standards. 
This review will be conducted as a part of this overall study on alternative assessments. 
 



    

 

Connection to Board’s Mission, Goals, and Work Plan 

This was a study that was required by the legislature initially (and then through the Governor’s 

veto message) to gain an independent review of End of Course Assessments by the Board. 

This work is connected to the Board’s work plan to review the math and science standards, as 

well, as OSPI proposed instructional materials menus for math and science. The Board will be 

adopting a 3rd credit of math, as well as, the prescribed content in December 2007 or January 

2008. Legislators have a keen interest in implementing the EOCs in math and science for high 

school students. 

Board Role 

Steve Floyd will serve as the Board’s Lead on this project. Any Board member that has any 

questions or comments may contact Steve. An interim report will be shared with Board 

members at the November 2007 Board meeting. The Board will receive the final report at its 

January meeting. At its September meeting the Board discussed sending the report findings to 

the Governor, as required by January 15th 2008, but not making recommendations due to 

insufficient time to review the report and meet with stakeholders. 

Scope of Work 

The contractor will examine three major areas for the end of course assessment study: 
 
1. A thorough review of the primary and secondary literature on EOCs and high school 

assessment systems and a documentation of what states are using EOCs and norm 
referenced tests currently, and in what capacity (EOCs in all subject areas not just those 
limited to math and science will be explored as well as the purposes); 

2. A set of in depth case studies of states with extensive experience implementing EOCs; and  
3. A discussion of policy implications for Washington’s high school assessment system based 

on lessons learned from states with EOCs. 
 
The contractor will also report on the opportunities to use additional alternatives for the CAA 
assessment system using norm referenced student achievement tests. 
 

Consultant Deliverables 
 

 Interim report October 26, 2007 

 Final report January 4, 2008 
 



    

 

Timeline for Input Process and Board Deliverables 
 

Mid September 2007 Consultant begins work 

October 20, 2007 Consultant will submit report to the SBE 

October  30, 2007 Consultant will meet with SBE staff, Board lead, and others to 
discuss draft report in Olympia area 

January 4, 2008 Consultant will submit final report to SBE 

January 9 or 10, 2008 Consultant will present findings to SBE at Board meeting in 
Olympia  
 
Board will accept report (Note: The Board will review the 
report findings, but does not plan to make any 
recommendation at this time) 

January 15, 2008 State Board will provide the Governor with the report findings, 
but not recommendations 

 

Communication Plan 

The SBE will work with OSPI, legislative staff, and the Governor’s staff to keep them informed of 

the work and share progress with key stakeholders including legislators. 

Staff Project Manager 
 Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
The project manager will work with a team from Education First Consulting. The project 
manager will: 

 
1. Supervise the execution of the RFP and work with a small team including the Board lead to 

guide the consultant’s work; 
2. Give feedback on the interim and final report; and 
3. Ensure the Board and Board members are informed of the work. 



    

 

 

Governor’s Veto Language for ESSB 6023    Attachment A 

Section 9 of this bill directs the State Board of Education, in consultation with the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, to study, examine, and recommend changes to the high 
school assessments in mathematics and science, focusing on replacement of the current 
assessments with specifically identified end-of-course assessments. The study's 
recommendation topics and timelines are structured to point to implementing end-of-course 
assessments as the predetermined outcome. For this reason, I am vetoing Section 9.  
However, I am well aware of the strong legislative interest in this subject, specifically related to 
mathematics and science assessments. I have asked the State Board of Education to conduct a 
broad, objective study of end-of-course assessments. In the course of this study they will 
examine the various end-of-course assessment systems used by other states; their purposes; 
the subjects assessed and how they align with state standards, curriculum, and instruction; 
whether the exams are used singly or in combination with other assessments for graduation 
decision purposes; how the exams integrate with an entire assessment system (all grades 
subjects); and implementation issues learned. Additionally, OSPI will ask potential test vendors 
to provide information regarding cost and technical aspects of implementing end-of-course 
assessments and that information will be shared with the State Board. The State Board of 
Education will provide recommendations based upon their study and present the study 
information and recommendations by January 15, 2008. 



    

 

 

 

 

 

Meaningful High School Diploma Charter  

 

Project Purpose 
 
The purpose of the Meaningful High School Diploma project is to review current Board-
mandated high school graduation requirements in order to assess what changes may 
be needed to provide all students the opportunity to succeed in postsecondary 
education, the 21st century world of work and citizenship.  A second purpose is to 
address, in the context of this comprehensive review, the external tasks the Board has 
received from the legislature or agreed to assume; specifically, determining the purpose 
of a diploma1, adding a third credit of math and prescribing the content of math 
graduation credits2, studying the impact of graduation requirements on students in 
intensive career and technical education programs3 and addressing tribal history, 
culture and government4. 
 

Background 
 
Although the State Board of Education has had authority for many years to establish or 
alter high school graduation requirements, it has not revised subject area minimum 
credit requirements since 1985. In the early 2000’s, the Board added two non-credit 
based requirements—the High School and Beyond Plan and the Culminating Project—
that will take effect with the class of 2008.   
 
When the legislature asked the Board to revise the purpose of the diploma, the Board 
elected to conduct a comprehensive review of high school graduation requirements.   
To begin this work, the Board established a Meaningful High School Diploma 
Committee and an advisory group of stakeholders. In addition to feedback from the 
advisory group, the Committee heard presentations from experts in selected subjects 
(e.g., math, civics, career and technical education); on designated topics (e.g., 
differentiated diplomas and district graduation requirements); and on the interests of the 

                                                           
1 E2SHB 3098 from the 2006 legislative session 
2 2SHB 1906 from the 2007 legislative session 
3 RCW 28A.230.090 
4 Memorandum of Agreement with Tribal Leader Congress on Education, related to SHB 1495 from the 

2005 legislative session 



    

 

“receivers” of high school graduates:  business, workforce training, and two- and four-
year colleges.   
 
Staff produced an inventory of districts’ current graduation credit requirements to serve 
as a baseline for the review. The Committee proposed a set of preliminary 
recommendations, including changes to the credit requirements and the addition of 
essential skills.  
 
Staff synthesized the foundational concepts underlying the recommendations.  The 
Board approved these draft concepts at its September 2007 meeting, with the following 
preamble to provide direction to staff as they develop proposals for the State Board of 
Education’s future review: 
 

 The Board wants to be clear that these are preliminary, draft concepts that will 
receive extensive and formative public input and refinement. The Board, in 
advancing these concepts, is not endorsing specific details at this point. In 
addition, the Board acknowledges the magnitude of the implementation 
challenges that these proposals may present and asks our staff to be especially 
sensitive to identifying potential implementation barriers as well as strategies for 
dealing with them as they bring forward proposals for our review. 
 

The draft concepts that frame the work of the meaningful high school diploma include: 
 
1. Purpose of a diploma: The diploma should signify that students are ready for 

success in postsecondary education, gainful employment, and citizenship.  

Requirements should address the personalized education needs of students as 

well as society’s needs. 

2. One diploma for all: The purpose and expectations of a diploma apply to all 

students (with appropriate recognition for special education students on IEPs). 

Requirements for the diploma send a clear message to all students about what 

they need to succeed after high school, and ensure that students have met a 

common set of standards. 

3. Proposed guiding principles.  Graduation requirements should:  

• Establish overarching expectations/essential skills needed for student  
lifelong learning; 

• Explore equivalency or competency credits, particularly, but not 
exclusively, in the area of career and technical education; 

• Represent a comprehensive, integrated package; 
• Align with postsecondary education minimum entry requirements. 

 



    

 

Connection to Board’s Mission, Goals and Work Plan 

The Board’s mission is to lead the development of state policy, provide system 

oversight, and advocate for student success. High school graduation requirements are 

one of the major areas of the Board’s policy authority. The Board adopted two overall 

goals to frame its work with accountability and the review of high school graduation 

requirements. The goals are: 

 Improve student performance dramatically; and 

 Provide all Washington students the opportunity to succeed in post-secondary 

education, the 21st century world of work, and citizenship. 

A comprehensive review of high school graduation requirements is one of the top 

priorities for the Board’s work plan in 2007-08. In addition, the ongoing work related to 

math and science (standards review and revision, review of curriculum); the study of 

end-of-course assessment; and accountability need to be considered in relation to the 

meaningful high school diploma.     

Board Role 

Eric Liu will serve as the Board lead. Board members will participate in work sessions 
that will delve deeper into selected topics, hear presentations and updates at regular 
Board meetings, participate in public outreach, and ultimately adopt a revised set of 
graduation requirements in July 2008 to prepare for the 2009 Legislative Session. 
 

Scope of Work 

In late fall 2007, the Board will conduct public outreach on the draft concepts that will 

provide a framework for consideration of new graduation requirements. The Board will 

submit to the legislature a revised definition for the purpose of a diploma, establish rules 

for the addition of a third math credit, and prescribe the content of the math credits 

required for graduation. It will address the issue of tribal history, culture and 

government, per the Board’s Memorandum of Agreement with the Tribal Leader 

Congress on Education. Finally, the Board will submit to the legislature a study of the 

impact of graduation requirements on students in intensive career and technical 

education programs. 

Through much of 2008, the Board will continue to review research and gather 

information in order to consider thoughtfully, what changes in graduation requirements 

may be needed. 

 
 



    

 

Deliverables 
 

 Database of districts’ graduation requirements 
 Revised set of SBE graduation requirements 
 Career and Technical Education Study 
 Transcript analysis of current course-taking patterns 

 
Draft Timeline for Input Process and Board Deliverables 
 

Task Time Frame  

Board work session on math content October 18, 2007 

Public outreach on draft concepts for MHSD work Late Fall 2007 

Extension of MOA November 2007 

Staff analysis of states’ approaches to graduation 
requirements 

December 2007-March 2008  

Review of Career and Technical Education Study January 2008 

Decision on purpose of a diploma January 2008 

Decision on math content of graduation requirements January 2008 

Transcript study (if funding received) January – April 2008 

Work session on world languages, arts, health, and 
fitness 

January 11, 2008 

Work session on science, social studies, career, and 
technical education 

February 6, 2008 

Work session on high school and beyond plan and 
culminating project 

February 20, 2008 

Work session with principals on graduation 
requirements 

February 2008 

Board meeting to review staff recommendations for  
proposed graduation requirements 

March 26-27, 2008 

Public outreach on proposed recommendations April 2008 

Work session on public feedback on graduation 
requirements 

Early May 2008 

Board meeting to review revised staff 
recommendations for proposed graduation 
requirements  

May 14-15, 2008 

Funding implications of MHSD recommendations 
conveyed to Joint Basic Education Finance Task 
Force 

May-July 2008 

Board meeting to adopt full proposal package for 
2009 session on graduation requirements 

July 23-24, 2008 

Legislative and budget proposals September 30, 2008 

Adopt rules for revised graduation requirements Fall 2008 

 
 
 



    

 

Communication Plan 
 
The communication plan includes work sessions and public outreach meetings to be 

held periodically through the year (see timeline) with relevant stakeholders such as 

educators, legislators, parents, and business representatives.  All reports will be placed 

on the SBE Web site, and editorial boards will be contacted as the recommendations 

develop. The SBE will work with OSPI, legislative staff, and the Governor’s staff to keep 

them informed of the work and share progress with key stakeholders including 

legislators. 

 
Staff Project Manager 
 
Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
 
  
 

 



 

 

 

 

Science Standards and Curriculum Review Charter 
 

Project Purpose 

Review K-10 science standards and provide feedback on the Office of Superintendent 

of Public Instruction’s recommended science curricula.   

Background 

The impetus for the work comes from three sources:  Washington Learns, student 

performance on the WASL, and the legislature. 

The Governor commissioned a committee, “Washington Learns,” to review the entire 

education system. The report, issued in 2006, called for the State Board of Education to 

adopt international performance standards for math and science benchmarked to the 

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) or the Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA) and to adopt high school graduation 

requirements aligned with international standards. 

One reason for this call to higher standards was students’ performance on the science 

WASL. From 2003-2006, performance of students who took the 10th grade science 

Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) remained essentially flat, with 

approximately 35 percent of students meeting the standard needed for high school 

graduation.  

In response to both of these events, the legislature directed the Board to review current 

Washington science standards and propose recommendations to strengthen them 

(SSHB 1906). In addition, the Board is asked to provide feedback and comment to the 

superintendent of public instruction regarding science curricula the superintendent will 

bring to the Board. 



Connection to Board’s Mission, Goals, and Work Plan 

Review of the standards is consistent with the Board’s mission to provide K-12 system 

oversight in order to accomplish its goal of raising student achievement dramatically. In 

addition, work on science standards will inform the Board as it considers revisions to 

high school graduation requirements and addresses the question of how much science 

21st century graduates will need, and whether additional lab science is needed. The 

timetable for the standards review has been built into the 2007-2008 work plan.  

Board Role 

Jeff Vincent will serve as the Board lead. Board members can attend meetings of the 

science advisory panel and will ultimately: 

1.  Recommend to the superintendent of public instruction, revised essential 
academic learning requirements and grade level expectations in science; 

2. Review the revised essential academic learning requirements and grade level 
expectations for science; and  

3. Provide comment and recommendations to the superintendent of public 
instruction regarding the science curricula recommended by the superintendent. 

 

Scope of Work 

Three tasks frame the work of this project: 

1.  Review of the science standards; 
2.  Official comment and recommendations on science curricula  proposed by the 

superintendent of public instruction; and  
3. Establishment of a science advisory panel to provide review and formal comment 

on proposed recommendations for revised science standards and proposed 
curricula. 

 

An external consultant will review the standards and present the work as it develops to 

an advisory panel of Washington science experts and stakeholders. The panel will 

provide feedback for the consultant to consider and respond to. After recommendations 

have been developed, the consultant will meet with three focus groups around the state 

to solicit feedback from a broader array of stakeholders. Throughout the process, the 

consultant will keep the Board informed through written and oral reports, and through 

communication with the Board Lead and Project Manager. 

Deliverables 

 Preliminary, interim and final reports due to SBE from consultant 

 SBE Recommendations on science standards revisions to the superintendent of 
public instruction  

 SBE official comment and recommendations regarding the recommended science 
curricula presented by the superintendent of public instruction 

 



Timeline 

Task Dates 

Review of RFPs, signing of contract, and 
selection of members of science advisory 
panel 

October 2007 

Consultant’s review of standards and three 
meetings with science advisory panel 

October 2007 – April 2008 

Board meeting to discuss preliminary report 
from consultant  

January 9-10, 2008 

Board meeting to discuss interim report from 
consultant 

March 26-27, 2008 

Public input through three focus groups 
across the state 

March/April 2008 

Board meeting to approve final report from 
consultant  

May 14-15, 2008 

Recommendations to SPI for revised 
standards and grade level expectations 

June 30, 2008 

Review draft revised standards with science 
advisory panel 

November 2008 

Receive revised standards from OSPI  December 1, 2008 

Receive from OSPI recommendations for 
basic science curricula 

May 15, 2009 

Science advisory panel review of curricula 
recommended by OSPI 

May/June 2009 

Provide official comment to OSPI regarding 
the recommended science curricula 

June 30, 2009 

 

Communication Plan 

The SBE will elicit input on the recommendations by conducting focus groups and 

encouraging feedback through the Board’s Web site.  All reports will be placed on the 

SBE Web site, and editorial Boards will be contacted as the recommendations develop.  

The SBE will work with OSPI, legislative staff, and the Governor’s staff to keep them 

informed of the work and share progress with key stakeholders including legislators. 

 

Staff Project Manager 

Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: ___X___ ACTION 
 
DATE: November 1, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: Board Work Plan and Budget 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTER: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
  
BACKGROUND 
 
We have prepared a work plan and budget for your review. The main focus of our 
activities this year will continue to be the meaningful high school diploma and 
system performance accountability.  The difference from last year is that we will 
host work sessions on these topics for all Board members and the interested 
public to attend. We will also need to step up our outreach efforts through a 
variety of ways and suggest in addition to meetings across the state, that we host 
a symposium with experts on underperforming schools. 
 
We had outlined some additional activities in the budget and our work 
plan/charters that we would like to seek funding for through Gates and other 
foundations. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
We would like you to approve the work plan as well as the budget for FY 2008 for 
the funds we have allocated based on our state appropriation and approve of 
staff seeking additional funds beyond the state to carry out projects as identified. 
 

 
 

















State Board of Education
Total Funds

STATE FUNDING

July 2007-June 

2008

July 2008-June 

2009 2007-09 Total

Legislation Approp for SBE Operations 1,080,000$           815,000$               1,895,000$            

Legislation Approp for Math and Science 250,000$              50,000$                 300,000$                

Total Available 1,330,000$           865,000$              2,195,000$            

December 2007-

December 2008

GATES FUNDING 449,750.00$        

PARTNERSHIP4 LEARNING 50,000$                







SBE Contracts as of Oct 7, 

2007 FY 07 FY 08 Total

New or 

Additions in 

FY 08 Source Completion

Strategic Teaching 82,240$    79,360$    161,600$      $     20,000 

Gates and 

Partnership4Learnin

g

March 30 2008 add extension 

to June 30, 2008

October 26, 2007

Center for Strengthening 

Teaching 2,800$      2,800$          Gates September 30, 2007

Mass Insight 9,000$       Gates June 30, 2007

Education First 53,000$    53,000$       State $ January 30, 2008?

Dee Endelman/ Retreat 

Facilitator 6,100$      State $ August 30, 2007

APCO / PR Efforts 100,000$ 100,000$     
 Need to 

extend Gates December 31, 2007

Science 197,000$ 197,000$     State $ June 30, 2008

WSU/SESRC CTE Study 18,000$    18,000$       Gates December 31, 2007

Accountability Experts 5,000$      5,000$          Gates Decmber 31, 2007

Totals 91,240$    461,260$ 537,400$      $     20,000 



Notes More Notes

partnership for learning 

will contribute $50,000  

$4000 to review standards 

rewrite

We will need to retain 

Linda for work on 

curriculum and standards

$14700 to do math content review

$14,000 a month plus 

expenses

Possible video and other 

pieces



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X___ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: November 1, 2007 
 
SUBJECT:  2007 WASL and NCLB AYP Results 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
  
PRESENTERS: Evelyn Hawkins, Research Associate 
 State Board of Education 
 
 Gayle Pauley, Director, Title I/LAP and Title V 
 Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The 2007 WASL spring administration is the second year that all grades 3-8 and 10 were 
tested in reading and mathematics, and for some grades they were also tested in writing 
and/or science. Comparisons to the percent that met standard in 2006 show mixed results. 
That is, in 2007, higher percentages met standard in reading for grades 3 and 7; in 
mathematics for grades 3, 5, and 7; and in writing for grades 7 and 10. For other grades and 
content areas, the percent meeting standard in 2007 either fell or remained essentially the 
same as in 2006. The spring 2007 administration was an opportunity for students of the Class 
of 2008 to retake or take the tests for the first time in their efforts to meet the requirements for 
the Certificate of Academic Achievement or Certificate of Individual Achievement (CAA/CIA) 
and their high school diploma. 
 
These 2007 WASL results, along with the results of the summer WASL retakes are the basis 
for determining whether our schools and districts have met the NCLB adequate yearly 
progress (AYP) targets. Preliminary findings showed that over 750 schools did not make AYP 
compared to about 340 in 2006. The main reason for this is that 2007 is the first year that 
grades other than 4, 7, and 10 were included in the analysis allowing for more student 
subgroup consideration.   
 
Included behind this tab is: (1) a memo with information on the spring 2007 WASL results, the 
progress made by the Class of 2008 in working towards the CAA/CIA and a high school 
diploma, and preliminary state-level AYP results; and (2) the power point presentation 
summarizing the information in the memo. At the meeting Gayle Pauley will present more 
information on the 2007 AYP results and the NCLB reauthorization. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
November 1, 2007 
 
 
 
TO: Board Members 
 
FROM: Evelyn Hawkins 
 Research Associate 
 
SUBJECT: 2007 WASL and NCLB AYP PRELIMINARY RESULTS1 
 
The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction recently released information on 
the results of the spring 2007 WASL testing. Students in grades 3-8 and 10 were 
required to take the reading and mathematics tests. In addition, students in grades 4, 7, 
and 10 also took the writing test, while students in grades 5, 8, and 10 also took the 
science test.2 
 
This memo includes information on how students performed in the different grades and 
different content areas. Also included is information on the progress of students in the 
classes of 2008 and 2009 on meeting the WASL Certificate of Academic Achievement 
(CAA)/Certificate of Individual Achievement (CIA) and high school diploma 
requirements. Finally, preliminary information is presented on how Washington schools 
and school districts performed in meeting our No Child Left Behind (NCLB) annual 
yearly progress (AYP) targets. 
 
All Participating Grades: Results of 2007 WASL 
The Spring 2007 annual testing cycle was the 11th year for grade 4 students in reading, 
writing, and mathematics; it was the second annual testing for 3rd graders in reading 
and mathematics. The number of years for the other grades and content areas varied 
between those two extremes. 
The 2007 results compared to the 2006 results are mixed as shown in Figure 1 below. 
Third and 7th graders showed improvements in reading scores; 3rd, 5th and 7th graders 
showed gains in mathematics scores; 7th and 10th graders showed gains in writing 
scores. On the other hand, 4th, 5th, and 8th graders experienced declines in reading 
scores. The directions of these changes between 2006 and 2007 by themselves; 
however, cannot predict well the direction in which future scores will go. 

                                                 
1 The source of the WASL information in this memo is from documents on the OSPI website:  
http://www.k12.wa.us/Communications/pressreleases2007/WASLScoreRelease2007.aspx. 
2 Grade 9 students were allowed to take the 10th grade WASL tests in an early effort to meet the WASL 
Certificate of Academic Achievement (CAA) and high school diploma requirements. 
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Figure 1 
WASL 2007 Results compared to WASL 2006 

 
(shown as percent meeting standard*) 

  Reading Writing Mathematics Science 
Grade 2007 2006 2007 2006 2007 2006 2007 2006 

3 70.7% 68.3% 
  

69.4% 64.2% 
  4 76.4% 81.2% 60.1% 60.4% 57.9% 58.9% 
  5 71.7% 76.3% 

  
59.3% 55.8% 36.4% 35.7% 

6 67.8% 66.7% 
  

49.5% 49.5% 
  7 68.5% 61.5% 68.1% 64.6% 54.4% 48.5% 
  8 64.7% 70.1% 

  
49.5% 48.9% 44.4% 42.9% 

10 80.6% 82.0% 83.6% 79.8% 50.2% 51.0% 36.3% 35.0% 

*Includes WASL and WASL Modified Level 2; does not include WAAS-Portfolio, 
WAAS-DAW, or CAA Option. 

 
For those grades and content areas in which there are several years of data—such as 
are available for grades 4, 7, and 10 in reading, writing, and mathematics and for 
grades 5, 8, and 10 in science—it is possible to establish trend lines and make 
reasonable predictions as to future performance. As shown in Figure 2 below, the trend 
lines for each of these grade-by-content areas project continuing improvements, 
although at differing rates. At the 4th grade level, although mathematics is improving 
faster than reading and writing, rates have not increased since 2005; at the 7th grade 
level, reading, mathematics, and writing are improving at similar rates; and at the 10th 
grade level, writing is improving faster than reading or mathematics.  
 



 

 

 
 
As shown in Figure 3 below, the trend lines for science show relatively slower rates of 
improvement compared to reading, mathematics, and writing with 5th and 8th graders 
improving at a slightly faster rate than 10th graders. 



 

 

   
In some cases, the levels of proficiency and the rates of improvement project 100 
percent or near 100 percent proficiency by the No Child Left Behind’s 2014 date. 
However, in most cases, without increasing the rates of improvement, reaching 100 
percent proficiency, or near to that, by 2014 will be impossible. 
 
Class of 2008:  Progress as of Spring 2007 
Students of the Class of 2008 are the first to be required to pass the reading and writing 
WASL or alternative option for graduation. Typically, students take the WASL tests in 
the 10th grade. Those who do not pass it on the first try are allowed re-takes. Although 
the graduation requirement to pass the mathematics WASL has been delayed until 
2013, students who have not yet passed the mathematics WASL, or alternative, must 
continue earning mathematics credits and retake the WASL each year to earn a high 
school diploma. Students; however, must pass all three WASL tests or an acceptable 
alternate option in order to receive the Certificate of Academic Achievement (CAA) or 
Certificate of Individual Achievement (CIA) in addition to the diploma. 



 

 

So, how are the students of the Class of 2008 doing at the end of their junior year? 
Figure 4 shows that as of spring 2007, 87.5 percent of the Class of 2008 met the 
reading WASL requirement, 87.5 percent met the writing requirement, and 63.0 percent 
met the mathematics WASL or alternate option requirement. For the diploma, students 
must meet both the reading and writing requirement: 83.6 percent have met both the 
reading and writing WASL requirement.  
 
These percentages do not include Class of 2008 students who, because of credit 
deficiencies, were considered 9th or 10th graders instead of 11th graders in spring 2007. 
Including all Class of 2008 students, regardless of credits in the calculations, would 
result in the following percentages meeting standards:  84.6 percent in reading, 84.8 
percent in writing, and 59.7 percent in mathematics.3 

  

                                                 
3 During the time of the spring testing, 5,457 students in the Class of 2008 were classified by their school 
districts as either a 9th or 10th grade student. These students are not included in the percentages on the 
graph. Many of these students have taken and passed the WASL:  46.5 percent have passed the reading 
WASL, 48.6 percent have passed the writing WASL and 14.8 percent have passed the mathematics 
WASL. If these students were included in the Class of 2008 numbers, the percentages meeting standards 
on each of the tests would drop. Class of 2008 students who dropped out of the school system in the 9th 
or 10th grades are not included in any of these numbers. These results do not include the August 2007 re-
takes. 



 

 

There are various alternate options that students may utilize in place of passing the 
WASL to satisfy graduation requirements. Figure 5 below provides information on the 
options through which students in the Class of 2008 have met the WASL requirements. 
For example, of the 63,927 students who have met the requirement in reading, 63,918 
passed with the WASL or alternative assessment, seven through the collection of 
evidence, and two on waiver/appeals. Among the CAA options, the collection of 
evidence appears to be the most popular. Further, students have been more likely to 
satisfy the mathematics requirement than the reading or writing requirements through 
these options. 
 

Figure 5 
Progress of Class of 2008 as of Spring 2007 

 
Students who were classified as 11th graders in Spring 2007 

 
Reading Writing Mathematics  

 
# % # % # % 

Total Passed 63,927 87.5 63,916 87.5 46,077 63.1 

Via WASL/WAAS 63,918 
 

63,901 
 

45,710 
 VIA CAA Options 

      Collection of Evidence 7 
 

4 
 

256 
 PSAT/SAT/ACT/AP 0 

 
0 

 
95 

 WASL/GPA* 0 
 

0 
 

0 
 Waiver/Appeals 2 

 
11 

 
16 

 Tested: Not Passed 5,066 6.9 4,904 6.7 22,611 30.9 

No Score 4,082 5.6 4,255 5.8 4,387 6.0 

TOTAL 73,075 
 

73,075 
 

73,075 
 *12th-graders may use this option starting Fall 2007. 

 
To receive the diploma only without a CAA or CIA, students must meet both the reading 
and writing WASL or alternative only. Figure 6 shows that 83.6 percent of the Class of 
2008 have met the reading and writing requirement and 8.6 percent have not met either 
requirement. Unfortunately, while American Indian, African American, and Hispanic 
students make up 2.4, 4.5, and 9.7 percent of the Class of 2008 respectively, they also 
make up 4.5, 7.8, and 18.8 percent of those who have not met either requirement. 



 

 

  
 
To receive the CAA or CIA as well as the high school diploma, students must meet all 
three WASL requirements or an alternative. As of Spring 2007, Figure 7 below shows 
that 61 percent of the Class of 2008 had met all three: reading, writing, and 
mathematics. 

   



 

 

Class of 2009:  Progress as of Spring 2007 
Spring 2007 was the first year that students in the Class of 2009 were required (being 
10th graders) to take the 10th grade WASL. Figure 8 shows their progress in meeting 
CAA/CIA and high school diploma requirements as of the Spring 2007 testing. The 
percentages are of Class 2009 students who were classified as 10th graders in Spring 
2007. 
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40.7%

9.3% 8.7% 9.5%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Reading Writing Mathematics

P
e
rc

e
n

t 
o

f 
S

tu
d

e
n

ts

WASL Content Area

Figure 8
Progress of Class 2009* as of Spring 2007

(77,010students)

% No Score

% Not Met Standard

% Met Standard

*Class of 2009 students who were classified as  10th-graders in Spring 2007.
 

Very few students in the Class of 2009 have accessed options for meeting the CAA and 
high school diploma requirements. This is not unexpected. More students are expected 
to use these options during their junior year. 
 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP):  
2007 Preliminary Results4 
The AYP findings based on the Spring 2007 WASL testing showed nearly a doubling of 
the number of schools that did not make AYP: 759 (35.7%) of the 2,128 schools in 2007 
compared to 340 (16.4%) of the 2,073 schools in 2006. For 507 (66.8%) of the 759 
schools it was the first year of not making AYP. In 2006, for 120 (35.3%) of the 340 
schools 2006 was the first year of not making AYP. Of schools that made AYP in 2007, 
27 are still in steps of school improvement (schools need to make AYP two years in a 
row to exit steps of school improvement). 
 
 

                                                 
4 The AYP results are based on SBE staff calculations of data available on the OSPI website:  
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/DataDownload.aspx?schoolId=1&OrgTypeId=1&reportLevel=State&orgLi
nkId=.   

http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/DataDownload.aspx?schoolId=1&OrgTypeId=1&reportLevel=State&orgLinkId
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/DataDownload.aspx?schoolId=1&OrgTypeId=1&reportLevel=State&orgLinkId


 

 

The main reason for the 2007 increases is a change in who is included in the analysis 
rather than any programmatic changes. This is the first year that students in grades 3, 
5, 6, and 8 (in addition to grades 4, 7, and 10) are included in the analysis. In prior 
years, many subgroups of students in a school were too small (i.e., did not meet the 
minimum n-requirement) to be considered for AYP accountability. Schools were 
essentially given a pass on the performance of these subgroups of students. The 
inclusion of additional grades increases the n-sizes for many subgroups in many 
schools to the point where schools are now being held accountable through AYP for 
their performance. 
 
School district performance follows a similar pattern to that of schools. In 2007, 153 
(51.5%) of the 297 districts did not make AYP; 122 (79.7%) for the first year. In 2006, 73 
(24.7%) of the 296 school districts did not make AYP; 47 (64.4%) for the first year. 
 
For all students combined, Washington made its AYP proficiency, participation, and 
other indicator (unexcused absence rate and graduation rate) targets for all bands: 
elementary school, middle school, and high school. Washington; however, did not make 
its AYP targets for some of the subgroups. This is particularly true for subgroups at the 
elementary school level in both reading and math proficiency and the middle and high 
school level in math proficiency. While elementary-level students from racial and ethnic 
minority backgrounds have problems meeting their AYP targets in reading, middle and 
high school-level racial and ethnic minority students appear to be doing better. 
 
All subgroups tended to meet their participation rate goals with the exception of 
American Indian and Special Education at the high school level. Figures 9-11 below 
detail the information on whether student subgroups did or did not meet the relevant 
AYP goals for 2007.5 

Figure 9 
Elementary School Band (Grades 3-5) 

 Met Proficiency 
Goal 

Met Participation 
Goal 

Other 
Indicator 

Student Group Reading 
(64.2%) 

Math 
(47.3%) 

Reading 
(95%) 

Math 
(95%) 

Unexcused 
Absence 

Rate 
(≤ 1%) 

All Students Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes 

American Indian NO NO Yes Yes 

Asian Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Black NO NO Yes Yes 

Hispanic NO NO Yes Yes 

White Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English NO NO Yes Yes 

Special 
Education 

NO NO Yes Yes 

                                                 
5 The source of this information is the State Report Card on the OSPI’s website: 
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/ayp.aspx?year=2006-07.  

http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/ayp.aspx?year=2006-07


 

 

Low Income NO Yes Yes Yes 

 

Figure 10 
Middle School Band (Grades 6-8) 

 Met Proficiency 
Goal 

Met Participation 
Goal 

Other 
Indicator 

Student Group Reading 
(47.6%) 

Math 
(38.0%) 

Reading 
(95%) 

Math 
(95%) 

Unexcused 
Absence 

Rate 
(≤ 1%) 

All Students Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes 

American Indian Yes NO Yes Yes 

Asian Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Black Yes NO Yes Yes 

Hispanic Yes NO Yes Yes 

White Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English NO NO Yes Yes 

Special 
Education 

NO NO Yes Yes 

Low Income Yes NO Yes Yes 

 

Figure 11 
High School Band (Grades 9-12) 

 Met Proficiency 
Goal 

Met Participation 
Goal 

Other 
Indicator 

Student Group Reading 
(61.5%) 

Math 
(43.6%) 

Reading 
(95%) 

Math 
(95%) 

Graduation 
Rate 

(68%) 

All Students Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes 

American Indian Yes NO NO NO 

Asian Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Black Yes NO Yes Yes 

Hispanic Yes NO Yes Yes 

White Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English NO NO Yes Yes 

Special 
Education 

NO NO NO NO 

Low Income Yes NO Yes Yes 
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State Board of Education Meeting
November 1, 2007

Content areas and grades tested . . . 

Reading & Mathematics:  Grades 3-8, 10

Writing:  Grades 4, 7, 10

Science:  Grades 5, 8, 10 
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2006-to-2007 Comparisons Show Mixed Results…
Reading improvements for 3rd and 7th grades;

Declines for 4th, 5th, and 8th grades

2006-to-2007 Comparisons Show Mixed Results…
Mathematics improvements in 3rd, 5th, and 7th grades



10/23/2014

3

2006-to-2007 Comparisons Show Mixed Results…
Writing improvements in 7th and 10th grades

2006-to-2007 Comparisons Show Mixed Results…
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Trends show improvements but at differing rates …
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Science trends are flatter than for reading, math, writing
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Progress of Class of 2008 as of Spring 2007
Includes 73,075 students who were juniors in Spring 2007

87.5% 87.5%

63.1%

6.9% 6.7%

30.9%

5.6% 5.8% 6.0%
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How have students in the Class of 2008 met the 
testing (WASL) requirements?

Reading Writing Mathematics 
Total Passed 63,927

(87.5%)
63,916
(87.5%)

46,077
(63.1%)

Via WASL/WAAS 63,918 63,901 45,710
VIA CAA Options

Collection of Evidence 7 4 256
PSAT/SAT/ACT/AP 0 0 95
WASL/GPA* 0 0 0

Waiver/Appeals 2 11 16
*Only 12th-graders may use this option.
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Class of 2008 Diploma-Only Progress as of Spring 2007
Includes 73,075 students who were juniors in Spring 2007

83.6%

3.9%

3.9%

8.6%

Percent Met Reading and/or Writing WASL Standards

Met Both

Need Reading

Need Writing

Need Both

Class of 2008 CAA/CIA Progress as of Spring 2007
Includes 73,075 students who were juniors in Spring 2007

61.0%24.1%

6.6%
8.2%

Percent Met Reading, Writing, and/or Math WASL Standards

Met 3 of 3

Met 2 of 3

Met 1 of 3

Met 0 of 3



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: ___X___ ACTION 
 
DATE: November 1, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: CUT SCORES FOR SAT-READING, SAT-WRITING, AND  
 ACT-READING FOR CAA OPTIONS 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Joe Willhoft, Ph.D., Assistant Superintendent 
 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
 
PRESENTER: Joe Willhoft, Ph. D., Assistant Superintendent 
 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
 
 Lesley Klenk, Ph.D., CAA Options Administrator 
 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
 
  
BACKGROUND 
 
The legislature has approved a number of alternatives to the Washington 
Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) that students can use to meet the 
state’s assessment graduation requirements. These alternatives are collectively 
referred to as “CAA Options”. The CAA Options include the Collection of 
Evidence, the WASL/GPA Cohort Option, a score of 3 or higher on selected 
Advanced Placement (AP) exams, and adequate scores on SAT, PSAT, and 
ACT mathematics exams. During the 2007 legislative session, the CAA Options 
were expanded to include scores on SAT and ACT reading and writing exams, 
with direction to the State Board of Education to set cut scores on those exams 
before December 1, 2007. OSPI has followed the same procedures for this 
analysis as was used for establishing the cut scores for SAT, PSAT, and ACT 
mathematics. 
 
OSPI obtained score files from the College Board and matched those scores with 
students’ WASL scores. This allows for an “equi-percentile” linking of WASL 
scores to SAT scores. “Concordance Tables” jointly published by the College 
Board and ACT were then used to establish the comparable score on ACT as 
that found on SAT through the linking. Because no concordance table currently 
exists for SAT Writing-to-ACT Writing, cut scores for ACT Writing cannot be 
established at this time.   
 
At the time of the preparation of this memorandum, the analysis of the data was 
still underway. The analysis will identify the score on the SAT (or ACT) that 
represents an equal or higher level of rigor as required by the WASL. 



 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
We recommend the State Board of Education adopt the cut scores for SAT-
Reading, SAT-Writing, and ACT-Reading that result from the analysis. 
 
At the time of the preparation of this memorandum, the analysis of the data was 
still underway. The analysis will identify the score on the SAT (or ACT) that 
represents the same, or higher level of rigor as required by the WASL. 
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BACKGROUND: 
 
Research by organizations such as The Education Trust1 has shown that teacher resources in 
terms of teaching quality and qualifications are often unevenly distributed among schools and 
districts. The argument made is that more economically disadvantaged students or more 
students from racial and ethnic minority backgrounds are not given their share of the “best” 
teachers. This issue of teacher resource inequality has come up in our System Performance 
Accountability work. 
 
To learn more about whether such patterns of inequality exist in Washington schools, we 
contracted with The Center for Strengthening the Teaching Profession (CSTP) for a study of 
teacher resource distribution in a select group of middle and high schools. Included behind this 
tab is a brief summary of the study and the final report from CSTP. 
 
The researchers from the University of Washington who conducted the CSTP study will be 
presenting the findings of their study. 

                                            
1 Peske, Heather G. and Haycock, Katie, (June 2006). Teaching Inequality How Poor and Minority 
Students are Shortchanged on Teacher Quality.  Washington, D.C.: The Education Trust. 
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To:  Board Members 
 
From:  Dr. Evelyn Hawkins 
  Research Associate 
 
RE: Study of Trends in Teacher Retention and Mobility in Selected 

Washington Middle and High Schools 
 
SBE contracted with The Center for Strengthening the Teaching Profession (CSTP) to 
complete a study on teacher resources in our schools. The study focused on the middle 
schools and high schools in six districts—Highline, Pasco, Seattle, Spokane, Tacoma, 
and Yakima. The six districts were selected based on the variability among their middle 
schools in students’ performance on the WASL. As noted in the study, these six districts 
are not to be considered representative of districts in the state or any groups of districts 
in the state. 
 
SBE staff posed the following research questions for the study: 
 

 What are the trends in teacher retention and mobility in schools, in the study 
districts, over the two five-year time periods (1998-2002 and 2000-2004)? 

 What are the characteristics of middle and high school teachers in the schools 
during the two five-year time periods? What differences exist in the distribution of 
teacher experience among the schools within their districts? 

 How do these schools and districts differ in the percentage of teachers who stay 
at the same school, move within the districts or to another district, or exit the 
Washington education system over a five-year period? 

 Is there a notable pattern of relationship between teacher retention and mobility 
and teaching experience, the level of school poverty, the racial/ethnic make-up of 
the students, and the students’ WASL performance? 
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Major Findings 

 There was a high degree of mobility, particularly among middle schools teachers:  

 46 percent left their school within five years compared to 40 percent of 

high school teachers. 

 The differences are greater among schools within a district than across districts 

in teacher mobility rates and percent of teachers with less than five years of 

teaching experience. 1   

 The following relationships were found between teacher mobility and student and 

teacher characteristics: 

 Higher teacher mobility rates were related to higher levels of student 

poverty and higher percentages of teachers with fewer years of 

experience2 (particularly those with less than five years of experience). 

 Lower teacher mobility rates were related to higher performance on the 

reading and math WASL. 

Implications 

 The middle school climate and culture in some schools may not be conducive to 
supporting teachers and students. 

 High levels of teacher mobility can be very disruptive to school cultures and the 
learning environment. Frequent turnovers can lead to lack of cohesiveness in the 
teaching community and increase the need for professional development 
services. 

 The differences in mobility rates across schools in a district suggest possible 
inequities in levels of teacher resources available to a district’s students. 

 To the extent that level of experience differentially impacts student learning, large 
differences among schools in the percent of teachers with less than five years of 
experience may indicate inequitable distribution of learning resources for 
children. 

Data Gaps 
In conducting the study, the researchers noted important factors that may influence 
teacher retention and mobility that are not readily available for analyses, such as school 
climate, school leadership, parental involvement, and teacher assignment and transfer 
policies. They also note that the absence of information such as teachers’ certification, 
endorsements, and assignments limit our ability to understand completely the impacts 
of teacher resources on student learning. 

                                                 
1 This finding is based on SBE calculations using data provided by CSTP. 
2 This finding is based on SBE calculations using data provided by CSTP. 
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Understanding teacher workforce issues and the unique retention and mobility patterns 
within individual districts requires taking into account the many forces and conditions in 
the local community, student demography and the local policies that impact the 
movement of teachers.  Data from individual schools and districts, as well as statewide 
trends, can be informative and offer a prompt for careful consideration of what might 
promote or inhibit supportive learning and working environments in schools. 
 
This report provides a brief analysis of teacher characteristics, and teacher retention and 
mobility patterns in a selected sample of middle and high schools in Washington state.    
The purpose of this report is to provide the Washington State Board of Education with 
accurate information about the teacher workforce in the selected schools and districts as 
an analytic tool that can inform and enhance decision making.  While not a representative 
sample of middle and high schools in Washington, this selected sample does include 
districts which vary by size, region of the state, student demographics and student 
performance on the WASL.  
 
This analysis focuses on the middle and high school teachers in six districts.  As a result 
of work previously commissioned by the Center for Strengthening the Teaching 
Profession (CSTP), we provide comparative trend data for the high school teachers in 15 
additional districts.   We also include statewide statistics for all teachers during the same 
time periods.  Table 1 provides an overview of the districts and schools included in the 
study. 
 

Districts Middle Schools High Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Seattle X X X X
Tacoma X X X X
Spokane X X X X
Highline X X X X
Yakima X X X X
Pasco X X X X

Additional Districts with Comparative High School Data
Evergreen (Clark) X X
Lake Washington X X
Edmonds X X
Bellevue X X
South Kitsap X X
Bellingham X X
Richland X X
Olympia X X
Oak Harbor X X
Walla Walla X X
Aberdeen X X
Ephrata X X
Naches Valley X X
Winlock X X
Oroville X X
*All middle or high schools in the district are included as oulined above, where data is 
available.  Districts are ordered by size unless otherwise noted.

Table 1:  Sample Washington Districts and Schools* Included in Analysis

Retention and Mobility
2000 to 20041998 to 2002

Retention and Mobility
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Terms and Methodology 
 
To investigate teacher characteristics, and teacher retention and mobility patterns, we 
examined records for all public school teachers over two time periods:  1998/99 to 
2002/03 and 2000/01 to 2004/05.  Teachers located in the selected sample of the state’s 
middle schools and high schools are highlighted for analysis.  We examined teacher 
retention and mobility patterns in relation to teacher characteristics, student 
demographics, measures of student learning in reading and mathematics and other school 
and district characteristics.  These analyses indicate whether teaching staff stayed in their 
same school after five years, moved to another school within the same district, moved to 
a different district, or exited the Washington state system altogether. 
 
For purposes of this analysis, teacher turnover includes both mobility and attrition – the 
extent to which teachers move to other schools and other districts, as well as leave the 
state’s public education system.  Using the Washington state personnel database (S-275), 
we located classroom teachers in each school and district under investigation during the 
initial school year, and also five years later to see if they were still in the Washington 
system of education.  Some of the 1998 and 2000 teachers had changed duties, schools 
and districts, and some had exited the Washington education system.  Since this analysis 
captures a snapshot of the workforce at two points in time, it is not possible to note gaps 
in employment during each of the five-year periods, nor is it possible to distinguish 
voluntary and involuntary departures.  
 
This work includes retention and mobility analyses at several levels (state, district and 
school) and uses individual teacher data (both headcount and FTE) in calculations.  
Consequently it is important to clearly define the criteria for teachers included in these 
analyses. 
 

• Teachers were defined as those public school teachers whose assignment is the 
instruction of pupils in a classroom situation and who have a designation as an 
elementary teacher, secondary teacher, or other classroom teacher.1  Other 
teachers serving in specialist roles (e.g., reading resource specialist, library media 
specialist) were not included in these analyses. 

 
In order to examine retention patterns, teachers are placed in one of four categories: 
 

• “Stayers” – teachers assigned to the same school(s) in the initial school year and 
also five years later.  

 
• “Movers in” – teachers who moved to other schools in the same district, or 

changed assignment (other than a classroom teacher) within the same district 

                                                 
1 As reported in the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction’s personnel database (S-275), they 
are certificated instructional staff with a duty root designation of 31 or 32 or 33.  Teachers whose full-time 
equivalent (FTE) designation was zero for the initial year were excluded from the analysis.  This likely 
impacts those teachers who were on-leave for the 1998, and 2000 school years and consequently may 
slightly over-represent leavers from the Washington state education system. 
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• “Movers out” – teachers who moved to other districts or to private schools, either 

as a classroom teacher or in some other role 
 
• “Leavers” – teachers who exited the Washington education system, either 

temporarily or permanently2 
 
 
Research Questions and Organization of this Report 
 
The findings in this report are organized in 6 sections.  Each section focuses on one or 
more of the following questions: 
 

• What are the characteristics of teachers statewide compared with middle and high 
school teachers in the six selected districts, and high school teachers in 15 
additional districts during the two time periods? 

 
• What are the trends in teacher retention and mobility statewide compared with 

middle and high school teachers in the selected districts and comparative districts 
over the two time periods?  How do these districts differ in the percentage of 
middle and high school teachers who stay at the same school, move within the 
district or to another district, or exit the Washington education system over a five-
year period? 

 
• What differences exist in the distribution of teachers by experience among these 

schools within districts? 
 
• Is there a notable pattern between teacher retention and mobility and teacher 

experience, the level of school poverty, the racial/ethnic make-up of the students, 
and the students’ academic performance? 

 
The report concludes with some final summary comments.  Specific school-by-school 
tables for each district are located in Appendices A and B. 
 
 

                                                 
2 Leavers may have retired, re-entered the system in subsequent years, left Washington to teach in another 
state or completely left the profession. 
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Findings 
 
Characteristics and Retention Patterns of the State’s Teacher Workforce and Teachers in 
Selected Districts 
 
While the primary focus of this analysis is on teacher characteristics, retention and 
mobility within middle and high schools in the selected districts, it is helpful to begin 
with an understanding of statewide trends and characteristics of the Washington teacher 
workforce.  The state data includes all individuals who served as classroom teachers in 
Washington in 1998 and 2000, their characteristics and retention patterns.  Aggregated 
data for the teachers in the middle and high schools from the six selected districts and 
high school teachers in 15 additional districts is provided for comparison. 
  
A summary of the characteristics of Washington teachers in 1998 and 2000 is provided in 
Table 2.  The increase in student enrollment statewide from 1998 to 2000 reflects a 
corresponding increase in the number of teachers in the workforce.  Approximately 55 
percent of teachers are between the ages of 31 and 50.  The percentage of high school 
teachers over the age of 50 in the selected districts (37 percent in 2000) is somewhat 
higher than for teachers statewide or high school teachers in the other sample districts (29 
percent).  Additionally, the percentage of high school teachers in selected districts with 
25 years or more of experience (21 percent in 2000) is slightly higher than teachers 
statewide or in the other sample districts (16 and 18 percent, respectively in 2000).  
Overall novice teachers (less than five years of experience) in the sample districts 
resemble their counterparts statewide and represent between 23 to 27 percent of the 
workforce in 2000. 
 
It is important to note that the teachers in the selected districts are not a representative 
sample of the state’s teacher workforce.  This is perhaps most evident when examining 
teacher ethnicity.  Teachers in the sample districts are among the districts in Washington 
with the largest and most diverse teaching staff (e.g., Seattle, Tacoma and Yakima).  In 
particular, differences can be seen among middle and high school teachers in the sample 
districts in which 14 percent of their teaching staff represent minority teachers compared 
with 7 percent for the state as a whole. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1998 2000 1998 2000 1998 2000 1998 2000

Student Enrollment 999,616 1,004,843 27,644 28,136 38,691 41,830 37,786 43,048
Number Teachers (headcount) 51,907 53,216 1,458 1,503 1,944 2,012 1,956 2,134
FTE Teachers** 49,489 50,735 1,434 1,481 1,883 1,940 1,861 2,018

Age (in 1998 and 2000)
21-30 15.6% 16.3% 14.3% 16.4% 12.1% 13.9% 16.3% 16.3%
31-40 22.5% 22.6% 24.2% 23.5% 20.5% 20.5% 23.1% 24.6%
41-50 36.0% 32.3% 33.4% 29.3% 31.1% 28.7% 31.9% 30.4%
51-60 24.2% 26.8% 25.7% 28.0% 32.8% 32.6% 26.9% 27.0%
61+ 1.7% 2.1% 2.4% 2.9% 3.5% 4.4% 1.8% 1.6%

Ethnicity
Asian/Pacific Islander 2.2% 2.3% 3.8% 3.5% 4.6% 4.4% 1.8% 1.7%
African American 1.6% 1.6% 7.5% 6.9% 5.5% 5.7% 0.6% 0.7%
Hispanic 1.8% 2.0% 2.6% 3.0% 2.3% 2.7% 2.0% 2.2%
Native American 0.8% 0.8% 1.0% 1.0% 1.2% 1.0% 0.4% 0.6%
White 93.6% 93.4% 85.0% 85.6% 86.5% 86.1% 95.1% 94.8%

Experience
0-4 years 21.2% 23.4% 23.0% 27.1% 20.7% 23.0% 22.0% 24.9%
5-14 years 36.0% 35.2% 37.0% 35.4% 31.7% 33.8% 33.1% 34.1%
15-24 years 27.4% 25.7% 23.7% 22.0% 23.2% 22.2% 24.5% 22.8%
25 yrs or more 15.4% 15.7% 16.3% 15.5% 24.4% 21.0% 20.3% 18.3%

*Selected middle and high school teachers in the following six districts: Seattle, Tacoma, Spokane, Highline, Yakima, Pasco.

Table 2: Characteristics of the Washington Teachers in 1998 and 2000 
 All Teachers Statewide as Compared with Middle and High School Teachers in Selected Districts* and Comparative Districts

Additional high school teachers in the following 15 districts: Lake Washington, Bellevue, Olympia, Edmonds, South Kitsap, Richland, Naches 
Valley, Evergreen (Clark), Bellingham, Oak Harbor, Ephrata, Walla Walla, Aberdeen, Oroville, Winlock.
**Duty root 31, 32 or 33 with FTE designation greater than 0 in 1998 and 2000.  Teacher age, ethnicity and experience statistics based on 
headcount.

All Teachers  Middle School Teachers
Statewide in Selected Districts

(6 districts, 36 schools)

Additional
 High School Teachers

(15 districts, 32/37 schools)

 High School Teachers
in Selected Districts

(6 districts, 32/33 schools)

 



Overall, retention statistics for teachers in Washington state reveal that the largest percentage of 
teachers (60 percent in 2000) remain in the same school after five years (see Table 3).  
Statewide, close to 20 percent of the teachers exited the Washington education system during the 
two time periods.  Relatively few teachers move from one district to another (7 to 8 percent), 
though there is somewhat more movement to other schools or positions within districts (13 
percent statewide).    
 
The retention and mobility patterns among middle school teachers in the selected districts reveal 
that 54 percent stay in the same school after five years, approximately 17 percent move to 
another school within the district, 6 to 8 percent move to another school district in Washington 
state and between 21 and 23 percent leave the Washington education system either temporarily 
or permanently.  The percentage of stayers for the selected middle school teachers is slightly 
lower than the statewide profile and the percentage of movers within the district is higher than 
for teachers statewide.   
 
For high school teachers in the sample districts, the percentage of stayers closely mirrors the 
statewide profile.  A higher percentage of the high school teachers in the selected districts exited 
the system during both time periods, but it is important to keep in mind that a greater proportion 
of these teachers were over the age of 50 and had more than 25 years of experience.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1998-02 2000-04 1998-02 2000-04 1998-02 2000-04 1998-02 2000-04

Student Enrollment 999,616 1,004,843 27,644 28,136 38,691 41,830 37,786 43,048
Number Teachers (Headcount) 51,907 53,216 1,458 1,503 1,944 2,012 1,956 2,134
FTE Teachers** 49,489 50,735 1,434 1,481 1,883 1,940 1,861 2,018

Retention and Mobility (after 5 yrs)
Stayers (in same school) 57.8% 60.0% 54.3% 53.5% 58.0% 59.9% 55.4% 60.4%
Movers (in district) 13.6% 13.2% 16.4% 17.4% 10.0% 9.3% 9.8% 8.6%
Movers (out of district) 8.4% 7.3% 8.1% 6.3% 6.8% 6.4% 8.1% 8.1%
Exiters (not in WA ed system) 20.2% 19.4% 21.2% 22.8% 25.2% 24.4% 26.7% 22.9%

*Selected middle and high school teachers in the following six districts: Seattle, Tacoma, Spokane, Highline, Yakima, Pasco.

**Duty root 31, 32 or 33 with FTE designation greater than 0 in 1998 and 2000.

 High School Teachers Additional High
in Selected Districts School Teachers

(6 districts, 32/33 schools) (15 districts, 32/37 schools)

Additional high school teachers in the following 15 districts:  Lake Washington, Bellevue, Olympia, Edmonds, South Kitsap, Richland, Naches Valley, 
Evergreen (Clark), Bellingham, Oak Harbor, Ephrata, Walla Walla, Aberdeen, Oroville, Winlock.

Statewide in Selected Districts

Table 3: Trends in Retention and Mobility of Washington Teachers
 All Teachers Statewide as Compared with Middle and High School Teachers in Selected Districts* and Comparative Districts

(Two-Point in Time Analyses: 1998-99 to 2002-03, and 2000-01 to 2004-05)

(6 districts, 36 schools)

All Teachers  Middle School Teachers
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Retention and Mobility Across and Within Districts 
 
Next we turn to our analysis of the middle and high school teachers in the selected districts.  By 
analyzing district- and school-level data we find that districts differ in the extent to which their 
teachers stay at the same school after five years, move or exit the system.  Table 4 provides the 
retention and mobility trend data for middle and high schools in the six selected districts, 
aggregated by district.  The two-point in time analyses show that the percentage of middle school 
teachers who remain in the same school varies by district from 36 to 71 percent from 1998 to 
2002, and from 44 to 63 percent from 2000 to 2004.  The percentage of high school teachers who 
stay in the same school after five years varies from 49 to 71 percent in the first time period and 
from 54 to 66 percent in the second.   
 
Middle school teachers in Tacoma and Pasco move within the district at considerably higher 
rates than their counterparts in other districts (22 to 34 percent compared with an average 17 
percent for all the selected districts).  Both middle and high school teachers in Highline move to 
other districts at considerably higher rates (17 to 21 percent compared with an average of 6 
percent for all the selected districts), though the statistics show slight improvement over the two 
time periods.   
 
Generally speaking, when examining data from the two different time periods (1998-2002 and 
2000-2004), few differences emerge at the aggregated district level.  One exception is Yakima at 
the high school level, where the percent of exiters increased in the 2000-2004 period (from 23 to 
32 percent).  Another exception is Spokane at both middle and high school levels, where the 
percent of stayers dropped from 71 to 62 and 71 to 66 percent, respectively. 
 

District Stayers Movers In Movers Out Exiters Stayers Movers In Movers Out Exiters
Seattle

Middle Schools 49% 18% 6% 27% 49% 15% 8% 28%
High Schools 49% 14% 6% 32% 54% 12% 7% 27%

Tacoma
Middle Schools 53% 22% 6% 19% 53% 22% 5% 20%
High Schools 61% 12% 4% 22% 64% 10% 4% 21%

Spokane
Middle Schools 71% 7% 5% 17% 62% 11% 4% 22%
High Schools 71% 4% 4% 21% 66% 6% 5% 23%

Highline
Middle Schools 36% 13% 21% 29% 44% 12% 17% 28%
High Schools 54% 6% 18% 22% 57% 7% 15% 20%

Yakima
Middle Schools 62% 15% 9% 14% 63% 14% 6% 16%
High Schools 65% 7% 5% 23% 58% 7% 4% 32%

Pasco
Middle Schools 48% 26% 11% 16% 47% 34% 5% 14%
High Schools 65% 13% 9% 13% 66% 11% 6% 17%

Note:  In some cases, percentages will sum to more than 100% due to rounding.

Table 4 :  Retention and Mobility Trend Data for Middle and High Schools in Select Districts, Aggregated by District
(Two-Point in Time Analyses: 1998-99 to 2002-03, and 2000-01 to 2004-05)

1998-2002 2000-2004
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A Closer Look at High School Teachers 
 
Washington high schools vary considerably in enrollment size (over a third have fewer than 400 
students, and nearly a quarter have more than 1,500), location in the state (one-third in Eastern 
Washington), grade configuration (75 percent have a 9-12 arrangement), student characteristics 
(school poverty rates range from 1 to 94 percent), and student performance (schools range from 
20 to 100 percent meeting standard on the 10th grade reading WASL).  However, Washington’s 
high school teachers do not vary much with respect to age, experience or race/ethnicity 
compared to the state’s overall teacher workforce.  Additionally, the proportion of high school 
teachers considered beginning (less than one year of experience) or novice (less than five years 
experience) is similar to all beginning and novice teachers statewide (Elfers, Plecki & 
McGowan, 2007).  
 
Although the overall rate of high school teacher retention closely mirrors the state profile, some 
differences do emerge.  Statewide, a smaller proportion of the high school teachers move within 
their district compared to all Washington teachers, and the percentage of high school teachers 
who move out of the district is slightly higher.  The lower rate of movers within the district and 
higher rate out of district is attributable in part to the fact that many of Washington’s small 
school districts have only one high school, thereby limiting opportunities for teachers to change 
to another school within the district, if they wish to remain teaching at the high school level. 
 
This is important to keep in mind as the selected districts are not a representative sample of the 
state.  In this regard it is helpful to compare the teacher data from selected districts with a 
broader sample of districts from across the state.  In Table 5, high school data for each of the 
selected districts is grouped by district enrollment size in the upper portion.  The lower part of 
the table provides additional comparative data for teachers in high schools in fifteen other 
districts, of varying sizes and with different demographic characteristics.3   
 
As might be expected with a larger sample, there is greater variation in the percentage of 
teachers who stay, move or leave.  Six of the districts in the larger sample retain 70 percent or 
more of their high school teachers after five years, while two retain 50 percent or fewer.   The 
movement of teachers out of district is more pronounced for several smaller districts (Naches 
Valley and Winlock), but also for Highline. 
 
A more detailed look at the data for individual high schools in the selected districts and 
additional districts can be found in Appendices A and B. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 These fifteen districts are included because data about school-level teacher retention and mobility was available 
due to prior work commissioned by CSTP.  These districts capture some of the variation in student, schools, and 
regional characteristics, but they are not intended as representative of the State of Washington. 
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Number 
Schools Stayers Movers In Movers Out Exiters

State High School Teacher Ave 329 61% 9% 9% 22%
Seattle Public Schools

High Schools 14 54% 12% 7% 27%
Tacoma School District

High Schools 5 64% 10% 4% 21%
Spokane School District

High Schools 6 66% 6% 5% 23%
Highline School District

High Schools 4 57% 7% 15% 20%
Yakima School District

High Schools 2 58% 7% 4% 32%
Pasco School District

High Schools 2 66% 11% 6% 17%

Evergreen (Clark)
High Schools 3 65% 9% 8% 18%

Lake Washington
High Schools 6 54% 13% 12% 21%

Edmonds
High Schools 5 57% 8% 9% 26%

Bellevue
High Schools 6 44% 14% 11% 31%

South Kitsap
High Schools 1 62% 10% 3% 26%

Bellingham
High Schools 4 66% 10% 5% 19%

Richland
High Schools 2 72% 11% 5% 12%

Olympia
High Schools 2 64% 10% 4% 22%

Oak Harbor
High Schools 1 54% 7% 8% 31%

Walla Walla
High Schools 1 72% 6% 4% 18%

Aberdeen
High Schools 2 70% 3% 12% 15%

Ephrata
High Schools 1 50% 8% 16% 26%

Naches Valley
High Schools 1 75% 0% 5% 20%

Winlock
High Schools 1 74% 2% 15% 10%

Oroville
High Schools 1 71% 6% 0% 24%

Note:  In some cases, percentages will sum to more than 100% due to rounding.

2000-2004

Table 5:  Trend Data for High School Teachers in Select Districts and Additional Districts
Aggregrated by District

Additional Districts with Comparative High School Data
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Comparing Retention Rates Among Schools Within the District 
 
While the mean percentage of stayers at middle and high schools within a district enables us to 
make some general statements about individual districts (for example, in some districts, middle 
and high school retention rates are consistently higher than other districts), this metric also masks 
some important variation that takes place at the level of the individual school.  When one 
compares schools within a district on their rates of retaining teachers, the following pattern 
emerges:  there are even greater differences between schools within a district than between 
districts.  As Table 6 demonstrates, middle and high schools within a given district can range 
from those that have considerable turnover of teaching staff across five years to those that retain 
nearly all of their staff.  For example, the lowest rate of stayers for middle schools is 24 percent 
while the highest is 65 percent, within the same district. 
 
The trend data for the two time periods enables us to see that the overall retention rates of 
teachers within the schools in their districts increased for some districts, but for the most, the 
retention patterns are quite consistent. 
 
This initial examination of within-district variation, coupled with the variation among districts in 
poverty rate, student demographics, and size, highlights the importance of understanding the 
specific context of an individual district when analyzing retention and mobility of teachers.  We 
begin to look at variations in district contexts through an analysis of differences in teacher 
experience levels. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 12

District # Schools
FTE 

Teachers
Lowest % 
Stayers

Highest % 
Stayers

% Mean 
Stayers # Schools

FTE 
Teachers

Lowest % 
Stayers

Highest % 
Stayers

% Mean 
Stayers

Seattle
Middle Schools 10 406 36% 61% 49% 10 418 24% 65% 49%
High Schools 14 583 26% 59% 49% 14 606 37% 88% 54%

Tacoma
Middle Schools 10 401 38% 76% 53% 10 438 41% 69% 53%
High Schools 5 378 59% 63% 61% 5 387 61% 66% 64%

Spokane
Middle Schools 6 246 60% 80% 71% 6 250 50% 80% 62%
High Schools 5 405 64% 84% 71% 6 433 58% 76% 66%

Highline
Middle Schools 4 138 27% 51% 36% 4 126 31% 59% 44%
High Schools 4 250 35% 68% 54% 4 228 46% 64% 57%

Yakima
Middle Schools 4 152 50% 72% 62% 4 156 53% 68% 63%
High Schools 2 154 61% 70% 65% 2 159 52% 63% 58%

Pasco
Middle Schools 2 93 43% 54% 48% 2 92 44% 51% 47%
High Schools 2 114 64% 85% 65% 2 128 56% 67% 66%

Table 6:  Percent Teachers Retained at the Same School, By District: 
Trend Data for Middle and High Schools in Select Districts

1998-2002 2000-2004
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Retention and Teachers’ Experience 
 
Whether or not teachers stay in their school of origin or move elsewhere is partially related to 
their experience levels.  In broad strokes, the experience and retention patterns for Washington’s 
teachers mirror those found in other parts of the United States.  In other words, new teachers 
leave at higher rates than experienced teachers, while teachers with a considerable amount of 
experience also are more likely to exit the system (often due to retirement).  As one might 
expect, the majority of teachers who fall in between those extremes are less likely to leave their 
schools. 
 
Understanding the overall experience distribution of a district’s workforce does help to account 
for patterns in teacher retention, while signaling particular aspects of the retention story that 
might deserve greater attention.  For example, a situation in which a district with relatively high 
proportions of novice teachers (0 to 4 years of experience) retains only a small number of them 
suggests a potential problem.  In some of the districts in the selected sample, there is 
considerable movement among the novice teachers (see Table 7).  For example, the percentage 
of novice middle and high school teachers in Seattle and Pasco represent a larger proportion of 
their workforce (between 27 and 35 percent) than novice teachers in Spokane and Yakima 
(approximately 20 percent).  Overall, only 25 percent of middle school teachers in Highline have 
more than 15 years of experience, compared with 48 percent of middle school teachers in 
Spokane.  Across nearly all of the experience levels, middle school teachers are retained at lower 
rates than their high school counterparts, with the exception of Yakima.   
 
The districts also vary with regard to the percentage of novice teachers who are retained at the 
same school after five years.  Only Spokane retains more than 60 percent of its novice middle 
and high school teachers after five years, though Tacoma retains 60 percent of its novice high 
school teachers.  Most of the districts retain fewer than half.  It is important to note that many of 
these novice teachers moved to other schools within the same district or to other districts, and as 
such are not lost to the overall state workforce.  However, at the individual school level, this 
means a greater potential for disruption as these teachers typically must be replaced.  
 
More specific information about teacher experience levels by individual school is located in 
Appendix B. 
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District

Total # 
Teachers 
2000/01

# 
Teachers

% 
Teachers

% 
Stayers

# 
Teachers

% 
Teachers

% 
Stayers

# 
Teachers

% 
Teachers

% 
Stayers

# 
Teachers

% 
Teachers

% 
Stayers

Seattle
Middle Schools 420 147 35% 40% 130 31% 59% 79 19% 63% 64 15% 39%
High Schools 627 171 27% 46% 221 35% 61% 118 19% 69% 117 19% 38%

Tacoma
Middle Schools 446 113 25% 44% 164 37% 51% 104 23% 62% 65 15% 51%
High Schools 400 78 20% 60% 133 33% 65% 90 23% 74% 99 25% 57%

Spokane
Middle Schools 255 47 18% 60% 85 33% 67% 79 31% 77% 44 17% 30%
High Schools 454 91 20% 71% 155 34% 72% 117 26% 78% 91 20% 35%

Highline
Middle Schools 128 38 30% 42% 58 45% 47% 17 13% 53% 15 12% 20%
High Schools 234 52 22% 42% 75 32% 69% 55 24% 69% 52 22% 42%

Yakima
Middle Schools 157 34 22% 47% 56 36% 75% 36 23% 72% 31 20% 52%
High Schools 167 33 20% 42% 47 28% 70% 42 25% 69% 45 27% 40%

Pasco
Middle Schools 97 29 30% 41% 39 40% 51% 15 15% 67% 14 14% 21%
High Schools 130 38 29% 55% 49 38% 71% 24 18% 79% 19 15% 47%

Note:  In some cases, percentages will sum to more than 100% due to rounding.

2000-2004

Table 7:  Retention and Mobility by Teacher Experience
Retention Data for Middle and High Schools in Select Districts

0-4 Exp 5-14 Exp 15-24 Exp 25+ Exp
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Teacher Retention and School Characteristics 
 
Teacher retention often is related to the composition of the school’s student population – in 
particular to the poverty level and racial make-up of students at the school.  In a study of 20 
Washington school districts, we found that schools serving a greater number of students in 
poverty tend to retain fewer of their teachers after five years.  Schools with a greater percentage 
of white students tend to retain a greater percentage of their teachers.  Schools serving a larger 
proportion of African-American students retain fewer of their teachers across the same period.  
In a mutually reinforcing pattern, school poverty, retention and school performance are linked to 
one another.  Poverty rates also are strongly associated with student performance (Plecki, et al., 
2005). 
 
To investigate these relationships in the schools in the selected districts, we merged data about 
teacher retention and mobility with available school-level data regarding student characteristics 
and student achievement.  To be sure, a host of other factors that may impact student learning are 
not included in the analysis, but the factors we considered are likely to capture some essential 
aspects of the retention story.  Only data collected systematically for all schools in the sample 
was included.  With regard to student performance measures, we used the school-level reading 
and mathematics scores on the 2004 Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL). 
 
To begin, all 69 middle and high schools in the selected districts were examined, irrespective of 
the district in which they were located.  Among all schools, student achievement (as measured by 
WASL reading and math scores) is strongly associated with poverty, race and ethnicity (see 
Table 8 below). 
 
 

Poverty Range
Number of 

Schools
Percent 

Retained
2004 WASL 

Reading
2004 WASL 

Math
Percent White 

Students
0-29% 12 61% 78% 56% 67%

30-49% 20 59% 68% 45% 60%

50-69% 22 51% 43% 28% 40%

70%+ 15 54% 47% 26% 33%

Table 8:  All Schools in Selected Districts - Poverty, Retention and Student Performance

 
 
 
Table 8 examines the characteristics of schools by poverty range.  It displays the average percent 
retention rate, the average WASL reading and math score for 2004 and the average percent of 
white students enrolled for each of the schools in the specific poverty range.  Student 
achievement scores vary by as much as 31 points from schools in the lowest range of poverty to 
those schools in the highest poverty range and teacher retention rates appear to decline 
somewhat.  Additionally, the largest percentage of white students is found in schools with the 
lowest poverty ranges. 
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Another way to examine these issues is by displaying the simple correlation between rates of 
teacher retention (in the same school) with indicators of the schools’ student population and 
performance (see Table 9).  When examining all 69 middle and high schools in the selected 
districts, there is correlational evidence to suggest that some kind of relationship between teacher 
retention, student characteristics and student achievement exists.  The strength of the relationship 
between teacher retention, poverty, percent of white students, and WASL reading and math 
scores is stronger at the middle school level.  That is, middle schools with lower teacher retention 
rates seem to have high poverty rates, lower WASL scores, and a smaller percentage of white 
students. 
 

All Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Number of schools 69 36 33

Teachers retained by percent…

Poverty -0.30 -0.34 -0.09

White students 0.47 0.54 0.41

WASL reading 0.30 0.51 0.04

WASL math 0.33 0.56 0.22

Table 9:  Correlations with Teacher Retention by School Level and Student 
Characteristics (based on 2 point in time analysis for 2000-2004)

 
 
 
But this first look at all the schools obscures as much as it reveals.  This analysis does not take 
into account the unique characteristics of each district in terms of their variation in overall levels 
of poverty, the distribution of poverty across schools within a district, or the variance in the 
composition of the student population.  Nor does such an analysis take account of the differing 
means for the same poverty level.  For example, some districts have a very limited range from 
“low” to “high” poverty, while others demonstrate a much wider variation in both overall 
poverty level and the way in which poverty is distributed among the schools in the district.  A 
closer look at individual districts and individual schools affords an opportunity examine the 
connections among student characteristics, teacher retention and student performance in more 
detail, without the potentially confounding effects of differing district conditions.  In Table 10, 
the middle and high schools in each district are displayed with school and student characteristics. 
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District
Student 

Enrollment

% All 
Teachers 
Retained

% Novice 
Retained

% White 
Teachers

% White 
Students % Poverty

WASL 
Reading WASL Math

Seattle
Aki Kurose MS 681 45% 25% 68% 7% 72% 46.6 26.8
Denny MS 745 47% 20% 84% 24% 69% 43.1 26.4
Eckstein MS 1247 62% 76% 89% 65% 16% 88.8 79.4
Hamilton Int MS 767 57% 50% 92% 36% 54% 55.8 41.5
Madison MS 877 45% 37% 86% 46% 45% 61.4 43.3
McClure MS 615 36% 24% 87% 49% 41% 62.1 43.6
Meany MS 464 24% 11% 66% 18% 66% 41.9 23.9
Mercer MS 804 51% 41% 87% 7% 71% 55.9 33.1
Washington MS 992 59% 56% 72% 39% 37% 74.3 65.7
Whitman MS 1064 65% 67% 88% 63% 27% 76.2 61.1
Ballard HS 1620 66% 52% 92% 63% 23% 77.6 53.1
Cleveland HS 770 45% 9% 76% 11% 63% 56.8 23.2
Franklin HS 1500 52% 61% 68% 13% 46% 64.1 31.3
Garfield HS 1625 49% 41% 69% 43% 25% 76.1 56.0
Ingraham HS 1183 54% 40% 78% 35% 45% 65.6 39.5
John Marshall Alt 165 59% 44% 67% 33% 65% 30.2 4.9
MiddleCollege HS 236 40% 33% 46% 32% 36% 30.4 0.0
Nathan Hale HS 1073 48% 43% 89% 62% 17% 83.9 59.8
Nova HS 281 55% 33% 100% 82% 15% 86.7 46.7
Rainier Beach HS 521 37% 17% 79% 8% 69% 52.4 12.7
Roosevelt HS 1623 64% 61% 85% 59% 22% 80.6 62.4
Sealth HS 926 48% 39% 86% 27% 58% 55.4 25.0
South Lake HS 136 88% 100% 63% 13% 71% 23.1 5.3
West Seattle HS 1182 59% 55% 86% 47% 34% 70.5 38.6

Tacoma
Baker MS 718 55% 69% 91% 43% 59% 47.7 28.4
Gault MS 414 49% 42% 68% 32% 87% 37.6 27.8
Gray MS 650 44% 40% 85% 47% 71% 41.5 16.2
Hunt MS 622 48% 22% 90% 46% 61% 54.0 34.5
Jason Lee MS 593 41% 38% 71% 42% 81% 55.0 30.3
Mason MS 834 68% 80% 86% 84% 28% 75.7 64.5
McIlvaigh MS 474 52% 75% 86% 21% 85% 47.2 25.2
Meeker MS 747 56% 33% 89% 68% 16% 75.3 43.6
Stewart MS 591 43% 23% 63% 44% 71% 56.9 25.6
Truman MS 674 69% 50% 88% 72% 41% 72.0 46.7
Foss HS 1767 65% 65% 84% 45% 48% 64.1 36.0
Lincoln HS 1563 64% 69% 79% 38% 63% 46.4 18.8
Mt Tahoma HS 1818 61% 46% 89% 48% 52% 60.7 31.2
Stadium HS 1580 65% 47% 86% 68% 27% 73.0 50.8
Wilson HS 1610 66% 67% 81% 70% 30% 66.1 30.1

2000-2004

Table 10:  School and Student Characteristics and Teacher Retention
Trend Data for Middle and High Schools in Select Districts
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District
Student 

Enrollment

% All 
Teachers 
Retained

% Novice 
Retained

% White 
Teachers

% White 
Students % Poverty

WASL 
Reading WASL Math

Spokane
Chase MS 873 57% 57% 94% 85% 41% 76.5 55.8
Garry MS 659 50% 29% 94% 81% 77% 61.1 39.4
Glover MS 822 67% 67% 90% 85% 64% 57.9 44.4
Sacajawea MS 946 67% 75% 95% 85% 33% 83.1 68.3
Salk MS 767 80% 100% 93% 91% 35% 71.8 58.1
Shaw MS 740 54% 44% 100% 81% 75% 54.1 40
Ferris HS 1818 66% 60% 93% 88% 24% 74.5 53.9
Havermale Alt 479 62% 40% 100% 76% 63% 39.3 9.0
Lewis & Clark HS 2021 76% 88% 93% 86% 30% 75.6 56.9
North Central HS 1583 58% 73% 92% 86% 46% 72.0 40.9
Rogers HS 1744 60% 76% 91% 83% 68% 63.7 33.2
Shadle Park HS 1726 72% 73% 94% 91% 32% 69.9 51.2

Highline
Cascade MS 601 34% 43% 94% 29% 68% 51.4 29.1
Chinook MS 648 31% 38% 94% 31% 68% 44.5 29.2
Pacific MS 707 50% 40% 97% 51% 48% 72.7 44.2
Sylvester MS 709 59% 50% 91% 57% 45% 73.9 47.1
Evergreen HS 1219 51% 56% 84% 34% 55% 63.3 38.3
Highline HS 1519 64% 50% 97% 59% 35% 75.1 47.5
Mount Ranier HS 1345 64% 42% 95% 62% 29% 72.4 45.1
Tyee HS 1219 46% 26% 92% 37% 50% 56.5 21.5

Yakima
Franklin MS 828 68% 75% 85% 37% 78% 52.7 39.7
Lewis & Clark MS 749 67% 45% 88% 39% 88% 45 21.4
Washington MS 746 66% 60% 86% 14% 91% 46.6 28.3
Wilson MS 780 53% 22% 94% 47% 64% 69.4 45.9
Davis HS 1688 52% 29% 85% 36% 67% 51.6 27.4
Eisenhower HS 1831 63% 50% 85% 52% 50% 65.8 33.3

Pasco
Mclouglin MS 956 51% 31% 86% 55% 47% 61.8 48.7
Stevens MS 726 44% 54% 80% 11% 93% 40.9 22
New Horizons HS 185 56% 0% 100% 24% 85% 40.0 8.6
Pasco Senior HS 2774 67% 57% 88% 31% 66% 59.1 28.6

Trend Data for Middle and High Schools in Select Districts
2000-2004

Table 10 Continued:  School and Student Characteristics and Teacher Retention

 
 
These results prompt us to suggest that the examination of teacher retention on a school-by-
school basis is most informative when grounded in the individual context of the district (see 
Appendices A and B for individual data on all of the schools).  Clearly the analyses presented 
here beg further questions about other district conditions that may be important to consider when 
examining differences in teacher retention at the school level.  For example, what influence 
might school climate, school leadership, parental involvement or teacher assignment and transfer 
policies have on teacher retention in a specific district or school?  While providing more detailed 
analyses of individual districts is outside the scope of this research, further research could delve 
into these questions. 
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The analyses presented here could also be more informative for policymakers and practitioners if 
data about teachers’ certification, endorsements, and assignments were available.  It would be 
helpful to know how middle and high school teacher retention rates vary by subject areas.  For 
example, does a disproportionate share of math and science teachers leave their schools, districts 
or the Washington workforce?  This type of data that provides reliable and consistent 
information about additional characteristics of the Washington teacher workforce would be very 
useful in designing recruitment and retention initiatives, and is fundamental to exploring 
important equity concerns regarding the extent to which all children in the state have access to 
well-qualified teachers. 
 
 
Summary Comments 
 
This report examines teacher retention and mobility in Washington’s teaching force at state, 
district and school levels, with particular emphasis on middle and high school teachers in six 
districts.  We examine teacher mobility comparing patterns among districts and within districts.  
We also look at retention and mobility in relation to student demographics, measures of student 
learning in reading and mathematics and other school and district characteristics.  We focus on 
middle and high schools in six districts:  Seattle, Tacoma, Spokane, Highline, Yakima and Pasco. 
 
In this selected, non-representative sample of Washington middle and high schools, we find that 
these middle and high school teachers are similar to the characteristics of all Washington 
teachers statewide in some respects, and differ somewhat in others.  High school teachers in the 
sample were older and more experienced than other teachers, and both middle and high school 
teachers in this sample are more racially and ethnically diverse than teachers statewide.  
However, the percent of the sample of middle and high school teachers who have less than five 
years of teaching experience closely resemble all teachers statewide.  Additionally, middle 
school teacher retention rates in this sample are lower than the statewide profile. 
 
When examining teacher retention and mobility rates aggregated at the district level, we find that 
middle school teachers in Tacoma and Pasco move within the district at considerably higher rates 
than other teachers in the sample districts.  Also, both middle and high school teachers in 
Highline move to other districts at considerably higher rates.  Districts also vary in the percent of 
novice teachers that comprise the district workforce.  In Seattle and Pasco, novice teachers 
represent a larger proportion of their workforce than in Spokane and Yakima.  Across nearly all 
experience levels, middle school teachers are retained at lower rates than their high school 
counterparts, with the exception of Yakima.  We also find that there are even greater differences 
in teacher retention rates between schools within a district than between districts. 
 
We conducted a number of analyses to examine the relation between teacher retention, student 
characteristics and student performance in the selected districts.  We found that student 
performance (as measured by WASL reading and math scores) is strongly associated with 
poverty, race and ethnicity of students, and the strength of this relationship is more pronounced 
at the middle school level.  That is, middle schools with lower teacher retention rates seem to 
have higher poverty rates, lower WASL scores, and a smaller percentage of white students.   
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These results suggest that the examination of teacher retention on a school-by-school basis is 
most informative when grounded in the individual context of the district.  The findings 
underscore the usefulness of developing appropriate, feasible and useful analytic tools and 
methods for conducting accurate retention and mobility analyses.  Data-based analyses of teacher 
retention and mobility can help sharpen the questions that state and district policymakers need as 
they consider ways to improve the equity of access to a high quality education for all of 
Washington’s school children. 
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BACKGROUND: 
 

The Legislature requires1 the Higher Education Coordinating Board to develop a 
statewide strategic master plan for higher education that proposes a vision and 
identifies goals and priorities for the system of higher education in Washington 
State. The plan encompasses all sectors of higher education, including the two-
year system, workforce training, the four-year institutions, and financial aid. The 
board also specifies strategies for maintaining and expanding access, 
affordability, quality, efficiency, and accountability among the various institutions 
of higher education.   

 

The Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB) is preparing a ten year 
strategic master plan which is due to the legislature by December 1, 2007. The 
HECB is examining the role higher education will play to develop the state’s full 
21st century potential. They identify a number of the concerns that our Board also 
shares: too few people and adults are completing post secondary education, the 
most rapidly growing student populations are those most at risk for dropping out, 
and employers have a growing demand for highly educated and skilled workers.  

                                            
1 RCW 28B.76.200 



The HECB Executive Director, Ann Daley, would like to present a draft of what 
they are thinking and ask for your thoughts. Some of the key questions the HECB 
has are: 

 How can our state build a college-bound culture in our high schools? 

 How can we improve teacher and school leader education so that public 
schools truly serve as the great equalizer for students from every culture, 
country, and income level? 

 How can we make it easier for students to transfer from associate degree 
programs to bachelor’s and advanced degree programs? 

 How can we enable adult workers to move up to more advanced job 
skills? 

 

 

 



 

 

Help us plan the future of  
higher education in Washington 

 
The Higher Education Coordinating Board is seeking your ideas to help us plan the future of our 

community and technical colleges and universities.  In December, the Board must complete a 

“master plan” that will guide how our higher education system grows and changes over the next 

10 years. 

This is a crucial task.  Our education system has long been the envy of the world, and today’s 

baby boomers are the most highly educated generation in American history.  But we are sliding 

backwards as other countries outperform us, and as a growing number of Americans are left 

behind by an education system that doesn’t meet their needs. 

The next generation will need even more education to succeed – and it includes more people who 

face bigger barriers to educational success: immigrants, people of color, low-income children, 

and under-educated young adults.  

Creating opportunity for the next generation is at the very heart of the American tradition. 

Thomas Jefferson passionately believed that education was central to realizing the hope of a 

society built on virtue and talent, instead of the circumstances of one’s birth.    

Increasing educational opportunity and success for the next generation will require new thinking, 

new strategies, and new investments.  Our government, social institutions and our prosperity in 

this new, increasingly complex and interconnected world will depend on our ability to nurture 

and sustain an education system capable of developing the full capability of our citizens – more 

now than ever before in human history. 

What will our democracy, our culture, and our economy look like in 10 or 20 years?  If current 

trends are not reversed, we face economic decline, deepening divisions between rich and poor, 

and a deeper gulf between the people and our government.  The need to reverse these trends is 

urgent, and it will require the united efforts of people in every community in Washington.  That’s 

why we are asking you to join us in creating a visionary, workable, equitable path to a better 

future for the people of our state. 

We hope you will share your thoughts at one of the public forums we’re holding this fall, or at 

the Board’s regular meeting on October 25.  You also can submit comments by email at: 

masterplan@hecb.wa.gov. 

mailto:masterplan@hecb.wa.gov


Invitation for Public Discussion 

 

 

 

2008 Strategic Master Plan  
for Washington Higher Education 

 
Public Forums 

Vancouver Public Forum 
Thursday, October 18 

4:30 - 6:30 pm 

The Historic Reserve – Hamilton Bldg. 

Bellingham Public Forum 
Tuesday, October 23 

4:30 - 6:30 pm 

Quality Inn Baron Suites – Atlantis Room 

 
Board Meeting / Public Hearing 

Thursday, October 25 

1:00 – 4:00 pm 

WSU Vancouver 

 
Spokane Public Forum 

Monday, October 29 

11:30 am - 1:30 pm 

NW Museum of Arts & Culture – Gilkey Room 

Tacoma Public Forum 
Tuesday, October 30 

11:30 am - 1:30 pm 

Tacoma Art Museum – The Event Space 

Seattle Public Forum 
Thursday, November 1 

3:30 pm – 5 pm 

North Seattle Community College 

 



Invitation for Public Discussion 

 

 

Why do we need a new plan? 

Our world is changing in ways that provide a new opportunity, and a new challenge. 

 

The new opportunity is this:  

In the next few years, our state’s economy is expected to continue to grow rapidly, 

increasing the need for educated and skilled workers. At the same time the baby boomers 

will begin to retire in record numbers, opening up thousands of additional new jobs and 

civic leadership positions for members of the next generation.  

The new challenge is this:  

In the next few years, Washington will need to meet the rising demand for skilled and 

talented citizens by educating a much greater percentage of our young and middle-aged 

workers to much higher levels than we are currently doing.  Population growth and in-

migration of educated workers will not be enough to fill these needs.  

Today, about three quarters of all family-wage jobs require some form of education or training 

beyond high school.  But a third of the working-age adults in our state have a high school 

diploma or less.  Already, 51% of Washington employers report that they have trouble finding 

people with the skills they need to expand their businesses. 

At the high end of the job market – the jobs that require four-year college degrees or more – 

Washington imports talent, because we don’t graduate enough people with degrees in science, 

math and engineering. Beyond the economic benefits of raising the education level of more of 

Washington’s citizens, important social benefits result such as increased voter participation and 

volunteerism, combined with lower crime rates, health care costs and public assistance.   
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Washington is near 
the bottom of the eight 
Global Challenge 
States in the 
percentage of ninth 
graders completing 
college. The GCS are 
states with the 
greatest potential to 
succeed in the new 
global economy. 
 

Percent 

19% 

Too few Washington ninth graders complete college 



Invitation for Public Discussion 

 

 

 

 
We can’t meet this new challenge  

by doing what we have always done. 
 

If we keep doing what we have always done, we will get the same results we’ve always 

gotten.  We will continue to have too many high school dropouts, too many under-educated 

adults, and not enough educated people to fill the jobs that will make our communities 

prosper.  And the gap between rich and poor in our society will continue to widen.   

We need fresh thinking about how to raise the level of educational attainment for Washington 

residents – not some day in the distant future, but right now.  The opportunity is immediate, 

and the need is urgent. 

Washington Learns, the Governor’s special commission on the future of education, called for a 

seamless, cradle-through-career education system that keeps all of us engaged in learning for 

life.   

Governor Gregoire has created a P-20 Council to promote the Washington Learns vision of a 

seamless, coherent and accountable system that truly serves all learners.  The plan the Higher 

Education Coordinating Board is creating will be a major step towards bringing that vision to 

life. 

The Washington Learns report provided direction and diagnosis of some of the key problems we 

must face: 

 We need to create a higher education system that serves all – not just some – 

Washington residents.  If 75% of today’s good jobs require some form of higher 

education, we can expect that in another generation, it will be 90% or even 100%. 

  We need more graduates in math, science and engineering.  The leading industries of 

the 21st century economy require far more graduates in these fields than we are 

producing. 

 We need teachers in early learning and public school programs who are better 

prepared to teach math and science, and to educate students from every culture and 

income group, and with every learning style.  Our schools urgently need teachers with 

21st century skills to meet the needs of all 21st century kids. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Invitation for Public Discussion 

 

 

By 2030, 37% of the students in our schools will come from diverse  
ethnic and racial backgrounds.  
 

Office of Financial Management 11

Between now and 2030, the K-12 population (age 5 to 17) will become increasingly 

diverse.  By 2030, minority groups will account for over 35 percent of the state’s   

K-12 age population.
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These students are more likely to come from low-income families and have different cultural 
expectations, life experiences, and learning needs than those from white, middle- or upper-
income families. 
 

We need to create an education system that adapts to the needs of students, instead of one 

that requires students to adapt to the system. Across the education spectrum – from preschool 

through graduate school – we need an education system that works for everyone.  Students with 

different learning styles, students of color, low-income students and immigrants often have a 

very hard time getting what they need in today’s classrooms.  People who can’t afford to move to 

be near education institutions are also left out.  Our economic future depends on our ability to 

change this, so that all learners have access to the educational opportunities they need to succeed. 

We need a higher education system that provides a seamless transition when students 

graduate from K-12 schools. To do this, we need to help middle and high school students 

explore their dreams and talents, learn about possible careers and the education they require, and 

chart their own course to success.  And we need stronger partnerships between public schools 

and higher education to achieve this. 

We need to provide more opportunities for under-educated adults.  Only a tiny fraction of 

under-educated adults and immigrants who need to learn both English and job skills are enrolled 

in adult basic education and job training.  We have promising new programs, but they are not 

available to all who need them. 

We need to stimulate creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurial imagination.  Our unique 

position in the global economy, coupled with our growing diversity, make Washington a 

crossroads for new ideas and points of view.  If we make the most of these assets, we can be the 

spawning ground for more new industries and for artistic innovation. 

We need to create a culture of collaboration between different levels within the education 

system, and between education, business, community organizations, and faith organizations.  By 

working together we can make the most of limited resources, and create a culture that supports 

and values learning. 

 



Invitation for Public Discussion 

 

 

 

How do we get from here to there? 
 

Members of the Higher Education Coordinating Board have identified two fundamental goals, 

and framed some key questions we hope you will consider and discuss with us. 

 

Goal 1:  We will create a higher education system that truly serves everyone – 

a system that anyone can enter and afford, and a system that personalizes 

education so that everyone can succeed.   

 
Planning questions: 

 

 How can our state build a college bound culture in our high schools?  How can we keep 

students engaged, mentor and counsel them as they explore career options, and expand 

parent involvement in their education? 

 

 How can we improve teacher and school leader education programs so that public 

schools truly serve as the great equalizer for students from every culture, country, and 

income level?  How can we improve teacher preparation to teach math and science? 

 

 How can we make it easier for students to keep moving up?  For instance, how can we 

encourage adults in basic literacy programs to enroll in more advanced job skills 

programs that would increase their earning power?  How can we smooth the transition 

between community college and four-year colleges?  What counseling and academic 

advising programs are most effective at keeping students engaged and motivated? 

 

 How can we increase financial support for low-income students – both recent high school 

graduates and adults?  How can we provide better support to people who can only attend 

part time because of competing work and family obligations? 

 

 How do we provide more education to more people at an affordable cost?  Are we 

making the most efficient and effective use of new communication technologies to do 

this?  Are there other ways to reduce costs that don’t compromise quality? 

 

 How can we provide education and job training to people who are place bound?  Can we 

find ways to take the education to the learners, wherever they are? 

 

 How should we assign accountability for students completing the programs they enroll 

in?  What incentives – for both students and colleges – would produce significant 

increases in completion rates? 

 

 

 

 

Goal 2:  We will create a higher education system that drives greater 

economic prosperity, innovation and opportunity.  



Invitation for Public Discussion 

 

 

 

Planning questions: 

 

 How can we meet employer demand for students with degrees and training in high-

demand, high-skill fields by improving our ability to forecast what will be needed? 

 

 How do higher education institutions need to be better partners with employers and 

regional economic development agencies? 

 

 Can we engage the media, employers, and community organizations in a campaign to 

encourage more students to choose careers in math, science and engineering? 

 

 How can we integrate basic education and job training, so that under-educated adults get 

both at the same time?  How can we bring promising programs that do this to scale, so 

they are available to all who would benefit? 

 

 What strategic investments in research should we make?  How can they be sustained?  

How should we support translating research into commercial applications that create 

new jobs? 

 

 

 

We need your help to answer these questions, 
and to plan our future. 

 
Our higher education system has helped Washington become the prosperous state it is today.  We 

can all be proud of the quality and variety of the educational institutions and programs we 

already have.  But now it’s our job to take it to the next level, and to rethink, retool, and re-

imagine our education system for a world where economic, scientific, and technological change 

demands a higher level of learning than ever before. 

 

Of all the investments of tax dollars we make, education pays the highest dividends.  But we are 

challenged to find ways to stretch our public resources as never before if we are to meet the 

challenge of educating more people in time to meet the urgent needs of our growing population 

and our changing economy. 

 

This is a challenge that deserves the broadest possible public participation, and the most careful 

thought about how to translate our most deeply held values into programs that provide hope, 

opportunity and upward mobility to all the people of our state.   

 

We hope you will join us in this work. 
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How Can Higher Education
Help Washington 
Achieve Its Full 

21st Century Potential?

2

Call for Public Comment

Higher education will play a critical role in
developing our state’s full 21st century
potential.

A 10-year strategic master plan for higher 
education is due in December 2007. 

We need your ideas and help as we
consider key challenges our state faces. 

3

Washington has significant opportunities 
and challenges in the 21st century

Opportunities
• A strong, global economy

• A highly educated population

• An abundance of natural resources

• A major participant in international trade 

• Steady population growth and diversity
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Challenges
• Too few young people and adults completing 

postsecondary training, certificates, and 
degrees 

• The most rapidly growing student cohort in 
our schools is most at risk for dropping out.

• Highly educated baby boomers will need to be 
replaced.

• Growing demand for highly educated and 
skilled workers

• Overly reliant on attracting those with degrees 
from other states and countries

5

Our state needs more highly educated citizens

As Washington’s population 
grows our economy will be 
more knowledge-based.

 Demand for postsecondary 
education will increase
 Demand for highly educated   

workers will increase

Large numbers of baby 
boomers will retire and need 
to be replaced beginning this 
decade.

 Baby boomers are the most 
educated generation in history
 Replacing the baby boomers 

will increase the demand for 
educated and skilled workers

Washington has critical 
shortages of workers in high 
demand fields such as 
nursing, computer science, 
and engineering.

 Competition for highly educated 
workers is growing

 51% of Washington employers 
report difficulty finding people  
with the skills needed to expand 
their businesses

6

There will be more of us
2.5 million
increase 
(+37%)

2005 - 6.2 million

2030 – 8.6 million

We will be older
Those over 65

will increase most rapidly
(+72%)

2005 = 11% of population

2030 = 19% of population

We will be more diverse
We will experience a 
9% increase in the 

diversity of our population
(+39%)

2005 = 23% Diversity

2030 = 32% Diversity

Washington: growing, aging, becoming more diverse
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We are global
Washington is ranked second* 

nationally in its potential to 
succeed in the global economy.

New Economy Indicators
Knowledge Jobs                    Globalization
Economic Dynamism         Digital Economy

Technological Innovation Capacity

Our economy is strong 
Aerospace

Software Development
Biosciences

International Trade
Agribusiness

Manufacturing

We are generating jobs
Washington’s best jobs are 
increasingly in fields with a 

strong emphasis on science, 
mathematics and technology.

We’re a leading consumer of 
science, engineering degrees

#1 Engineering
#6 in Computer Specialists

#9 in Life/Physical Scientists

*New Economy Index

Washington economic trends

Washington scores 86.2 out of 100
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We have a growing
‘middle-wage’ job sector –
jobs paying $17 or more

per hour.

Aerospace
Crane/Tower Operator
Engineering Technician
Electrical Installer
Mechanics

Professional, Business Services
Executive Secretary
Correctional Officers
Office Supervisor
Legal Secretary

Logistics, International Trade
Telecommunications 
Equipment Installer
Truck Drivers
Dispatchers

Clean Tech/Green Building
Floor Layer
Carpenter
Pile Driver

Tourism
Sales

Gaming Supervisor
Supervisors

Cashiers

Washington economic trends
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But too many students 
leave the educational 
pipeline from ninth 
grade onward

Ninth Grade
95,267

HS Grads
70,783

College
38,233

AA or BA
18,517

AA
6,739

BA
11,778

12th Grade
82,596

Snapshot captures 30% of AA degrees and 
41% of BA degrees awarded statewide. 
Sources:
OSPI: K12 Enrollment and Graduation
OSPI/SESRC: High School Graduate Follow Study 
IPEDS: Completions Rate 
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64%

26%

10%

62%

18%

19%

60%

24%

16%

33%

20%

47%

White Asian African
American

Latino

Some College 
or Beyond

HS/GED

Less Than 
High School

Lack of educational advancement is particularly
problematic among Native Americans and Latinos

Washington Population 25+: US Census 2000

47%

30%

23%

Native
American
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There are systemic problems in 
our education system…

…too few kindergartners arrive at 
school ready to learn

12

Too few students graduate 
on time from high school…

… 70% statewide average         
on-time completion rate
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Too few participate
in postsecondary education…

… 25th nationally in the
percentage of adults enrolled

14

Too few complete bachelor’s,
advanced degrees…

… 36th nationally in BA degrees

… 38th nationally in science,
engineering degrees

15

…and far too many 
Washington adults 
have low levels of 
educational attainment

Nearly half of all Latino/Hispanics 
25 or older have less than high 
school education. 

One out of every four persons 
aged 18 to 24 has no high school 
diploma.

Non-English speakers in 
Washington doubled in the last 
census.

More than 34 percent of 
Washington residents age 25 to 
64 have only a high school 
diploma.

Washington’s under-educated working 
population is equal in size     to its 
next 10 high school graduating 
classes.

34.1%

25%

47%
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Washington is 6th among GCS in bachelor 
degree production per 1,000 adults 20-34

36.8
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Source: IPEDS

Global Challenge States

WA 13% below the median
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27.5

16.5
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Washington is last among the GCS in advanced 
degree production per 1,000 adults 20-34

WA 31% below median 
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Rising levels of education benefit society
Societal benefits
College graduates are more engaged 
citizens and make healthier decisions 
than those who don’t earn a diploma.

• Voter participation increases
• Volunteerism increases
• Crime decreases
• Welfare, health costs decrease

Economic benefits
More degreed individuals in a regional 
economy produce higher wages for 
everyone.

• Productivity increases
• Technology innovation rises
• Economy grows on fast track
• Tax contributions increase

Personal benefits
2.4% of those with a BA degree or 
higher live at or below the poverty level 
compared with 24.4% of those with less 
than a high school diploma.

A bachelor’s degree brings
• $357,000 additional lifetime

income for men
• $156,000 additional lifetime

income for women

Generational benefits
Increasing college completion rates 
today will produce exponentially greater 
public return in the future.

• Those whose parents have
completed college are most
likely to earn a college degree
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Other nations with advanced economies know 
educating the next generation is essential to future 
economic success…

52%

40%

33%

51%

Canada Japan

17%

Korea

48%

U.S.

40% 40%

Spain

18% 18%

40%

19%

FranceIreland

Age 45-54
with AA or higher

Age 25-34
with AA or higher

…but the U.S. (and 
Washington) are standing still

WA

44%

37%

20

Washington lacks the capacity to teach enough 
skills to enough people to meet the demand for 
educated workers.

Our education system must improve and expand
to help our state achieve its full economic and 
societal potential.

If we continue to lag behind other states and 
countries, we will fail in our effort to become a 
major force in the global economy.

Challenge

21

Educating our citizens is a necessary investment
to secure our future. 

We have a moral responsibility to educate the 
next generation. 

We all share the responsibility for meeting this 
challenge.

Challenge



8

22

What Washington Needs

• More highly educated people

• Affordable postsecondary programs

• More access for place-bound citizens

• More integrated educational pathways

• A stronger emphasis on student success

• Increased postsecondary capacity

• Increased research and innovation

23

How Do We Get From Here To There?
Members of the Higher Education Coordinating Board 
have identified two fundamental goals, and framed 
some key questions we hope you will consider and 
discuss with us.

Goal 1:  We will create a higher education 
system that truly serves everyone – a system 
that anyone can enter and afford, and a system 
that personalizes education so that everyone 
can succeed.

Goal 2:  We will create a higher education 
system that drives greater economic prosperity, 
innovation and opportunity.

24

How can our state build a college-bound culture in 
our high schools?

How can we improve teacher and school leader 
education so that public schools truly serve as the 
great equalizer for students from every culture, country 
and income level?

How can we make it easier for students to transfer
from associate degree programs to bachelor’s and 
advanced degree programs. 

How can we enable adult workers to move up to more 
advanced job skills?

Planning Questions
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How can we increase financial support for low-income 
students – both recent high school graduates and 
adults?

How do we provide more education to more people at 
an affordable cost?

How do we provide education and job training to people 
who are place-bound?

How should we assign accountability for students 
completing the programs they enroll in?

Planning Questions

26

How do we meet employer demand for students with 
degrees and training in high-demand, high-skill fields 
by improving our ability to forecast what will be needed?

How can higher education institutions become better 
partners with employers and regional economic 
development agencies?

Can we engage the media, employers, and community 
organizations in a campaign to encourage more students 
to choose careers in math, science, and engineering?

Planning Questions

27

Vancouver Public Forum
Thursday, October 18
4:30 - 6:30 pm
The Historic Reserve 
Hamilton Bldg.

Bellingham Public Forum
Tuesday, October 23
4:30 - 6:30 pm
Quality Inn Baron Suites 

Public Forum Schedule

Spokane Public Forum
Monday, October 29
11:30 am - 1:30 pm
NW Museum 
of Arts & Culture

Tacoma Public Forum
Tuesday, October 30
11:30 am - 1:30 pm
Tacoma Art Museum

Seattle Public
Forum

Thursday,
November 1
3:30-5 pm

North Seattle
Community 

College

Board Meeting / Public Hearing
Thursday, October 25
1:00 – 4:00 pm
WSU Vancouver
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Call us at: 360-704-4169

Email us at: masterplan@hecb.wa.gov

Visit our Web site: www.hecb.wa.gov
and click on the Master Plan logo

Or, attend a public forum in your area

Send Us Your Comments



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: ___X___ ACTION 
 
DATE: November 2, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: TRIBAL MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTER: Dr. Kathe Taylor, Policy Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
 Honorable Karen Condon 
 Councilwoman, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 2006, the Board signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the Tribal 
Leader Congress on Education and agreed to: 

 Initiate the process to formally consider the inclusion of Tribal history, 
culture, and government as a graduation requirement by December 1, 
2006; 

 On or before December 1, 2006, begin meetings and active consultation 
with the Tribal Leader Congress on Education and the Washington State 
School Directors Association on the inclusion of Tribal history, culture, and 
government as a graduation requirement; and  

 Reach a decision on including Tribal history, culture, and government as a 
graduation requirement by December 1, 2007. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Because the Board has extended its comprehensive review of high school 
graduation requirements into 2008, staff recommends that the Board renegotiate 
the MOA to move the deadline for a decision on this issue to December 1, 2008.  
The additional time will give the Board an opportunity to consider this specific 
request in the context of overall graduation requirements.   
 
 



 
 
 

Memorandum of Agreement with  
 
 

Tribal Leader Congress on Education  
UPDATE 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 2005, the legislature introduced a bill1 on tribal history and culture that 
amended a statute2 pertaining to the Board’s authority. The new language (in 
italics) read: 
 
     (a)  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.  

 
In 2006, the Board signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the Tribal 
Leader Congress on Education and agreed to: 

 Initiate the process to formally consider the inclusion of Tribal history, 
culture, and government as a graduation requirement by December 1, 
2006; 

 On or before December 1, 2006, begin meetings and active consultation 
with the Tribal Leader Congress on Education and the Washington State 
School Directors Association on the inclusion of Tribal history, culture, and 
government as a graduation requirement; and  

 Reach a decision on including Tribal history, culture, and government as a 
graduation requirement by December 1, 2007. 

 
UPDATE 
 
Board members met with Tribal representatives in 2006 to initiate discussion.  
When the Board decided to review and revise high school graduation 
requirements, a decision on whether to include Tribal history, culture, and 
government was folded into that comprehensive review.    
 
 
 

                                            
1 SHB 1495 
2 RCW 28A.230.090 



In the past few months, individual Board members have engaged directly in 
conversations with Tribal representatives about Tribal interests in graduation 
requirements. Dr. Bernal Baca attended the August 2007 meeting of the Tribal 
Leader Congress (TLC) on Education to listen to concerns.   
 
Staff met with Tribal representatives in October 2007 to hear the current 
recommendation of the TLC on Education. Those attending were Suzi Wright 
(Policy Analyst for the Tulalip Tribes), Keri Acker-Peltier (Director of Education, 
Suquamish Tribe, and Advisory Committee member for the Meaningful High 
School Diploma), Rob Purser (Suquamish Educational Liaison), and Darlene 
Peters (Educational Specialist, Suquamish).   
 
The Tribal members reported that the Tribal Leader Congress on Education had 
discussed the graduation requirements at its meetings in Quinault and Tulalip 
and had decided to request that the Board consider a .5 credit of local tribal 
history, culture, and government as a graduation requirement.  They pointed to 
the new language defining Basic Education as support for their request, and 
expressed hope that the language would inform the Board as it rethinks 
graduation requirements.   
 
In earlier conversations, there had been some indication that the TLC on 
Education was less interested in a stand-alone graduation requirement and more 
interested in a sovereignty curriculum being developed by the Office of Indian 
Education at OSPI. However, because the sovereignty curriculum is intended to 
be incorporated into existing curriculum, rather than be a stand-alone 
requirement, the feeling now is that such a requirement would be insufficient to 
address the interests of the Tribes.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Because the Board has extended its comprehensive review of high school 
graduation requirements into 2008, staff recommends that the Board renegotiate 
the MOA to move the deadline for a decision on this issue to December 2008.  
The additional time will give the Board an opportunity to consider this specific 
request in the context of overall graduation requirements.   
 
 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: ___X__ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: NOVEMBER 1-2, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: NAVIGATION 101 
 
SERVICE UNIT: State Board of Education 
 Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
PRESENTER: Martin Mueller, Assistant Superintendent, Student Support, OSPI 

Mike Hubert, School Counselor, Navigation 101 Field Staff, Bremerton 
School District 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
No Action Required 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Navigation 101 is a life skills and planning curriculum for students in grades 6 through 12. It 
aims to help students make clear, careful, and creative plans for life beyond high school, and:  
--Encourage student engagement by building meaningful relationships between each student 
and at least one adult at school, thereby helping students remain engaged and motivated and 
lessening the chance for dropping out.  
--Enhance student achievement by helping students evaluate their own skills, interests, and 
accomplishments; successfully make the transition between middle and high school; take more 
challenging courses; and understand the relationship between school and life after graduation.  
--Involve parents or guardians by engaging them in students’ decisions, sharing 
comprehensive information about students’ progress, and inviting them to annual student-led 
conferences.  
--Strengthen community within schools and in the neighborhoods in which students and their 
families live by offering students meaningful service-learning and leadership opportunities.  
Navigation 101 was first developed by the Franklin Pierce School District. Because of its 
success there, the program was then replicated in a number of other districts around the state. 
In 2006, the State Legislature funded Navigation 101 so that any interested district could adopt 
it. The Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction has used some of 
that funding to create these lesson plans, which provide a simple and clear way to implement 
Navigation 101 in your school. 
 



 
 

N  A  V  I  G  A  T  I  O  N  

ACCOMPLISHMENTS • PLANS • GOALS 
 

FALL 2007 

Help me BE what I dream... 



Too many students don’t manage to graduate 
from high school.  
 
 
And of those who do, many haven’t made clear 
plans for what they’re going to do after they 
graduate. Students need help and support to 
make the most of their time in school and to 
make good choices for life after high school. 
 
 
That’s where Navigation 101 can help.  
 
 
Navigation 101 is a life skills and planning pro-
gram for students in grades 6 through 12. It 
was developed by the Franklin Pierce School 
District and is now being used in schools 
throughout Washington State. 
 
 

NAVIGATION 101: CLEAR, CAREFUL, AND CREATIVE PLANNING  
FOR LIFE BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL.  
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WHY NAVIGATION? 

“It’s about YOU now. You’re carrying yourself. 
The teacher isn’t carrying you. ” 
 - Liz, High School Senior 
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FIVE KEY ELEMENTS 
 
Navigation brings together five key elements that have proven to have significant benefits 
for students. Each of these elements is important; but it’s their interconnectedness that 
makes Navigation so powerful. 
 
PERSONALIZING—Advisories: Students meet regularly in small group “advisories” with a 
teacher and other students, using a curriculum based on academic and guidance stan-
dards. 
 
PLANNING—Portfolios: Students save samples of their work to reflect on their progress and 
determine how they can improve. Students also save resumes, assessments, and drafts of 

postsecondary plans. 
 
DEMONSTRATING—Student-led conferences: 
Each year, students share their achievements, 
dreams, and plans with advisors and parents 
at a conference that they lead. 
 
EMPOWERING– Student-driven scheduling: 
Students who take advanced courses do bet-
ter after graduation. Navigation re-orients the 
registration process so that students can take 
these “gatekeeper” courses. 
 
EVALUATING– Data analysis: Navigation 
schools collect data on a number of indicators 
to measure student success. 
 

“I have this opportunity… I want to be lazy, but I 
also want to be an engineer. So I have to choose.” 
 - Harrison, High School Senior 
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Navigation equalizes opportunity so that ALL students have 
meaningful choices for life after high school, not just those 
whose parents can help them along. 
 
 
Navigation encourages student engagement by ensuring 
that every student has at least one adult at school who 
knows and cares about him or her.  
 
 
Navigation enhances student achievement by helping stu-

dents evaluate and then reflect on their skills, interests, and accomplishments.  
 
 
Navigation involves parents by engaging them in students’ decisions and plans. 
 
 
Navigation strengthens community 
within schools and in the larger 
neighborhood by offering students 
meaningful service-learning and leader-
ship opportunities. 
 
 
Navigation helps schools improve by 
involving staff and students in a shared 
mission. 

NAVIGATION CHANGES SCHOOLS 
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NAVIGATION AROUND THE STATE 
 
Navigation 101 began in the Frank-
lin Pierce School District. 
 
Because of its success there, it has 
been adopted (and adapted) by dis-
tricts around the state. In early 
2006, the State Legislature funded 
Navigation so that any district in the 
state could implement the program. 
 
Since then, Navigation has made 
great strides. 
 
For the 2007-08 school year, over 
200 schools in 95 school districts have received grants to implement Navigation 101. Navi-
gation grantee districts are spread throughout the state—from Aberdeen to Yelm and from 
Spokane to Stanwood-Camano. They represent big cities, small towns, and rural areas; and 
include Native populations and migrant communities, as well as affluent and low income 
families. 
 
Work on Navigation around the state is led by five Lighthouse districts. These early adopter 
districts—Franklin Pierce, Bremerton, Vancouver, Grandview, and Mead—offer site visits, 
coaching, and hands-on help to make Navigation a sustainable part of the school experi-
ence.  
 
During 2007-08, OSPI plans to continue to expand Navigation to new schools and new dis-
tricts. In addition, to continue to meet the needs of grantee districts, we hope to increase 
the number of Lighthouse districts and add coaches around the state.  

Lighthouse districts 

Grandview

Bremerton

Vancouver

Mead

Franklin Pierce
OSPI
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NAVIGATION CURRICULUM 
 
The heart of Navigation 101 is its curriculum, which is 
based on Washington’s Essential Academic Learning 
Requirements and the American School Counselor Asso-
ciation’s (ASCA) National Model. 
 
The ASCA model focuses the curriculum around three 
essential questions, helping to develop the whole child: 
 
ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT: What have I accomplished ? 
 
CAREER DEVELOPMENT: What do I want to do? 
 
PERSONAL & SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT: Who am I? 
 
The curriculum includes 20 lesson plans for each grade 
level from 6—12, facilitating biweekly Navigation advi-
sory sessions. 
 
The curriculum features: 
 
• Applied goal setting, with students setting goals each year in each area. 
 

• Consistency with OSPI graduation requirements, including a strong focus on postsec-
ondary readiness and the preparation of a robust High School & Beyond Plan. 

 

• Academic self-assessment, to help students learn how to reflect on their work. 
 

• Parent involvement, to engage parents in their children’s progress at school. 
 

• Service and leadership opportunities at school and in the community. 
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POSTSECONDARY PREPARATION 
 
To succeed in the world, students graduating from 
high school must be ready for college and career. Navi-
gation helps them prepare—and helps students meet 
state graduation requirements by preparing a High 
School & Beyond Plan, which is updated each year and 
finalized during senior year.  
 
Students use their Navigation portfolios to document 
their progress at a student-led conference each year 
and, in high school, to prepare four-year plans for the 
courses they should take each year. 
 
Students also pre-

pare a High School & Beyond Plan worksheet each year 
as part of Navigation 101. These worksheets grow more 
sophisticated as students get older, helping them trans-
late their goals and their dreams for the future into spe-
cific action steps.  
 
As they near graduation, students also have structured 
opportunities during Navigation to:  
 
• Research and compare postsecondary opportunities, 
• Research the cost of different choices,  
• Prepare a financial plan, and  
• Discuss their progress with other students and their 

advisor.  
 

“It’s given me a path to look forward to, 
and it’s helping me plan my future.” 
 - Rachel, High School Sophomore 
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NAVIGATION MULTIMEDIA 
 
Navigation isn’t confined to paper! To help students (and 
teachers) learn, the Navigation team has created a full 
multimedia complement to the curriculum.  
 

NAVIGATION VIDEOS 
Navigation’s six videos (an Overview and one on each of 
the five key elements) feature students and teachers 
from around the state. They can be used to help students 
learn about Navigation, to train new advisors, or to share 
with school boards, parents, and community members. 
 

NAVIGATION WEB SITE 
The Navigation web site (located at www.k12.wa.us/navigation101) features downloadable 
curriculum, professional development training materials, and links and resources for advi-
sors, counselors, parents, and students.  

 

NAVIGATION NEWS 
Navigation’s monthly e-newsletter provides 
a regular update on training opportunities 
and program plans.  
 

NAVIGATION LOG 
The newest multimedia entry is our blog, 
the Navigation Log (located at 
www.navigation101.blogspot.com). The blog 
will give Navigation grantees the chance to 
share best practices, tips, and advice.  
 

Students share their stories in the 
Navigation Overview video. 
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TRAINING AND COACHING 
 
Navigation began as a grassroots effort, as word got out 
about the “Franklin Pierce model” and people started call-
ing. The program has retained this grassroots feel through 
the Lighthouse structure—in which more experienced dis-
tricts help those who are just starting out.  
 
In addition, OSPI offers a number of other opportunities to 
help Navigation schools learn and share. 
 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MATERIALS 
The Navigation web site features a wide array of slide show presentations, handouts, and 
speaking notes that schools can use to train new advisors or familiarize School Board 
members or stakeholders with Navigation. 
 

CONFERENCES AND COACHING 
Navigation also sponsors presentations at a number of professional conferences… and 
hosted its own conference at Franklin Pierce’s Washington High School in June 2007. 
Lighthouse districts and Navigation team members also provide one-on-one coaching. 

 
 
 

The June 2007 Navigation Conference featured Superintendent 
Terry Bergeson and attracted 400 educators. 
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NAVIGATION WORKS 
 
Measuring how students do with Navigation has been a key part of the program. So far, the 
results have shown significant gains for students—and their families. 
 
PARENT PARTICIPATION 
As the chart below shows, parent attendance at school conferences at Bremerton High 
School increased significantly between the traditional, teacher-led conferences in fall 2004 
and Navigation 101 student-led conferences, which began in spring 2005. When parents 
know that their children have prepared and will be presenting unique and personal infor-
mation that relates to their work at school, they are much more likely to attend.  
 
According to representatives from the Lighthouse districts, the increase in parent atten-
dance at conferences has led 
to other related benefits, in-
cluding more parent involve-
ment in other school activities 
and more local support for the 
schools.  
 
Typically, parents become less 
involved in school as their chil-
dren grow older. But when they 
are invited to the school in a 
meaningful role as their chil-
dren’s partners and supporters, 
they tend to re-engage in other 
aspects of the school as well.  
 

The change from “traditional” to student-led conferences has led to 
a  significant increase in parent participation—at Bremerton and 
every other Navigation school. 
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NAVIGATION WORKS 
 
STUDENT SUCCESS AT SCHOOL 
With Navigation, student enrollment in “gatekeeper” courses has increased, even among 
disadvantaged students.  
 
Research shows that taking challenging (or “gatekeeper”) courses in high school is the sin-
gle most important determinant to a student’s postsecondary success. With Navigation, all 
five Lighthouse districts have experienced significant increases in students requesting and 
enrolling in gatekeeper courses.  
 
As the chart shows, even low-income students – who are typically much less likely to enroll 
in these courses – have benefited from Navigation’s personal encouragement and aca-
demic preparation.  
 
During the 2006-07 school year, 
in fact, nearly half the low-
income juniors and seniors in 
the Franklin Pierce School Dis-
trict enrolled in gatekeeper 
courses, nearly double the num-
ber just two years earlier.  
 
 
 

Navigation gives ALL students the support and encouragement they 
need to take challenging, “gatekeeper” courses. 
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NAVIGATION WORKS 
 
STUDENT SUCCESS AFTER GRADUATION 
Graduates’ need for remedial courses has decreased.  
 
According to the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 52 percent of commu-
nity and technical college students who graduated from high school in 2005 had to pay for 
at least one remedial course, which did not count toward their college degree.  
 
As a result, ensuring that high school graduates are ready for college-level work has be-
come a key priority.  
 
The chart shows the Frank-
lin Pierce School District’s 
progress in this area. Since 
the district implemented 
Navigation 101, Franklin 
Pierce graduates’ need for 
remedial coursework has 
steadily declined. 
 
 
 
 

With the more challenging course load encouraged by Navigation, stu-
dents’ need for remedial courses after high school has decreased. 
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WHAT’S NEXT? 
 

ELEMENTARY NAVIGATION! 
The Franklin Pierce School District is pioneering a 
new Navigation curriculum during 2007-08 for stu-
dents in grades K-5.  
 
Elementary Navigation features all five key elements 
of the grade 6-12 Navigation program (including sim-
ple student-led conferences). The elementary cur-
riculum focuses on three areas of child development 
based on the ASCA National Model: 

 
• Student as Learner 
      (I am a learner!) 
 
• Student as Contributing     

Citizen 
      (I am a helper!) 
 
• Student as Planner 
      (I have big dreams!) 
 
All Franklin Pierce elementary 
students will participate in Navi-
gation this year, and we will 
evaluate the possibility of ex-
panding Elementary Navigation 
statewide. 
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WHAT’S NEXT? 
 
OUTREACH TO SPECIAL NEEDS STUDENTS 
The Navigation team is exploring options to provide materials and 
support to students with special needs, including English Language 
Learners, migrant students, and students in alternative schools. 
 
ADDITIONAL PARTNERSHIPS—SCHOOL COUNSELORS 
We will continue to work with postsecondary and community stake-
holders, funders, parents, educational non-profits, and other poten-
tial partners to explore opportunities for collaborations and joint ven-
tures. In particular, we will strengthen our partnership with school 
counselors through the Washington School Counselor Association 
(WSCA) to ensure that Navigation can be sustained over the long term as part of schools’ 
comprehensive guidance and counseling programs. 
 

CONTINUED GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 
We will continue to expand Navigation and 
provide new support tools to Navigation 
schools. We’ll continue to adapt and 
strengthen the curriculum to build on schools’ 
experiences and national best practices.  
 
And we’ll help schools develop mechanisms 
to ensure that Navigation becomes a self-
sustaining and self-supporting part of the aca-
demic and counseling environment. “It’s showed me more than anything else—our kids. 

To see both of them flourish the way they are is just 
amazing. I like being able to see this. ” 
 - Parents, Bremerton HS 
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THE NAVIGATION TEAM 
 
The Navigation team is a small group of partly part-time, partly full-time staff, some bor-
rowed from districts, some from OSPI. Team members coordinate program administration, 
develop curriculum and professional development materials, and offer site visits and one-
on-one coaching for Navigation schools.  

Martin Mueller, 360-725-6175, martin.mueller@k12.wa.us, is OSPI’s Assistant Superinten-
dent for Student Support, and Navigation’s Statewide Director. Martin coordinates grant 
awards, program logistics, outreach, and program planning. 
 
Laura Moore, 260-725-6433, laura.moore@k12.wa.us, is the Navigation Program Assistant 
at OSPI. She’s the first point of contact for Navigation districts. 
 
Dan Barrett, 253-405-9425, dan_barrett@fp.k12.wa.us, from 
the Franklin Pierce School District, is Navigation’s Outreach 
Coordinator. He coordinates site visits to new and interested 
schools, open houses for grantees, and direct support for 
grantees and Lighthouse districts. 
 
Mike Hubert, 360-536-6107, mike.hubert@bsd.wednet.edu, 
from the Bremerton School District, is Navigation’s Guidance 
& Counseling Coordinator. He coordinates the involvement of 
school counselors and works with Dan to reach out to Naviga-
tion grantees. 
 
Mary Bourguignon, 206-271-8913, mb@steeple-jack.com, de-
veloped the Navigation curriculum and coordinates ongoing 
professional development and curriculum resources. 



 
Navigation 101 is a project of the  

Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.  
For more information, please visit our web site at www.k12.wa.us/navigation101. 

Photos, cover and pp. 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 13 © Wovie, 2007, from Navigation videos. 



            
 
 
 

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE:     _X       ACTION 
  
DATE:  November 1-2, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS FOR 2007–08 SCHOOL 

YEAR  
 
SERVICE UNIT: State Board of Education 
   Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
PRESENTER: Martin Mueller, Assistant Superintendent 
   Student Support, OSPI 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
The schools herein listed, having met the requirements of RCW 28A.195 and are 
consistent with the State Board of Education rules and regulations in chapter 180-90 
WAC, be approved as private schools for the 2007–08 school year. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Each private school seeking State Board of Education approval is required to 
submit an application to the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction. The 
application materials include a State Standards Certificate of Compliance and 
documents verifying that the school meets the criteria for approval established by 
statute and regulations. A more complete description is attached for reference. 
 
Enrollment figures, including extension student enrollment, are estimates 
provided by the applicants. Actual student enrollment, number of teachers, and 
the teacher preparation characteristics will be reported to OSPI in October. This 
report generates the teacher/student ratio for both the school and extension 
programs. Pre-school enrollment is collected for information purposes only. 
 
Private schools may provide a service to the home school community through an 
extension program subject to the provisions of RCW 28A.200. These students 
are counted for state purposes as private school students. 
 





STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X____ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: November 1, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: DEFINING OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 

State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTERS: Phyllis Frank Bunker, Board Member 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Bunker Frank will present information to Board members on opportunity to learn 
and identifying the weakest link. She would like to share her work in examining 
these issues to address Washington students’ achievement gap and our work on 
accountability. Enclosed are several articles she will refer to in her presentation.  































 
 
 
 
 
 

Update on Legislative Tasks 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The legislature and/or Governor have requested that the Board study and 
provide recommendations about the following issues: 
 

 End-of-Course Assessment and Charter:  Analyze the strengths and 
weaknesses of a move by Washington toward end-of-course 
assessments, and consider the role of norm-referenced assessments as 
alternative tests for graduation. (The charter for this task, revised after 
Board feedback in September, is included under the “charter proposals” 
tab in the packet.) 

 Science Standards Review and Charter:  Review K-10 science 
standards and provide feedback on the Office of Superintendent of Public 
Instruction’s recommended science curricula.  (The charter for this task, 
revised after Board feedback in September, is included under the “charter 
proposals” tab in the packet.) 

 Career and Technical Education:  Reevaluate the graduation 
requirements for students enrolled in vocationally intensive and rigorous 
career and technical education programs, particularly those that lead to a 
certificate or credential that is state or nationally recognized. 

 Meaningful High School Diploma Purpose:  Develop and propose a 
revised definition of the purpose and expectations for high school 
diplomas issued by public schools in Washington State. 

 
END-OF-COURSE ASSESSMENT 
 
Staff will receive a preliminary report from the consultant, Education First 
Consulting, on October 30, 2007 that will include a review of current literature on 
end-of-course assessments, and a description of eight states’ use of these 
assessments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



SCIENCE STANDARDS REVIEW AND CHARTER 
 
Staff hired a consultant, David Heil and Associates, to perform the work of the 
science standards review. The contractor will bring a strong leadership team to 
direct the review, including:  David Heil, one-time host of the Emmy Award-
winning PBS family science program Newton’s Apple; Rodger Bybee, Director 
Emeritus of the Biological Science Curriculum Study; and Harold Pratt, a private 
consultant and former Disciplinary Literacy Fellow in Science at the Learning 
Research and Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh.   
 
By the end of October 2007, staff will select 16 residents of Washington to serve 
on the science standards advisory panel that will provide formal feedback and 
guidance to the consultant. Closing date for applications was October 21. The 
first meeting of the advisory panel will be December 18, 2007. 
 
CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION (CTE) 
 
The 2006 legislature tasked the Board to: 
 

…reevaluate the graduation requirements for students enrolled in 
vocationally intensive and rigorous career and technical education 
programs, particularly those programs that lead to a certificate or 
credential that is state or nationally recognized. The purpose of the 
evaluation is to ensure that students enrolled in these programs have 
sufficient opportunity to earn a certificate of academic achievement, 
complete the program and earn the program's certificate or credential, and 
complete other state and local graduation requirements. The board shall 
report its findings and recommendations for additional flexibility in 
graduation requirements, if necessary.1  

 

Staff hired a consultant, Washington State University’s Social and Economic 
Sciences Research Center, to provide a statewide snapshot, analyzing available 
data about CTE completers—students enrolled in vocationally intensive 
programs. The study will analyze graduation trends and WASL performance for 
students enrolled in the 16 different CTE pathways to determine the: 

 relationship between high school students who graduate and their peers 
who have completed CTE programs;  

 relationship between high school graduates and non-graduates who 
complete CTE programs and various characteristics of the students 
(demography, socio-economic status) and their districts 
(geography/poverty);  

 post-high school graduation characteristics of the class of 2005 and 2006 
(e.g., tech prep participation and completion, enrollment in two-year 
schools, enrollment in four-year schools); and  

 number of industry certificates earned. 

                                                 
1 RCW 28A.230.090 



 

What the data will tell us is how students who are enrolled in intensive CTE 
pathways are doing. Are they graduating on time? Are they meeting standard on 
the WASL? How do they compare to students not enrolled in CTE programs? 
 
What the data won’t tell us is how many students chose not to enroll in CTE, nor 
will we know anything about why they made those choices. It will also not tell us, 
as the legislation requested, about whether students have had “sufficient 
opportunity to earn a certificate of academic achievement…” The oldest students 
in the study will be from the class of 2006, and they did not need to attain a CAA 
in order to graduate.   
 
The second part of our approach is to study more carefully a few selected 
programs that have been successful in establishing academic equivalencies for 
career and technical education courses. We have heard repeatedly from 
representatives of the workforce and CTE communities about the valuable 
contributions that CTE courses can make in meeting academic core 
requirements, and we want to learn more about what schools are doing to make 
these initiatives really work. The study will be completed in December.   
 
MEANINGFUL HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA PURPOSE 
 
The 2005 legislature asked the Board to: 
 

…develop and propose a revised definition of the purpose and 
expectations for high school diplomas issued by public schools in 
Washington State. The revised definition shall address whether attainment 
of a high school diploma is intended to signify that a student is ready for 
success in college, ready for successful and gainful employment in the 
workplace, or some combination of these and other objectives. The 
revised definition shall focus on the knowledge, skills, and abilities that 
students are expected to demonstrate to receive a high school diploma, as 
well as the various methods to be used to measure student performance, 
rather than focusing on courses, credits, seat time, and test scores.2 
 

The Board has considered the purpose of a diploma in its meaningful high school 
diploma work and in its own goals for students. In an earlier paper, the 
Meaningful High School Diploma Committee characterized the diploma as a 
“social contract” to whatever institution or employers the graduate moved on to—
a contract that says the graduate has acquired a particular set of knowledge and 
skills. At its September 2007 meeting, the Board clarified the purpose as follows: 
 
 
 

                                                 
2 ESSHB 3098 



The purpose of a diploma is to prepare a student to be ready for success 
in postsecondary education, gainful employment, and citizenship. The 
diploma should meet the personalized education needs of each student, 
as well as society’s needs. 

 
With respect to methods used to measure student performance, the Board 
redefined in 2000 a credit to include the “satisfactory demonstration by a student 
of clearly identified competencies established pursuant to a process defined in 
written district policy.”3 
 
Staff Recommendation:  The Board will be asked, at its January 2008 meeting, 
to adopt a revised definition of the purpose of a diploma to forward to the 
legislature. Staff recommends that the Board consider a definition that builds on 
the ideas listed above, such as: 
 

The purpose of a diploma is to prepare a student to be ready for success 
in postsecondary education, gainful employment, and citizenship. The 
diploma should meet the personalized education needs of each student, 
as well as society’s needs. The diploma represents a social contract to 
whatever institution or employers the graduate moves on to—a contract 
that says the graduate has acquired a particular set of knowledge and 
skills. How the student demonstrates those skills may differ; whether a 
student earns credit by participating in formal instruction or by 
demonstrating competency through established district policies is 
immaterial; they are equally acceptable.   

 

                                                 
3 WAC 180-51-050 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X__ INFORMATION / NO ACTION 
 
DATE: NOVEMBER 2, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: SBE Community Outreach Fall 2007 and  
 Board Liaisons to Organizations 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTER: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
 Sara Jones, Manager 
 APCO Worldwide 
 
 Brad Burnham, Policy and Legislative Specialist 
 State Board of Education 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 

 

This fall, as part of its efforts to improve requirements for high school graduation to better 
prepare students for life after high school, the Washington State Board of Education will hold 
community meetings across the state to hear the public’s opinion on the topic.   

In the near-term, input from the meetings will help the Board to define the purpose of the high 
school diploma and identify the content for a required third year of math. This work will be 
presented to the State Legislature in December 2007. The feedback from the public will be 
used by the Board to draft recommendations for new high school graduation requirements, as 
well as system performance accountability, which it will discuss with the public during its spring 
2008 outreach. 

 
We have included the schedule and Board participation for each meeting as well as the format. 
We will share the framing issues that APCO and SBE staff are working on at the November 
Board meeting. 

 



Board Liaisons to Organizations 
 

It has been over a year since Board members selected their liaison assignments to groups 
such as the WSSDA regions and the Work Force Education and Training Board. We have 
enclosed the list from last year with updated meetings. We would like to know how those 
liaison assignments are working for you and if there are ways you want to share key 
information from those meetings with your fellow Board members and discuss any other issues 
you may have. 



 
 

Washington State Board of Education to Hold Community Meetings on Improving 
Graduation Requirements to Better Prepare Students for Life after High School  

 
October 2007--This fall, as part of its efforts to improve 
requirements for high school graduation to better 
prepare students for life after high school, the 
Washington State Board of Education will hold 
community meetings across the state to hear the 
public’s opinion on the topic.  
 
During the meetings the Board will discuss how the 
economy of our state and prospects for high school 
graduates have changed since the state last reviewed 
high school graduation credit requirements 22 years 
ago; offer a conceptual framework for improving state 
graduation requirements; and listen to public input. 
 
The Board wants to hear from citizens on questions such as: 
 

 What academic skills should students have when they graduate from high 
school? 

 What life skills should students possess when they graduate? 

 What kinds of post-high school opportunities should a K-12 education prepare 
students for? 

 Should there be one type of diploma for all students, or multiple diploma options? 

 Should high school graduation requirements necessarily align with 
vocational/technical, 2-year community colleges or 4-year college entry 
requirements? 

 What should the content be for a required third credit of math?  
 
In the near-term, input from the meetings will help the Board to define the purpose of the 
high school diploma and identify the content for a required third credit of math. This work 
will be presented to the State Legislature in December 2007.   
 
The feedback also will be used by the Board to draft recommendations for new high 
school graduation requirements, which it will release to the public in spring 2008.  During 
a second round of community meetings in spring 2008, members of the public will have 
the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft recommendations before they are 
finalized. 
 
For more information, please visit www.sbe.wa.gov or call 360-725-6025. 
 

# # # 
 

Community meetings will be held 
in the evening in the following 
locations: 

 Bremerton, October 30 

 Bethel/Tacoma, November 5 

 Everett, November 14 

 Yakima, November 27 

 Vancouver, November 29 

 Spokane, December 3 

 Seattle, December 4 
 

 



 

Mary Jean Ryan, Chair  Warren T. Smith Sr., Vice Chair  Dr. Terry Bergeson, Superintendent of Public Instruction  
Dr. Bernal Baca  Amy Bragdon  Dr. Steve Dal Porto  Steve Floyd  Dr. Sheila Fox  Phyllis Bunker Frank  Zachary Kinman  

Linda W. Lamb  Eric Liu  Dr. Kristina Mayer  John C. "Jack" Schuster  Lorilyn Roller  Jeff Vincent  Edie Harding, Executive Director  
 (360) 725-6025  TTY (360) 664-3631  FAX (360) 586-2357  Email: sbe@k12.wa.us  www:sbe.wa.gov 
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Washington State Board of Education 

Outreach Meetings Fall 2007 
 

 

 

  
AGENDA 

 
6:00 p.m. Welcome 

 Pledge of Allegiance   
 Welcome to Dignitaries 
 Introductions of Board Members and Staff 

  
6:05 p.m. Overview of Meeting 

 Agenda Overview by SBE Staff 
 

6:10 p.m. Meaningful High School Diploma Framework Presentation 

 SBE staff will present on the Board’s efforts to improve high school 
graduation requirements and thinking behind the need to change the 
requirements 

 Clarifying questions about presentation from audience 
 
6:30 p.m. Break-out Groups for Audience Discussion 

 Break-out group suggested questions (these are still in the process of 
revision at time we are going to press) 

o What changes would you recommend to the current high school 
graduation requirements? (We would have a handout listing them) 

o What are the strengths and weaknesses of requiring all high school 
students to meet the same standards (with consideration to special 
education students)? 

o What are the benefits to making high school graduation 
requirements match what students need for entering and taking 
non-remedial classes at vocational/technical, two-year and four-
year colleges? 

o What academic and life skills are essential for high school 
graduates? 



 

 

 
7:30 p.m. Report Backs from Break-out Groups and Individuals 

 Each group will report back on the two key themes the group felt the 
Board should know, about better preparing students for life after high 
school 

 SBE staff will note main points on flip charts 

 APCO will create large sheets for each skill plus a blank sheet for people 
to put dots on. SBE staff will provide list of skills. Each individual will put 
five dots down on large sheets around the room that list academic and life 
skills that are essential  

 Each individual will have the opportunity to provide the SBE well written 
comments plus ability to provide in-depth feedback on math 

   
7:50 p.m. Questions from the Audience 

 Questions from the audience  
  
8:00 p.m. Thank You and Final Remarks 

 Member of the State Board would thank the group and once again remind 
them how the information will be used to inform the Board’s decision 

 SBE will remain for a brief time to take more questions but excuse those 
who will want to leave on-time  

 



 

 

To Be Determined 



 

To Be Determined 
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